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Abstract 

This study aims to investigate a set of under-researched determinants of tourist expenditures 

among visitors to Fjord Norway. Specifically, it analyses four variables’ relationship with 

tourist expenditure: tourist satisfaction, destination type, activity participation, and presence 

of children in travel party. This was done by analysing secondary data from a questionnaire 

distributed to visitors at a popular tourist attraction in Fjord Norway. The results indicate that 

a relationship exists between tourist satisfaction and expenditures. Though the findings are 

ambiguous in terms of direction and strength, most coefficients are negative suggesting that 

more satisfied tourists have lower expenditures than less satisfied tourists. The results also 

show that tourists visiting a higher number of nature-based destinations have significantly 

higher expenditures. No relationship was identified between activity participation and 

children in travel party.  
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1 Introduction   

The tourism industry has received much attention in research and media over the last decades 

due to its contribution to economic growth (Martins, Gan, and Ferreira-Lopes, 2017). 

According to Innovation Norway, tourism can potentially bring major economic benefits for 

the host country. Specifically, it can lead to increased employment, economic growth and 

increased welfare (Innovation Norway, 2017, p. 4). Increased employment is a direct effect 

from the fact that the stream of tourists requires establishing more hotels, restaurants, public 

transportation etc. and thus more workers in the area. More workers in the economy also lead 

to increased tax revenues for the municipality and government. Economic growth and 

increased welfare are potential results of the economic process that is initiated by tourism 

expenditures. Tourism expenditure is defined by the United Nations as

 

“the amount paid for the acquisition of consumption goods and services, as well as valuables, 

for own use or to give away, for and during tourism trips. It includes expenditures by visitors 

themselves, as well as expenses that are paid for or reimbursed by others” 

(United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2008, p. 31).  

 

This economic process is often referred to as the multiplier effect. Frechtling and Horváth 

(1999, p. 324) describe the multiplier effect of tourism as the total economic benefits 

generated once the initial tourist spending has worked its way through the economy through 

interindustry transactions. In other words, the money that tourists spend while on vacation 

(that is, tourism expenditures) will circulate in the economy and can potentially benefit 

several sectors. This is due to the fact that the various sectors of an economy are usually 

interrelated (Khan, Seng and Cheong, 1990). For instance, if a hotel experiences an increase 

in number of guests, they will have to buy more goods from their suppliers to meet demand 



2 
 

(e.g. food.). The suppliers, for instance a local farmer, will have increased revenues and might 

have more money to spend and the money will circulate further. This process may continue 

through several sectors. For these reasons, it is desirable for businesses and regions that 

tourists spend as much money as possible at the destination. Tourist expenditures may serve 

as an alternative form of exports. In a study of 42 African countries, international tourist 

spending was proved to positively influence the economic growth in all countries (Fayissa, 

Nsiah and Tadasse, 2008). Tourists are defined by the World Tourism Organization as 

“people travelling to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than 

one consecutive year for leisure, business and other purposes” (as cited in Frechtling and 

Horváth, 1999, p. 324). Another definition of tourists is that of Leiper (1979, p. 396), saying 

that tourists are people that make discretionary and temporary tours which involves at least 

one overnight stay away from the usual place of residence.  

 

Tourists are likely to have varying spending behaviours as they differ in terms of 

demographics, length of stay, accommodation type, purpose of trip and many other aspects. 

By identifying what kind of tourists who have the highest expenditures, tourism managers and 

policy makers can formulate strategies to attract these tourists and thereby increase tourism 

expenditures in the area. Moreover, understanding the expenditure patterns and activities of a 

tourist may facilitate the strategic planning of facilities and amenities (Mok & Iverson, 2000). 

According to the United Nations (2008), tourism statistics are necessary for designing 

appropriate marketing strategies, strengthening inter-institutional relationships and evaluating 

the effectiveness of management decisions and measuring tourism throughout the economy.  

 



3 
 

2 Background  

In the tourism literature, the demand for tourism has been measured both in terms of number 

of tourist arrivals and in terms of expenditures at destination. Notably, the number of tourist 

arrivals does not directly reflect tourist consumption and expenditures, and cannot entirely 

measure the economic impact of tourism on the destination (Wang and Davidson, 2010b, p. 

507). Even if a destination experiences an increase in tourist arrivals, these tourists may have 

low expenditures at the destination, thus not creating the desired and potential economic 

impact on the destination. As pointed out by Engström and Kipperberg (2015), tourists also 

leave social, environmental and cultural footprints. Hence, an increasing number of tourist 

arrivals will not in itself necessarily contribute to the potential economic effects of tourism. 

Furthermore, only expenditures at the destination (and not pre-paid expenses) becomes in its 

entirety tourism income for the destination, because pre-paid expenses are often shared with 

tour operators outside the country (Perez and Juaneda, 2000, p. 626). Consequently, the 

economic impact of tourism on the host destination can best be assessed by measuring and 

analysing tourism expenditures at the destination. This is also the purpose of the present 

study. Specifically, it aims to examine the relationship between certain factors and the 

expenditure levels of tourists in Fjord Norway. Fjord Norway refers to the south-western 

region of Norway, including Rogaland, Hordaland, Sogn & Fjordane and Møre & Romsdal 

counties. The fjords are the soul of Norway, and this area contains a number of Norway’s 

largest tourist attractions - for Norwegians as well as for international tourists. In fact, Fjord 

Norway and Northern Norway were the two regions with highest increase in the number of 

international overnight stays from 2016 to 2017. Also, most of this increase was within 

camping, indicating that more visitors were seeking the nature. Furthermore, Fjord Norway 

had the second largest share of tourist expenditures among the regions in Norway (23 %) in 
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2017. Only the capital region received higher tourist expenditures, as observed below 

(Innovation Norway, 2017, pp. 34-47).  

 

 

Figure 1: Share of expenditures in different regions in Norway. Innovation Norway, 2017.  

 

This makes Fjord Norway an interesting area for studying tourism expenditures in a 

Norwegian context. Globally, tourism expenditure is a widely researched field. Much research 

has been carried out with the aim to identify factors that can predict the expenditure levels of 

different types of tourists. The result is a list of factors that are commonly believed to 

contribute in explaining tourist expenditure levels. Examples of such factors are length of stay 

at the destination, the number of people travelling together, and income level of the tourist. 
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Nonetheless, it is commonly agreed that these factors cannot explain all variation in 

expenditures among tourists. Over the last decade, researchers have begun to investigate other 

factors that possibly affect expenditures. Examples are tourist satisfaction level, destination 

type, activity participation and presence of children in travel party (as it may influence the 

choice of activity participation). Due to a limited scope of this thesis, and because these 

factors are considered to be relevant in the context of Fjord Norway, they are the focus of 

attention in the current study. Hence, the aim of this study is to contribute in filling the 

knowledge gap by investigating the relationship between tourist expenditures and influencing 

factors that have received less attention in the literature. Particularly, the factors investigated 

in this study are  

 

1. The satisfaction level of tourists  

2. The number of nature-based destinations the tourists visit  

3. The number of nature-based activities the tourists participate in 

4. The presence of children in travel party 

 

Baker and Crompton (2000, p. 787) describe satisfaction as an emotional state of mind after 

an experience. In a tourism context, satisfaction level refers to how satisfied tourists are with 

different factors at the visited destination, such as accommodation, transportation, facilities, 

sightseeing, activities and the like. Referring to general consumer behaviour theory, a satisfied 

customer is likely to spend more money on the specific product/service by doing repeat 

purchases. In other words, customer satisfaction may lead to customer retention and loyalty, 

and positive word of mouth (Tarn, 1999, p. 40). According to Oliver (1980), satisfaction may 

also impact a consumer’s purchase intentions and generate attitudinal change. As such, this 

can be associated with tourist expenditures. However, consumer behaviour for a tourist can be 
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argued to differ from regular consumer behaviour. A tourist usually stays at the destination for 

a shorter period of time, hence repeat purchase and loyalty might not always be relevant in a 

tourist context. Nevertheless, purchase intentions and attitudes towards a product or service 

may still change as a consequence of (dis)satisfaction. From this, it can be inferred that having 

a good experience (high satisfaction) with a product/service as a tourist, for instance an 

activity, may motivate or encourage to engage in other activities while on the trip. 

Additionally, higher satisfaction may lead to acceptance of higher prices and higher 

willingness to pay. This way, satisfaction may positively affect expenditures.  

 

Second, as described above, Fjord Norway is a popular region for tourism in Norway, and 

very often involves some sort of nature viewing and/or nature activity (e.g. fjord cruise, 

mountain hiking). Investigating whether visiting nature-based destinations and engaging in 

nature-based activities is associated with higher/lower expenditures can be of interest and 

value to destination managers and policy makers in Fjord Norway.   

