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ABSTRACT

This research seeks to reduce the existing gagstindgtion marketing knowledge by
explaining tourists’ loyalty from an integrated geective whereby several variables
intervene in its formation. The study investigatied utility of applying the Investment
Model (Rusbult, 1980a; 1983) to reveal the processaderlying loyalty formation,
integrating the findings of loyalty antecedentsnironarketing and tourism literature,
namely, satisfaction, motivations, variety seekingmmitment, investment size and

income.

Moreover, to reinforce the understanding of loygitpcess patterns and validate the
determinants that persist under different contexis over the years, this research has
examined whether the destination loyalty model wasariant across different groups
(Lisbon and Faro and the Azores and Madeira, asasgbver the IATA years 2009/10
and 2010/11).

The model was validated empirically by employingaanple of 8991 questionnaires
collected for the INITIATIVE:pt study. Structural Equation Models (SEi)ing AMOS

19 were developed to examine the relationships betvieernvarious variables in the

model.

The results indicates that motivation is influegctourists’ satisfaction level, which in

turns, determines the level of commitment. The stvent tourists need to make,
negatively influence tourists commitment and botpl&in loyalty from an attitudinal or

behavioural perspective. Loyalty is explained bg firomise of tourists to risk new
destinations (variety seeking). The variety seekimgxplained by motivations and
satisfaction, but it is not influenced by the tatfiamily income. The findings suggest
that the Investment Model, (Rusbult, 1980a) worikettie context of destinations loyalty.
Finally, it was found that some of the model relasi exert differential effects between
the various groups being more evident on the inrdzcand Madeira and on the
longitudinal perspective (2009/10 and 2010/11).

L For further information about the project se#p://www.initiative-ualg.com/, consulted in 1#ay, 2015.
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This results provide an opportunity for new reskaabe undertaken on developing a
comprehensive destination loyalty model that noty otontributes to progress in
knowledge on the processes which produce loyaltpumists, but also to progress in
management techniques and marketing strategiesktetsuch a challenge: gaining and
retaining destination visitors.

Keywords:Investment Model, Loyalty, Tourisrgtructural Equation Model



RESUMO

A tese aborda a temética da fidelizagdo do turigtsgndo compreender sob uma
perspetiva integrada, um conjunto de variaveis comribuem para sua formacao,
combinando comportamentos e atitudes, através e parspetiva multidimensional,
integrando varios antecedentes com origem nos dasnéfto marketing e do turismo,
nomeadamente, a satisfacao, as motivagoes, a proewariedade, 0 comprometimento,

volume do investimento e rendimento.

A discusséo sobre a fidelizacdo tem evidenciadmeéras fatores como antecedentes da
fidelizacdo. Entre os quais a satisfacdo (AndersoS8rinivasan, 2003; Bloemer e
Lemmink, 1992; Yoon e Uysal, 2005), os custos delanga e os investimentos
(Backman e Crompton, 1991a; Beerli, Martin e Quiata2004; Morais, Dorsch e
Backman, 2004), a qualidade percebida (Baker e fiam2000; Olsen, 2002; Yu, Wu,
Chiao e Tai, 2005), a percecédo do valor (Agustfairggh, 2005; Chiou, 2004; Lam,
Shankar, Erramilli e Murthy, 2004; Yang e Petersfl§4) que se evidenciaram bastante
relevantes na explicacdo da fidelizacdo tanto a®lntonceptual como empirico.
Contudo, de acordo com Agustin e Sing (2005) am@taexiste um consenso sobre quais
as variaveis que determinam a fidelizacdo. Os esit@ferem igualmente que ainda falta
um quadro teorico que justifique os determinanéefsditlizacdo. Desta forma, a auséncia
de um quadro tedrico capaz de identificar com oljetde os determinantes