 

Third, another way to differentiate tourists from each other, is to distinguish between those 

traveling with children and those traveling without. In a study by Chen, Wang and Prebensen 

(2016), this was shown to affect the kind of activities that the travel party chose to engage in.  

 

This study aims to investigate these variables’ relationship with tourist expenditure among 

domestic and international tourists in Fjord Norway. In addition to this overall research aim, 

the study also incorporates certain of the more researched factors in relation to tourist 

expenditures. There are two reasons for this: they function as control variables in the 

regression analysis and provide a comparison with previous findings.  
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3 Literature review  

An in-depth literature review was conducted by this author to examine previous research and 

findings within the field of tourism expenditures. The review revealed that the topic has been 

widely investigated with different approaches. Researchers have examined whether different 

sets of attributes influence tourism expenditure, such as trip-related factors, demographic 

factors, and socioeconomic factors. Trip-related factors typically include destination type, 

length of stay and travel party size. Demographic and socioeconomic factors include age, 

gender, nationality, income level, educational level etc. Psychological factors, such as 

satisfaction, have been analysed to a much lesser extent. Further, tourism expenditure has 

been expressed in different ways: in terms of total travel party expenditures and per person 

expenditures, which can both be measured on a per day basis and for entire visit.  

 

According to Brida and Scuderi (2013), the most widely used approach of analysing tourism 

expenditure is linear regression, with expenditure level being the dependent variable. Diverse 

findings have been reported depending on how expenditures are expressed, on the 

geographical scope in which the study took place and the methodology used for analysing.  

Some factors have been heavily researched over the last decades in terms of their impact on 

expenditure levels. Examples are length of stay, travel party size, nationality, income and age 

(see for instance Engström and Kipperberg, 2015; Thrane and Farstad, 2011; Thrane and 

Farstad 2012a; Thrane and Farstad 2012b; Thrane, Farstad and Dybedal, 2011; Jang, Bai, 

Hong, and O’Leary 2004, Fredman, 2008). In the literature, these factors are treated as 

independent variables affecting the dependent variable, namely tourism expenditure. With 

respect to length of stay, all the studies referred to above (and a number of other studies) 

found a significant and positive relationship with expenditures, with a 10 % increase in length 

of stay leading to 3 – 7% increase in expenditures. Furthermore, Thrane and Farstad (2011, 
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2012b), Engström and Kipperberg (2015) and Fredman (2008) also found that although there 

is a positive relationship, it is diminishing. In other words, the expenditure increase becomes 

smaller for very long duration of stays.  

 

When it comes to travel party size, previous research shows more ambiguous results than 

regarding length of stay. Engström and Kipperberg (2015) found that doubling the travel party 

size will bring about a 41 % increase in total travel expenditures. However, on a per-person 

basis this will lead to a 59 % decrease in spending. That is, the more people that travel 

together, the lower the personal expenditures. Thrane and Farstad (2011) also suggests that 

this relationship holds only up to a certain point (9 persons in their case), where after it 

becomes positive. Thus, the smallest and the largest travel parties seem to have the highest 

expenditure levels. Further, Mok and Iverson (2000) divided their sample into light, medium 

and heavy spenders and found that heavy spenders have smaller travel party sizes. Thrane, 

Farstad and Dybedal (2011) suggest that the effect of travel party size will vary according to 

different expenditure categories. For example, it is negatively associated with transportation 

expenditures but positively associated with lodging expenditures. Several studies have also 

found a non-existing relationship between travel party size and expenditure (for example, 

Downward and Lumsdon, 2004).   

 

Nationality is another factor that may influence tourism expenditures. Among others, Thrane 

and Farstad (2012a) suggest that nationality indeed has a net effect on expenditure. In their 

analysis, which is based on international tourists in Norway, nationality alone explained 

nearly 40 % of the variation in expenditures, and thus appears to be a very important 

determinant. Specifically, Danish tourists tend to spend less than the average whereas Dutch 

tourists spend more. Likewise, Perez and Juaneda (2000) found significant differences among 
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tourists in the Balearic Islands, with Italians spending 22 % more than the Germans, while 

French and Belgians spend 10,3 % less. Alegre, Cladera and Sard (2011) also report 

nationality as a significant determinant for tourist expenditures among sun and sand tourists in 

Mallorca.  

 

Moving on, several papers have investigated the effect of age on tourist expenditures. 

Diverging results are found, but the majority of studies have found a positive relationship 

where older tourists have higher expenditure levels than younger tourists (Jang et al. 2004; 

Perez and Juaneda 2000; Craggs and Schofield 2009). Thrane and Farstad (2012a) reveals a 

curvilinear relationship, where the turning point is at 51 years for group expenditures and 48 

years for personal expenditures. On the other hand, Alegre et al. (2011) did not find a 

statistically significant relationship between the two variables and Mok and Iverson (2000) 

found that heavy spenders tend to be younger than light spenders.  

 

The vast majority of prior research has indicated a positive relationship between income and 

tourism expenditures. This indicates that tourism is a normal good. Fredman (2008, p. 297) 

found that income particularly impacts tourist expenditures at the destination. Downward and 

Lumsdon (2003) reveal that a 10 % increase in income generated a 1,3 % increase in tourism 

spending. Furthermore, Cannon and Ford (2002, p. 270) also conclude that visitors with 

higher income levels have higher expenditure levels. On the contrary, Mok and Iverson 

(2000) found that income level does not significantly affect expenditure levels. Some 

researchers have also examined whether the level of education influences spending level, and 

Engström and Kipperberg (2015) found a weak evidence that more educated people spend 

more money.  
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According to Marcussen (2011), all the factors described above (length of stay, travel party 

size, nationality, age and income) should be classified as important predictors of tourism 

expenditures and should always be included in any analysis of such expenditures, in addition 

to new factors that need more research. Incorporating more independent variables in the 

analysis may improve the explanatory power, which has sometimes been as low as 0,2 

according to Wang and Davidson (2010b, p. 511). The present study therefore intends to 

investigate variables that have received less attention in the literature, especially in a 

Norwegian nature-based context. Studies in which these variables are investigated seem to be 

less consistent in terms of findings, compared to the “traditional” factors explained above.  

 

Research on tourist satisfaction has mainly focused on the positive effects it may have on 

revisit intentions and word of mouth. Studies that look at tourist satisfaction as a predictor of 

tourism expenditures only began to emerge around 2010. Satisfaction as a predictor of 

expenditure distinguishes itself from the traditional predictors (length of stay etc.) by being 

more qualitative in nature. Hence, it can better explain tourist behaviour and thus expenditure 

at the destination (Legohérel and Wong, 2006, cited in Cárdenaz-García, Pulido-Fernández 

and Pulido-Fernández, 2016 p. 499). The assumption is that tourists who are more satisfied 

with the tourism offerings at a destination will have higher willingness to spend (than tourists 

who are less satisfied) in order to participate in the activities offered at the destination. Some 

studies show a positive relationship between satisfaction and expenditures, while some report 

a non-existing relationship. For instance, Perez and Juaneda (2000) found that tourists that 

held negative opinions about their holiday experience spent 31,7 % less than the reference 

group in the study. Similarly, Cárdenaz-García et al. (2016) found satisfaction with 

accommodation, leisure/entertainment, infrastructure and landscapes, among other factors, to 

be related to tourist expenditures in some urban destinations in Spain. Disegna and Osti 
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(2016, p. 12) found specifically that a one unit increase in satisfaction with landscape (on a 

10-point Likert scale) would lead to 7,6 % increase in total expenditures. On the contrary, the 

study by Wang and Davidson (2010a) indicates that satisfaction does not significantly predict 

tourist expenditure. No conclusion can be drawn based on the existing research, and the 

influence of visitor (dis)satisfaction remains unexplained. To the author’s knowledge, very 

little research has been carried out concerning satisfaction and expenditures in a Norwegian 

nature-based context.  

 

Type of destination visited and activities that tourists participate in is another factor that have 

recently been considered a predictor of expenditures. This relationship was examined among 

tourists in Northern Norway by Mehmetoglu (2007), as one of a few papers addressing this. 

The results indicated that nature tourists are likely to spend more money on holiday than 

“other” tourists. Nature tourists refer to tourists that visit a place largely because of the nature. 

According to Mehmetoglu (2007), nature-based tourists in general are well-educated, have 

high incomes and have a higher willingness to spend. He also found that those who consider 

nature-based activities as important for their trip were typically heavy spenders (as opposed to 

light spenders, which are the two groups the sample was divided into).  Leones, Colby, and 

Crandall (1998, p. 56) further underlined the idea that tourist expenditures may be increased 

by encouraging tourists to visit multiple sites. However, this effect is not analysed to a large 

degree in the literature. Besides, Thrane and Farstad (2011) suggested that the more rural the 

destination visited, the lower the expenditures. Many nature-based attractions in Norway are 

in rural areas, thus suggesting lower expenditures. Oklevik, Gossling, Hall, Steen Jacobsen, 

Grøtte and McCabe (2019) investigated the relationship between activity participation and 

total spending among tourists in Fjord Norway and found a positive significant (albeit weak) 

relationship. In that context, activities included any type of organised tours, cultural visits and 
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outdoor activity. The fjords and landscapes are in many ways the core of the Norwegian 

tourism industry (Iversen, Løge, Jakobsen and Sandvik, 2015, p. 3), and it can therefore be of 

interest to investigate the relationship between destinations/activities with expenditures in the 

context of Fjord Norway. Particularly, is visiting nature-based destinations and engaging in 

nature-based activities in Fjord Norway associated with expenditure levels?  

 

Another variable of interest is the composition of the travel party. Since size of the travel 

party has shown varying results in terms of effect on (personal) expenditures, perhaps the 

composition of the travel party can contribute in explaining. However, also here there is no 

general agreement in the literature. Spotts and Mahoney (1991) found that heavy spenders 

were more likely to have children in their travel parties, whereas Davies and Mangan (1992, 

p. 698) report a slight negative effect. One explanation for a negative relationship might be 

that children are normally not income earners, as discussed by Agarwal and Yochum (1999).  

 

The extensive literature research was used as a basis for hypotheses formulation based on 

previous theory and findings. The stated hypotheses reveal predictions about the relationship 

between concepts, which was tested through quantitative methods to either confirm or reject 

the hypothesis. In other words, this study has a deductive approach (Snieder and Larner, 

2009). The stated hypotheses are as follows:  

 

H0: There is no relationship between the relevant factors and tourist expenditures 

 

H1: Tourist satisfaction level is related to tourist expenditure level 

H2: The number of nature-based destinations visited is positively associated with tourist 

expenditure levels 
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H3:  The number of nature-based activities participated in is positively associated with tourist 

expenditure levels 

H4: Traveling with children is negatively associated with tourist expenditure levels 

 

The following conceptual model illustrates the hypotheses and the expected relationships.  

 

Figure 2: Conceptual model 

 

4 Methodology  

This chapter introduces the research methods that were applied in this study, as well as 

discussing the reliability and validity of the study.  

 

4.1 Data  

Due to tourism seasonality, the target group for the current study (i.e. tourists in Fjord 

Norway) is not highly represented in Norway at the time of the year when primary data 

collection would have to be conducted (February/March). Therefore, it would be very 
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challenging to get a sufficient number of respondents, which is important to increase the 

generalizability of the results. Hence, the best way to answer the current research questions 

was to utilize data collected in 2014 through the project Tourism Yield of Norway, financed by 

The Research Council of Norway. Thus, this is a secondary data research. Secondary data has 

several definitions in the literature, indicating a lack of agreement of what the term really 

means. One definition is that of Hewson (as cited in Smith, 2008, p. 3), which defines 

secondary data as “the further analysis of an existing dataset with the aim of addressing a 

research question distinct from that for which the dataset was originally collected and 

generating novel interpretations and conclusions”. Further, Glass (as cited in Smith, 2008, p. 

4) defines secondary data as “re-analysis of data for the purpose of answering the original 

research questions with better statistical techniques or answering new research questions with 

old data”. Yet a third definition is “a collection of data obtained by another researcher which 

is available for re-analysis” (Sobal, as cited in Smith, 2008, p. 4). The definitions differ with 

regards to whether the secondary data is used to address a new or existing research question, 

and whether the data is analysed by the original researcher or a new researcher. In this thesis, 

an existing dataset was used to answer new research questions by a new researcher.  

 

Secondary data can be found from a range of sources: systematic reviews, documentary 

analysis, surveys, national census, interviews etc. It enables researchers and students to get 

access to enormous amounts of data that would not be possible otherwise. Furthermore, it can 

secure high quality of the data as it is collected by technical expertise (Smith, 2008, p. 22). 

Thus, it enables researchers to “stand on the shoulders of giants”. The original questionnaire 

used in this thesis was developed by experienced researchers and therefore it is likely to be of 

high quality. As a result, the risk of getting distorted responses due to a poor survey is 

reduced. Additionally, using existing data provides the opportunity to compare the results 
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with an identical survey that was conducted in 2010 by the same researchers. This would be 

difficult if primary data was collected because the results from the two surveys would not be 

directly comparable.  

 

However, there are some disadvantages associated with using secondary data that must be 

taken into consideration when choosing this research method. Since the data are often 

collected for another purpose than the current, they might not be fully appropriate to answer 

the current research question. Hence, adaption of the data might be necessary. In this specific 

case, little adaption was needed. This will be elaborated later in the methodology section. 

Moreover, the data are not completely up to date as they were collected nearly five years ago. 

In some research fields, findings are likely to change over time. To address this issue, the 

findings of this thesis will be compared to the findings of the identical study that was 

conducted in 2010. However, the time-issue is probably of greater relevance within fields that 

are rapidly developing (i.e. technology and communication) than in the field of tourist 

expenditures.  

 

4.2 Survey   

The survey, in form of a questionnaire, was part of a study of international travellers’ 

experiences in Norway. Part of the purpose was to help the Norwegian tourism sector improve 

amenities and services provided to international tourists. The survey, carried out in 2014 by 

researchers at the University of Stavanger, was comprehensive and collected information 

about various aspects regarding the travellers’ visit to Fjord Norway. First, basic questions 

about the current trip, such as purpose of trip, size of the travel party and transportation mode 

were asked. The second part of the survey was about the specific activities and destinations 

visited in Fjord Norway. Part 3 was about the costs of the visit to Norway, while part 4 was 
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about revisit intentions and satisfaction level with the trip. The last part collected 

demographics of the respondents. The information was obtained by approaching visitors at a 

popular tourist attraction (The Pulpit Rock) and asking them to fill out the questionnaire. The 

questionnaire was offered in five languages in order to overcome any language barrier. The 

full questionnaire is attached in appendix 10.1.  

 

As mentioned above, some data adaption was done in order to answer the research questions. 

In the survey, respondents were asked to specify who the members in their travel party was by 

checking off categories. Children were divided into three categories; 0-6 years, 7-12 years and 

teenagers. Since quite a small part of the sample travelled with children, these three categories 

were merged together, resulting in one category for children in travel party (0-19 years old). 

This is also based on an assumption that most parents travelling with children up till 19 years 

of age will pay for most tourist expenditures of the child.   

 

Furthermore, the questionnaire presented 30 different destinations and activities in Fjord 

Norway and the respondents were asked to check off those destinations and activities they 

planned to visit/participate in or had already visited/participated in. The activity list included 

the following categories of activities; nature experiences, outdoor recreation, adventures, 

cultural and urban. For the purpose of this study, the three former categories were merged 

together and make up the “nature-based activities” variable. This way, the effect on 

expenditures of participating in nature-based activities can be investigated. From the 

destination/attraction list, only those destinations/attractions that are based on 

nature/landscape were included in this study. For instance, cities such as Stavanger and 

Bergen were excluded, whilst the Pulpit Rock, Jostedalsbreen and Jæren Beaches were 

included.  
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In the questionnaire, respondents reported expenditures in their preferred currency. In order to 

be able to analyse the data, all monetary values were converted to Norwegian Kroner (NOK) 

based on the exchange rate on July 20th, 2014 (the summer when the survey was conducted). 

In SPSS, this variable has the name CostsNOKV for entire visit and CostsNOKF for costs so 

far. Both variables are excluding pre-paid expenses, as this was specified in the questionnaire. 

  

The data contained categorical variables such as purpose of trip, accommodation mode and 

transportation mode. These were transformed into dummy variables representing the 

categories. For instance, the four alternatives of trip purpose (visiting friends/family, vacation, 

business and other) are given the value 1 if present and 0 if not present. To avoid 

multicollinearity in regression analysis, one of the alternatives of each variable is set as 

reference group and excluded from the analysis. In terms of interpretation, each of the dummy 

variables will then be compared to the reference group for that variable.  

 

The total expenditure level that the respondents reported was divided by the number of days 

spent in Norway and the number of the people that the costs cover, to account for length of 

stay and travel party size. Hence, the result is four dimensions of expenditures: total group 

expenditures, total expenditures per person, group expenditures per day and expenditures per 

person per day.  

 

4.3 Hypotheses  

Using a null hypothesis approach assumes that we want to discover a relationship. By using 

this approach, the null hypothesis is directly tested, and if evidence supports it, we can 

conclude that the tested relationship does not exist. On the contrary, if sufficient evidence is 

found to reject the null hypothesis, we can conclude that the alternative hypotheses are a 
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possibility. In other words, the null hypothesis is assumed to be true until reasonable doubt 

suggests otherwise. There is reasonable doubt in the null hypothesis if the p-value is below a 

certain significance level. In this study the significance level is set to 0,05. Any coefficients 

with a higher p-value will not be accepted as it cannot be certain that it is not attributed to 

chance (Neuman, 2014, p. 185).  

 

The data were analysed using SPSS 25. Since the aim of this research is to investigate 

relationships between variables, correlation and multiple regression are appropriate statistical 

analyses. First, descriptive statistics are presented to give an overview of the achieved sample. 

Then, correlation analyses are performed to identify any relationship between the different 

variables and tourism expenditures. The correlation coefficient is a statistical measure that 

indicates the strength and direction of association between two variables. However, it does not 

say anything about the cause and effect of this association – only that the association exists 

(Neuman, 2014, p. 75). Lastly, to investigate whether the variables can predict expenditures 

levels, multiple regression analyses are performed. By setting tourism expenditures as 

dependent variable and other factors as independent variables, the predictive power of each 

variable can be assessed. A great advantage of multiple regression is its ability to adjust for 

several control variables simultaneously. Without considering control variables, we do not 

know if the relationship is spurious. Spuriousness occurs when two variables are associated 

but not causally related because an unseen third is the real cause (Neuman, 2014, p. 191). The 

regressions analyses are tested with all four dimensions of tourism expenditures as dependent 

variable, to capture differences in this aspect. The results will be presented and discussed in 

later chapters.  
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4.4 Reliability and validity  

Reliability and validity are key indicators of the quality of a measurement (Kimberlin and 

Winterstein, 2008, p. 2276). Reliability refers to the ability of a measure to produce consistent 

results, meaning that if measures are repeated under very similar conditions the same results 

should be achieved every time. Cronbach’s Alpha is the most commonly used test to 

determine the consistency of a measurement and is also used in this study. A high alpha 

indicates that the different items of a construct are correlated, thus measuring the same 

construct. A Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,7 and above is usually considered acceptable in 

social science research (Neuman, 2014, p. 212).  

 

In order to assess the reliability of the satisfaction scale used in this survey, a reliability 

analysis was performed for the eight satisfaction items measuring the respondent’s 

satisfaction with Norway. The scale is a one-dimensional 0-10 Likert scale, for which the 

analysis generated a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0,834. Thus, the satisfaction items seem to measure 

the same construct and the scale is reliable. There is one item that if deleted would lead to an 

increased Cronbach’s Alpha (satisfaction with economic in Norway, see appendix 10.2). 

However, the increase is very small, so it was determined to keep the item in the analysis.  

 

 

Table 1: Reliability of satisfaction scale  
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Reliability is a necessary condition for validity. Validity is the extent to which an instrument 

measures what it purports to measure; in other words how well the measurement accurately 

corresponds to the real world (Neuman, 2014, p. 215). The validity of a measurement is based 

on several types of validity, including face validity and construct validity. Face validation is a 

judgment by the scientific community of whether the items are really measuring the construct 

they are intended to measure. It is the degree to which an indicator makes sense as a measure 

of a construct in the judgment of others (Neuman, 2014, p. 216). In the tourism expenditure 

literature, the same type of satisfaction measures has been commonly applied thus securing 

the face validity of this scale.  

 

Construct validity applies to measures with multiple indicators, and concerns whether the 

different indicators operate in a consistent manner. Within construct validity, we have 

convergent and divergent validity - converging meaning that indicators of the same construct 

operate in similar ways (because they measure the same thing), while divergent validity 

means that indicators of different constructs do not operate in similar ways (Neuman, 2014, p. 

217). A commonly used technique to evaluate construct validity is factor analysis. In the case 

of this study, an existing instrument is used and therefore the validity is covered by previous 

research and was not the focus of attention for this thesis.  

 

When doing research, we want findings that can be related to real-world situations. External 

validity is “the ability to generalize findings beyond a specific study”. If a study is not 

externally valid, it cannot be directly related to real life or generalized to the entire population 

that the sample represents (Neuman, 2014, p. 306). Due to a potentially large number of 

respondents, quantitative studies often have a high external validity. In this specific study, it is 

likely that the results can be somewhat generalized to the population of tourists in Fjord 



21 
 

Norway. Nonetheless, the study is based on only 566 respondents which is a small share of all 

tourists in Fjord Norway. Besides, the results might not be valid for tourists in other areas and 

other contexts than Fjord Norway. For example, it is likely that tourists visiting large cities 

have different purchase behaviour than tourists in nature-based areas. One should therefore be 

careful in generalizing the findings from this study to other contexts.  

 

4.5 Data cleaning  

Initially, to check for any errors in the dataset, frequency descriptives were performed on all 

variables. Some errors were identified: values that did not fall inside the range of possible 

values for certain variables. This may distort any statistical analyses that will be performed. 

For instance, the overall satisfaction scale ranges from 0-10. However, some cases had a value 

of 55 and 66. These were corrected by assuming the likely scenario of a typing error and that 

the values were supposed to be 5 and 6 respectively. Furthermore, the satisfaction scale for 

the specific activities and destinations also ranges from 0-10. Most of the respondents only 

participated in a few of these and are not able to give a satisfaction score for activities or 

destinations they have not (yet) participated in or visited. However, in the SPSS file - instead 

of missing values – initially these were given a value of zero. Consequently, the mean for 

satisfaction was dramatically lower than the true mean. In order to correct this and to not 

distort the statistical analyses, the value of zero was recoded into ‘system-missing’. After 

correcting the errors, frequency descriptives were re-run to double-check. Again, some errors 

were identified, and the process was repeated. The third time, no out-of-range values or other 

errors were identified.  

 



22 
 

4.6 Descriptive statistics  

This section provides a description of the achieved sample. The sample consists of 566 

respondents, out of which 53 % stated Germany as their country of residence. Norwegians 

represent the second largest nationality with 10 %. The remaining respondents came from 

countries all around the world. The mean age of the sample is 37 years (SD=13,6). The 

youngest respondent was 5 and the oldest 76 years old. The average number of days to be 

spent in Norway during the trip is 10 days (SD=12), and some respondents reported staying in 

Norway for up to 150 days. Very likely, these respondents are exchange students or 

employees that work in Norway for a short time period. These also belong to the definition of 

tourists, according to the two definitions presented in the introduction chapter. The average 

number of days spent in Fjord Norway is six, again with a large standard deviation (5,9) and a 

maximum of 60 days. Regarding travel party size, five respondents reported party sizes of 

2000-2500 people, thus distorting the general picture for this variable with a mean of 24 

people. By looking at frequencies, however, it is revealed that more than half of the tourists, 

specifically 54 %, travelled in parties of two people. In fact, travel parties of 1,2,3 or 4 people 

make up 90 % of the sample. Only 20 % (115 respondents) were travelling with children. 

Another interesting observation is that the overall satisfaction level among respondents is 

generally very high, and slightly higher for Fjord Norway (mean 9 - SD 1,2) than for Norway 

(mean 8,6 – SD 1,3).  

 

The average number of nature-based activities participated in is 4,5 (SD 3,3) with a minimum 

of 0 and a maximum of 21. The average number of nature-based destinations visited is 3 (SD 

2,5) with minimum 0 and maximum 17. In comparison, the average number of cultural and 

urban activities (merged together as one) is 2,4 with a minimum of 0 and maximum of 11. 
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This indicates that amongst the tourist in Fjord Norway, nature-based activities are more 

popular.  

 

The average expenditure levels of the sample are presented in a table to make it easier to 

grasp (for each of the four dimensions of expenditures).  

 

 

Table 2: Average expenditure levels for the four dimensions of expenditures 

 

In the field of social science, a perfectly normal distribution is very rare. In this study, the 

descriptive statistics revealed that several of the variables are highly skewed. Also, kurtosis is 

outside the acceptable range of -3 to 3 (Hair et. al., as cited in Munir and Rahman, 2016, p. 

492). Having a distribution close to normal is an assumption of a number of statistical tests 

(Pallant, 2011). Therefore, logarithmic transformation was conducted in order to transform 

the skewed data to approximately take a normal distribution. Such a transformation can also 

deal with the heteroscedasticity problem because it captures proportionate rather than absolute 

differences (Downward and Lumsdon, 2004, p. 419). After the log transformation, skewness 

and kurtosis were inside the acceptable range, as shown in the below table.  
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Table 3: Skewness and kurtosis of log transformed expenditures 

 

The histogram below illustrates that total expenditures is close to a normal distribution after 

the log transformation.  

 

 

Figure 3: Histogram: Distribution of log transformed total expenditures  

 

The total number of days in Norway variable (DAYST) was initially highly positively 

skewed, with a cluster of low scores among respondents. After log transformation, however, 

skewness and kurtosis reached acceptable levels as shown below.  
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Table 4: Skewness and kurtosis of log transformed length of stay 

 

The log transformation was successful for the expenditures and LOS variables and was 

applied to all variables with unacceptable skewness and/or kurtosis. However, many variables 

still had a lack of normality after the transformation. This was the case for travel party size, 

which improved somewhat in terms of skewness and kurtosis yet did not reach acceptable 

levels. Therefore, to further investigate the distribution of the data, an assessment of normality 

was conducted. For GROUPN (travel party size), the 5 % trimmed mean was considerably 

lower than the original mean (2,7 vs. 23,5), suggesting that this variable should be further 

analysed. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic showed a significance level of ,000, indicating a 

non-normal distribution of the scores on this variable.  

 

 

Table 5: Normality assessment  
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Lastly, a boxplot of GROUPN revealed several outliers - values that are completely out of 

sync with the others. Five of the outliers are extreme points, with values ranging from 115 – 

2500. The outliers are illustrated in the boxplot below.  

 

 

Figure 4: Outliers on travel party size 

One possible explanation for outliers is typing errors while entering the data. However, when 

looking at how this question was formulated in the questionnaire, it is conceivable that some 

respondents have misinterpreted and written the total number of people on the cruise-ship, for 

instance (e.g., 2500). The GROUPN value of 115 could be an organization travelling together 

(e.g., work). In either case, this information is irrelevant for each respondents’ expenditures 

(especially since the expenditures are excluding pre-paid expenses). Being a part of a cruise-

ship with 2500 people probably does not affect each person’s spending level at the destination 

(travelling with cruise-ship might, but not the number of people on the cruise-ship). 

Therefore, it made sense to remove the extreme values from the dataset, to avoid distortion of 

subsequent analyses. The same pattern was found for the CostsCover variable, for which 

outliers are also removed. (An explanation of this variable will be provided in the analysis 

section.) As a result, the variables are normally distributed, as shown in the tables below.  
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Table 6: Normal distribution of travel party size 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A boxplot also revealed four outliers for the DAYST_ln variable, meaning that it was not 

normally distributed after the log transformation. The outliers range from 107-150 days.  

As explained earlier, these are likely to be exchange students or foreign employees that work 

in Norway. Although they go under the definition of tourists, it is reasonable to believe that 

they have different expenditure behaviour than someone who visits solely for vacation/work 

purposes for a shorter period. Therefore, the removal of outliers can be justified also for this 

variable, and the result was a normally distributed variable. 

 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, p. 123) suggest a formula for sample size calculation based on 

the number of independent variables: N > 50 + 8v, where v is the number of independent 

Table 7: Normal distribution of «CostsCover» 
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variables. The regression analyses carried out in this thesis have a maximum of 19 

independent variables, leading to a minimum N of 202 according to that formula. Hence, the 

achieved sample is sufficiently large enough - even after removing outliers. 

 

5 Results and analysis  

In this chapter, results from the data analyses will be presented. The first part of the chapter 

will compare the findings with the findings of the study from 2010, to validate or reject 

previous findings. The second part will focus on the four hypotheses of this thesis. Significant 

correlations are marked with ** and * for significance levels of 0,01 and 0,05 respectively.  

 

5.1 Comparison  

In the 2010 study, nine main factors were analysed concerning their effect on tourism 

expenditures: Length of stay, travel party size, age, gender, income level, education level, trip 

purpose, transportation mode to Norway and type of accommodation. The current analysis 

gives the same results for seven of these variables, thus validating previous research to a 

large degree. Yet, for two of the variables, different findings are made. This gives an 

indication that these variables might need more research before conclusions can be drawn. 

First, Pearson correlation analyses will establish relationships between the variables and 

expenditures. Then, regression analysis will determine whether each variable can predict 

expenditures when keeping everything else constant. For this purpose, the log transformed 

variables without outliers are applied.  

5.1.1 Correlation Analysis  

Length of stay (LOS) was measured in several ways in the questionnaire: the total 

number of days that will be spent in Norway during the trip, the number of days spent in 
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The survey also measured the number of days spent in Norway so far (DAYS) and 

expenditures so far (CostsNOKF). Correlating these two variables reveals a non-existing and 

non-significant relationship between the two variables (see appendix 10.3). Another 

interesting aspect in the context of this study is to investigate whether and how the number of 

days spent in the region of Fjord Norway (DAYFN) is associated with expenditures. Similar 

relationship as for DAYST were found for total expenditures. Interestingly, however, no 

significant relationship was found for expenditures on a per day basis, as observed below.  

 

Norway so far, and the number of days spent in different regions of the country, for 

instance Fjord Norway. Correlation analysis revealed a moderate, positive relationship 

(,432**) between total number of days in Norway (DAYST) and total expenditures for 

visit (CostsNOKV). The same relationship is found when looking at expenditures per 

person (,438**). In other words, the longer the tourists stay in Norway, the higher the 

total expenditures. On the other hand, expenditures per day and per person per day turn 

out to be negatively associated with DAYST with correlation coefficients of respectively 

-,190** and -,188**. This indicates that expenditures do not increase proportionally with 

LOS. The results are shown in the tables below.  

 

 

Table 8: LOS correlated with expenditures  
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Table 9: LOS in Fjord Norway correlated with expenditures  

 

Based on previous research, travel party size (GroupN) is expected to be related to tourism 

expenditures. In this study, TPS is analysed in two ways based on two different 

measurements. First, the number of persons in the respondents’ travel parties (log of GroupN 

without outliers) is correlated against expenditures. Second, the questionnaire also included a 

question about how many people the reported expenditures cover (CostsCover). This is a 

more direct measure of how many people the reported costs actually cover and is used as an 

additional measure of TPS. Travel party size and CostsCover are, as expected, strongly 

correlated with a coefficient of 0,707**. This verifies that the two variables measure similar 

concepts.  

 

Table 10: Correlation of TPS and CostsCover  

  

Travel party size (GroupN) is positively, albeit weakly, associated with total expenditures and 

with expenditures per day, and slightly negatively associated with expenditures per person. 

Expenditures per person per day is not significant.  
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Table 11: TPS correlated with expenditures 

 

CostsCover, on the other hand, is significantly related to all expenditure measures.  It enters 

positively for total expenditures and expenditures per day, and negatively for the per person 

expenditures. This suggests that the more people that travel together, the lower the personal 

expenditures.  

 

Table 12: CostsCover correlated with expenditures  

 

Furthermore, correlation analysis shows positive and significant associations between income 

level, education level and age and tourism expenditures, although the correlations are weak. 

On the contrary, a weak, negative relationship of gender (female dummy) is identified, but 

only for total expenditures. 
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Table 13: Demographic and socioeconomic variables correlated with expenditures 

 

Regarding purpose of visit, correlation analysis suggests that visiting friends/family and 

‘other purposes’ are associated with lower expenditures for travel party (-0,116* and -0,143** 

respectively), while vacation/leisure is positively associated with total expenditures (,203**). 

Business/work is only significantly related to expenditures per person per day (-0,111*).   

 

Coming to Norway by airplane is positively and significantly related to expenditures per 

person, whereas entering with cruise-ship is negatively and significantly related to 

expenditures per person. Entering by vehicle (bus, train or car) is negatively and only 

significantly associated with expenditures per person per day.  
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Regarding accommodation, the respondents could choose among six types, including one 

‘other’ category. In this study, it is assumed that ‘other’ equals cruise-ship as some 

respondents had written this as a side note on the questionnaire. Hotel and motel are merged 

together as one, the same is cabin and campgrounds. The observed pattern here is that 

hotel/motel and cabin/camping are positively and significantly associated with total and 

personal expenditures, while friends/family and other (cruise-ship) is negatively and 

significantly associated with expenditures.  

 

5.1.2 Regression analysis 

In the previous section, it was revealed that all variables seem to be related to tourist 

expenditures in some way. Then, to investigate whether the variables can be seen as 

predictors of expenditures, linear multiple regression was performed. Block wise regression 

was applied and the independent variables were entered in two groups in order to see how the 

explanatory power of the model changed accordingly. The demographic and socioeconomic 

variables were included in block one, while the trip-related variables were added in block two. 

Four different regression models were performed with the four measurements of expenditures 

as dependent variables. For each of these, the adjusted R square are as follows for block one 

and two: 

 

Model (dependent variable) Adjusted R2, block 1 Adjusted R2, block 2 

1. Total expenditures  0,258 0,314 

2. Total expenditures per person 0,215 0,268 

3. Group expenditures per day  0,136 0,218 

4. Expenditures per person per day 0,097 0,177 

Table 14: Explanatory power of the regression models 
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As can be observed from table 14, there is an increase in the explanatory power from block 

one to block two for all four models. This means that the additional variables (trip-related) 

contribute in explaining the variation in the dependent variable. The models have explanatory 

power ranging from 18 % - 31%, meaning that the independent variables included in the 

models explain a good part of the variation in expenditures. It can also be observed that the 

first model predicts the dependent variable better than the second, and so on. In this thesis the 

adjusted R2 will be referred to because it takes the number of predictors in the model into 

account (Harel, 2009). By inspecting the standardized beta coefficient, the relative effect of 

each independent variable on the dependent variable can be assessed.  

 

Length of stay (DAYST) is statistically significant in all four regression models and is also 

the strongest predictor of expenditures in all models. When the dependent and independent 

variables are both log transformed, the estimated beta coefficients are interpreted as 

elasticities. LOS enters positively in total and personal expenditures for entire visit with 

coefficients of ,418 and ,423 respectively. This indicates an inelastic relationship between 

expenditures and length of stay, meaning that expenditures increase less than proportionally 

with LOS. This is consistent with the findings in the 2010 study (and many other studies), 

although the estimates are somewhat lower in this study. Furthermore, the LOS effect on 

expenditures turns out negative when measured on a per day basis. For CostsPerDay the 

coefficient is -,211 and for CostsPersonDay it is -,223. Again, this suggests that expenditures 

increase less than proportionally with LOS, ceteris paribus.  

 

Travel party size (GroupN) is also statistically significant in all models and also has an 

inelastic relationship with expenditures. It appears to be a positive predictor of travel group 

expenditures (ranging from ,151 to ,177) and a negative predictor of personal expenditures 
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(ranging from -,109 to -,120). Hence, in the same manner as with LOS, total expenditures 

increase with number of people in the travel party, but less than proportionally. Again, 

previous findings are validated.  

 

Income level is positive and significant in three of the four models (insignificant when 

dependent variable is costs per day), although with very weak beta coefficients. The results 

from 2010 are validated with higher statistical significance in this study. Gender is non-

significant in all models, thus cannot be seen as a predictor of expenditures. Again, previous 

findings are confirmed. Age is significant in three of the models, indicating a weak, positive 

effect on expenditures (,143 for total expenditures). Age has a stronger effect in this study 

compared to the 2010 study. Education level is significant only for the per-day expenditures, 

with very weak, positive coefficients.  

 

Regarding accommodation, it is revealed that tourists staying in hotels or motels have 

statistically significantly higher expenditure than those staying in cruise ships (the reference 

group). This pattern is found in all four regression models. Staying with friends and family 

have a negative coefficient in all models, indicating that they spend less than the reference 

group of cruise tourists. The friends/family category is not significant in this study. 

Furthermore, tourists who stated work/business as their trip purpose have statistically lower 

expenditures than the reference group of vacation/leisure travellers in all models. For mode of 

transportation into Norway the regression analysis indicates that entering by vehicle (bus, 

train, car) implies slightly lower expenditures than entering by cruise ship (reference group), 

however it is insignificant. This finding, although insignificant, is different from the findings 

in the 2010 study.  
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Below are the regressions results for model 1, where dependent variable is total group 

expenditures. The other three models can be found in appendix 10.4.  

 

 

Table 15: Regression model 1  

 

5.2 Hypothesis testing  

Section 6.1 investigated factors that was also investigated in the study from 2010 and 

validated the effect on expenditures for seven of nine of these factors. In this section, the four 

hypotheses presented earlier will be tested.   
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5.2.1 Hypothesis 1: Satisfaction  

The questionnaire measured three different aspects of tourist satisfaction. First, the overall 

satisfaction with Norway in general and Fjord Norway in particular was measured. Second, 

satisfaction with eight specific factors was measured (natural environment, culture, society, 

people, hospitality, urbanization, access and economic). Lastly, satisfaction with each of the 

specific activities and destinations that the respondent visited was measured. Hence, the 

relationship between tourist satisfaction level and tourist expenditure level can be investigated 

from these three perspectives. Initially, correlation analysis was performed and revealed that 

overall satisfaction with Norway as well as Fjord Norway is negatively related with 

expenditures. However, the correlation coefficients are very weak and only marginally 

significant. It is only significant for the per person and per person per day measures, as shown 

in table 16 below.  

 

Table 16: Overall satisfaction correlated with expenditures 

 

Of the eight factors that was measured in the questionnaire, only satisfaction with access and 

satisfaction with economic turned out to be significantly correlated with expenditures. Again, 

the relationship is slightly negative, suggesting that the higher the satisfaction with these 

factors the lower the total and personal expenditures. See appendix number 10.5. Satisfaction 

with the specific activities turned out to have no significant correlation with expenditures in 

this study.  
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Multiple regression with the satisfaction measures was performed with the demographic 

variables, LOS and TPS as control variables. This gave quite a high adjusted R2 of 0,274 for 

total expenditures. Yet, none of the estimated coefficients for satisfaction were significant. A 

possible explanation for this outcome may be the presence of multicollinearity among the 

eight satisfaction factors. According to Vatcheva, Lee, McCormick and Rahbar (2016), 

multicollinearity arises when two or more highly correlated predictors are assessed 

simultaneously in a regression model. This leads to unstable p-values and challenges in 

interpreting the relative importance of the predictors. However, collinearity diagnostics was 

performed and revealed no variance inflation factors above the common cut off point of 5 for 

any of the variables (Craney and Surles, 2002). Based on this, multicollinearity is not a 

problem in this regression model.  

 

Although none of the satisfaction variables turned out significant on total expenditures, a few 

significant estimates were found for personal and daily expenditures. These are shown in table 

17 below. 

 

 

 

Independent variable Dependent variable Beta 

coefficient 

p-value 

Satisfaction with Fjord 

Norway (log transformed) 

Group expenditures per day -0,198 0,039 

Satisfaction with culture  Expenditures per person 0,157 0,016 

Satisfaction with culture Group expenditures per day 0,147 0,041 

Satisfaction with people Group expenditures per day -0,206 0,023 

Satisfaction with people  Expenditures per person per day -0,212 0,024 

Table 178: Significant estimates for satisfaction on expenditures  
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If all variables were significant in all models, we would have 40 significant estimates (10 

variables * 4 models). However, only five turn out significant (and the estimates are weak), 

indicating that satisfaction seems to predict expenditures to a very small extent in this study. 

As can be observed, overall satisfaction with Fjord Norway is only significant in one of the 

four regression models, and the estimate is negative. In other words, the more satisfied the 

tourist is, the lower daily expenditures he/she has. Moreover, satisfaction with people also 

turns out as a negative predictor of per day expenditures, whereas satisfaction with culture has 

a positive and significant effect on personal expenditures.  

 

In summary, tourist satisfaction showed ambiguous results over the different aspects of 

satisfaction. Although most of the satisfaction estimates were insignificant, the few significant 

estimates indicate that satisfaction level does predict expenditures to some extent. Hypothesis 

1 can there be accepted.  

 

5.2.2 Hypothesis 2: Number of nature-based destinations  

In this study, nature-based destinations include, among others: The Pulpit Rock, The 

Lysefjord, Hardanger, Sognefjord, Geirangerfjord etc. Correlation analysis reveals that 

visiting a higher number of such destinations is positively and significantly correlated with 

total expenditures for travel party and per person.  

Table 18: Number of nature-based destinations correlated with expenditures 
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Adding the number of nature-based destinations to the regression model reveals positive and 

significant effects on all four dimensions of expenditures, as shown in the table below.  

 

Independent variable Dependent variable 

 

Beta coefficient p-value 

 

Number of nature-based 

destinations visited 

Total expenditures 0,147 0,006 

Expenditures per person 0,116 0,026 

Group expenditures per day 0,147 0,011 

Expenditures per person per day 0,128 0,033 

Table 19: Estimates of number of nature-based destinations on expenditures 

 

This result gives an indication that tourists who visit a higher number of nature-based 

destinations tend to have a higher spending level than those who visit none or few such 

destinations (although the estimates are weak). Hypothesis two is accepted.  

 

5.2.3 Hypothesis 3: Number of nature-based activities  

On the contrary, the number of nature-based activities engaged in appear to have an 

insignificant relationship with expenditures. Nature-based activities include, for instance, 

nature walks, mountain hiking, fjord cruises, cycling, surfing, climbing, wilderness safari and 

rafting. This variable did not enter significantly in any of the correlation or regression models 

and hypothesis number three can therefore not be accepted.   

 

5.2.4 Hypothesis 4: Children in travel party 

In the current sample, no significant relationship was found between the presence of children 

in travel party and expenditures. Including the children variable in the regression model 



41 
 

produced an increased adjusted R2, but the estimated coefficient for children is insignificant. 

Thus, we cannot accept hypothesis four of a negative effect of children in travel party on 

expenditures. For estimates on nature-based activities and children, see the complete regression 

outputs for each of the dependent variables in appendix 10.6.  

 

The conceptual model that was developed based on the literature review in this thesis is shown 

below, this time including the significant estimates (if any) for each variable. It clearly 

illustrates that H1 and H2 can be accepted, whereas H3 and H4 cannot be accepted based on 

the results from this study.  

 

 

 

Figure 5: Conceptual model 
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6 Discussion  

In line with the identical survey from 2010, the analysis in this thesis revealed inelastic 

relationships between length of stay and tourist expenditures and between travel party size 

and tourist expenditures. This means that tourist expenditures tend to increase the longer the 

tourists stay and the more people that travel together - but less than proportionally. In 

practical terms, this implies that very long durations of stay are perhaps not beneficial for 

tourism managers. In the case of a vacant hotel room, bringing in new tourists with a higher 

spending per day might be more profitable than other tourists prolonging their stay. In other 

words, this means increasing the number of tourist arrivals. However, for hotels this requires a 

higher presence of personnel to encounter guests and maintain cleanliness, which increases 

costs. Hence, there is a trade-off in this aspect. The same inelastic relationship was found for 

travel party size. The more people that travel together as a group, the higher the total 

expenditures but lower personal expenditures. As discussed by Engström and Kipperberg 

(2015), this phenomenon can be explained by scale economies generated by larger groups.  

 

Regarding the demographic and socioeconomic factors investigated in this thesis (income 

level, age, gender and education level), essentially the same results as in the 2010 study was 

found. In comparison, the present study generated higher statistical significance for the 

positive income level effect on expenditures. Respondents with higher income tend to have 

higher expenditures levels at destination. However, with the very weak beta coefficient 

(0,106) the practical significance of this variable can be discussed. Furthermore, this study 

suggested a somewhat stronger relationship between age and expenditures (although still a 

weak estimate of 0,143), indicating that older tourists tend to spend more than younger. 

Education level was only significant in the per-day regression, and comparison with the 

previous study is therefore not very informative since that study did not incorporate a per-day 
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measure of expenditures. But the general result is that education level does not significantly 

affect tourism expenditures.  

 

Regarding trip related characteristics, a few different findings were made in this study 

compared to the previous. It was revealed that those who stated work/business as the purpose 

of their trip spend less at the destination than those that travel for vacation/leisure. This was 

revealed in three of the four regression models. Notably, the estimated coefficients are very 

weak meaning that the practical significance is disputable. It can be speculated that people 

travelling for work/business purposes report lower expenditures because they do not pay for 

all the expenditures themselves. Very often, the employer pays for much of the costs of 

business travellers, such as accommodation, transportation and food. Consequently, these 

respondents might report lower expenditures because they only report what they pay for 

themselves. At the same time, it might be the case that business travellers have less time to 

engage in tourism activities, because they are busy with work related activities. In this case, 

they might actually spend less money than other tourists.  

 

Concerning accommodation mode, it was found that hotel and motel guests have higher 

expenditures than the reference category of cruise tourists. This is consistent with previous 

findings in the literature, and according to Larsen and Wolff (2016), part of the reason for this 

is that cruise tourists are on an all-inclusive program and therefore do not need to purchase 

from the local shops and restaurants where they visit. They often come mainly to see, rarely 

engage in activities and some do not even go ashore. Additionally, they usually have very 

short durations of stay. This is also the case in the current study, with a significant correlation 

coefficient of -,219 between length of stay and cruise as accommodation mode (see appendix 

10.7).  
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 Noteworthy, another factor might also induce the observed difference in expenditures based 

on accommodation mode and should be considered: Assuming cruise tourists always pay for 

the cruise trip in advance, while hotel/motel guests more often pay at the destination, this 

generates a difference in the reported expenditures (since the questionnaire specifically asked 

for at-destination expenditures). To account for this, expenditures excluding accommodation 

should be investigated in future research. Moreover, calculations of the amount of money that 

is actually assigned to the local society from cruise accommodation as opposed to other 

modes of accommodation is also relevant in this context.  

 

Although insignificant, the trend that entering Norway by vehicle is associated with lower 

expenditures than entering by cruise-ship is quite surprising and in contrast with most 

previous findings, including that from the 2010 study. However, this was only for 

transportation mode and not accommodation, meaning that some tourists might enter by 

cruise-ship and then stay at other modes of accommodation in Norway.  

 

The different aspects of tourist satisfaction that was analysed in this study gave somewhat 

ambiguous results. Hence, an overall conclusion is difficult to make regarding this variable’s 

ability to predict expenditures. Most estimates were insignificant, and among the few 

significant estimates both positive and negative signs were observed. For example, overall 

satisfaction with Fjord Norway and satisfaction with people in Norway surprisingly turned out 

to be negative predictors of per day expenditures, while satisfaction with culture in Norway 

tend to be a positive predictor of expenditures. The negative relationship between satisfaction 

and expenditures contrasts with most previous studies, as described in the literature review. 

According to the findings of this thesis, tourists that are more satisfied with their experience 

in Fjord Norway spend less money here. One possible explanation could be that tourists 
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perceive that they get value for money, so even if they spend little, they are happy with their 

experience. Many tourists perceive Norway as a high cost country and have a restricted 

holiday budget but are apparently still satisfied. On the other hand, on a per person and per 

day basis, satisfaction with culture was positively and significantly linked to expenditures. 

Culture might include museums and other commercial activities, which may imply more 

expenditures.  

 

As described earlier in this thesis, the existing literature has shown varying results in terms of 

satisfaction effect, but positive estimates are more common. Interestingly, this study revealed 

a mixture of positive and negative estimates. This suggests that a deeper investigation of the 

different aspects of satisfaction might be necessary. Moreover, perhaps more precise (or 

other) measurements of satisfaction are required to examine its effect. Tourists’ overall 

satisfaction with the trip is high in this study, but it does not seem to predict expenditure in a 

clear manner. The context of this specific study might explain the results: Tourism in Fjord 

Norway is to a large degree concentrated on nature and landscapes, involving many non-

commercial activities that can be enjoyed free of charge or at a low cost, such as hiking, 

cycling, surfing, fishing and the like. Therefore, assuming that many of the tourists engage in 

such activities, higher satisfaction will not necessarily impose higher spending in this case. 

One implication of this is that tourism managers could charge higher prices. However, this 

might lead to lower satisfaction, which in the long run might lead to fewer customers. Thus, a 

trade-off needs to be considered here.  

 

Another interesting aspect to consider in relation to satisfaction is whether a higher level of 

satisfaction is associated with revisit intensions. Although this is not directly related to 

expenditures at destination, it gives an indication of future tourism expenditures. In the 
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questionnaire, revisit intentions were measured on 5-point scales ranging from very unlikely 

(0) to very likely (4) - one for Norway and one for Fjord Norway. As the correlation table 

below shows, even highly satisfied tourists are not significantly correlated with revisit 

intentions to Norway within the next 1-3 years. As mentioned above, Norway is perceived by 

many as a high cost country, thus revisiting might be too expensive. Yet for satisfaction with 

Fjord Norway, a very weak positive relationship is found, indicating that the more satisfied 

they are with their experience in Fjord Norway, the more likely they are to visit another time. 

One important difference to note between the two questions in the questionnaire, is that for 

Norway it explicitly stated within 1-3 years, whereas for Fjord Norway it only said sometime 

in the future. Accordingly, respondents may answer differently.  

 

Table 20: Satisfaction and revisit intensions  

 

One interesting result from this study is that tourists generally seem to be more highly 

satisfied with their experience in Fjord Norway compared to Norway, and satisfaction with 

Fjord Norway also predicts expenditures to a better degree than does satisfaction with 

Norway.  

This study investigated whether satisfaction predicts expenditures. However, endogeneity in 

the form of reverse causality may be a possibility as well: the level of expenditures may also 
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affect satisfaction. In other words, the two variables may be jointly determined rather than a 

one-way effect. Spending more enables participating in more activities, visiting more places, 

eat better etc, which might affect satisfaction. If endogeneity is present in the regression 

model, then the estimated coefficients will be biased. This issue can be addressed in future 

research. 

 

The findings of this study regarding tourist satisfaction does not support most previous 

findings of a positive relationship. This study only shows a few significant estimates for 

tourist satisfaction to predict expenditures, and they are mainly negative. As the discussion 

has revealed, tourist satisfaction seems to be a very complex construct and accordingly its 

effect on expenditures is ambiguous. It may be a good idea for future research to employ 

qualitative research methods in order to achieve deeper knowledge about this construct (as is 

often suggested for psychological constructs). In other words, my learning from this research 

is that by using a questionnaire I only gain surface knowledge on this variable and its 

complexity may require more in-depth knowledge.  

 

Moving on, the results revealed that tourists visiting a higher number of nature-based 

destinations (such as Lysefjord, Geirangerfjord etc.) have higher expenditures. As described 

in the literature review, Leones et. al (1998) also found a similar pattern for nature tourists, 

but only for total expenditures. In this study, this relationship was found for group and 

personal expenditures, both on a daily basis and for entire visit. Length of stay is likely to 

influence the number of nature-based destinations visited and could therefore be a 

confounding variable in this relationship. However, as the effect was significant also for per-

day expenditures, this is accounted for. The results are in line with the suggestions of Leones 

et. al (1998) that it may be beneficial for tourism managers to encourage tourists to visit 
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multiple sites. Intuitively, visiting multiple sites is likely to increase transportation costs and 

thus total costs. But very likely it also generates spending in several other categories since 

visiting new places or attractions often provides more spending opportunities (e.g. activities, 

excursions, souvenirs, food etc.).   

 

The number of nature-based activities was not significantly related to expenditures in this 

study. The findings of Oklevik et. al (2019) and Mehmetoglu (2007) are therefore not 

supported here, and more research is needed to draw a conclusion in this respect. In Oklevik 

et. al (2019), activities included cultural activities, whereas the current study aimed solely to 

look at nature-based activities. This can perhaps explain the different findings. Additionally, 

in Norway, the “right of public access” secures free, unlimited access to the wilderness for 

everyone. This right is meant to facilitate outdoor life; however, it is also an obstacle in terms 

of economic efficiency, and it produces a risk of overexploitation of the nature. Consequently, 

an ongoing debate in Norway is whether the right of public access should be modified so that 

tourism operators can charge tourists that want to enjoy the wilderness and nature-based 

activities. This could imply higher tourism expenditures and thus higher revenue for 

destination managers.  

 

Jointly, the findings on nature-based destinations and activities suggest that tourists spend 

more money when they visit several nature-based destinations even if they do not engage in 

activities there. Providing more spending opportunities at the sites is then likely to bring about 

even more expenditures.  

 

Lastly, in this sample no significant evidence was found that the presence of children in travel 

party affects expenditures in any way. As described in the methodology chapter, only 20 % of 
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the sample travelled with children, and this finding therefore needs to be taken with a pinch of 

salt. But, from this study, there are no indications that travelling with children will predict 

expenditure levels.  

 

In the literature review, nationality was described as a possible determinant of tourist 

expenditures. This was, however, not investigated in this thesis because the sample consisted 

of respondents from countries all over the world and many countries were only represented by 

one or a few respondents.  

 

7 Limitations  

There are some limitations concerning this study that should be noted and kept in mind when 

interpreting the results. These will be discussed in this chapter.   

 

Firstly, the accuracy of the reported expenditures is uncertain. When filling out the 

questionnaire, respondents had to estimate their expenditures without the time to think and 

calculate how much they had actually spent. Many of the respondents also had to estimate 

how much they would spend for the rest of the trip, if they responded to the questionnaire in 

the beginning of their stay in Norway. For this reason, the reported expenditures might not 

give a perfect picture of the real expenditure levels of the tourists. Nonetheless, it is a good 

approximation.  

 

Secondly, a challenge with this study arise from the fact that two different fields are merged – 

namely the measures of satisfaction, which are of a psychological nature, and the dependent 

variables, which are economic in nature. In other words, the study attempts to examine the 
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link between a psychological factor and an economic factor. As explained in the discussion, 

satisfaction is a complex construct which might require more in-depth qualitative analysis.  

 

Thirdly, as described in the analysis chapter, some of the variables were not normally 

distributed after the natural log transformation and removing outliers. A negatively skewed 

distribution is very common for customer satisfaction scales, due to the fact that people often 

agree around the same scores (Peterson and Wilson, 1992). Hence, one of the assumptions for 

running regression analysis is violated, and this needs to be taken into consideration when 

interpreting the results. The beta coefficients and/or the significance levels may be wrong and 

misleading. Absence of endogeneity is another assumption of regression analysis that may 

have been violated, as endogeneity may exist in the regression on satisfaction.  

 

Part of the reason for the inconclusive results regarding satisfaction in this thesis may be a 

weak validation from previous research. In hindsight, the ideal approach would be to design 

my own measurements for some of the variables, paying more attention to validation of the 

instruments in order to collect more appropriate data to my specific research questions.  

 

8 Conclusions and reflections  

The initial idea to this master thesis arose from a personal interest in understanding more 

about the economics behind tourism in Norway. After doing research about tourism in 

Norway, I perceived tourist expenditures to be an interesting field of study that would give 

valuable knowledge. However, due to tourism seasonality it would be challenging to get a 

satisfactory number of respondents to a questionnaire. Further, the restriction of time for this 

thesis process did not allow me to conduct a full-scale research design tailored to my research 

interests. Therefore, I made the choice to use an existing data set from a questionnaire 
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conducted in 2014. This data set was not perfect for my needs, but was it was the best 

available option for me to learn about the questions I wanted to answer. In other words, this 

topic would not have been possible to analyse without access to this data. It allowed me to do 

extensive analysis of tourist expenditures among tourists in Fjord Norway, even out of season. 

At the same time, working with this data set was also a big challenge for me, because 

analysing someone else’s data requires a great effort as you do not know all the variables etc. 

Furthermore, it was a very comprehensive data set, which required more skills in SPSS than 

what I possessed from my master program courses. Therefore, this process has been very 

educational for me.  

 

One major contribution of this thesis is the validation of the findings from the study from 

2010. As explained in the analysis section, this study verifies the finding on seven of nine 

investigated variables. When research gives the same results repeatedly, it is an indication that 

the findings are likely to be true and reflect the real world. Additionally, this thesis offers new 

insight in the field on tourism expenditures, especially in the specific context of Fjord 

Norway. A statistically significant relationship was identified between satisfaction with Fjord 

Norway and per-day expenditures. In contrast to most previous research, this relationship was 

negative, indicating that more satisfied tourists have lower daily expenditures. Moreover, 

satisfaction with culture and people in Norway was significant predictors of daily and 

personal expenditures. Despite this, no significant effects were found for total tourist 

expenditures or for any of the other satisfaction measures included in the study. Hence, 

though the study reveals that some relationship exists between satisfaction and expenditure – 

and hypothesis one is accepted - the results are inconclusive, and more research is needed on 

this topic.  
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Concerning the number of nature-based destinations and activities visited, the study showed 

that visiting a higher number of nature-based destinations significantly predicts higher 

expenditures - also on a per day basis. Hypothesis 2 can therefore be accepted. Nature-based 

activities and presence of children in travel party, on the other hand, did not turn out as 

significant predictors of any type of tourist expenditures. Hypotheses 3 and 4 are therefore 

rejected.  

 

In summary, with the results of this study we can accept hypothesis 1 and 2 and reject 

hypotheses 3 and 4.  
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10 Appendices  
 

10.1 The survey  
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10.2 Reliability analysis of satisfaction scale  
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10.3: Correlation between DAYS and total expenditures 
 

 

 

10.4: Regression model 1: Demographic, socio-economic and trip-related variables 

 

10.4.1 Per person 
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10.4.2: Group expenditures per day 
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10.4.3: Expenditures per person per day 
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10.5: The eight satisfaction measures correlated with expenditures 
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10.6: Regression model 2: Control variables, satisfaction, destination, activity and 

children (only block four is shown).  
 

10.6.1 Depend variable: total expenditures  
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10.6.2: Depend variable: Expenditures per person 
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10.6.3: Dependent variable: Group expenditures per day 
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10.6.4.: Dependent variable: Expenditures per person per day 
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10.7 Correlation between accommodation (cruise) and length of stay 
 

 


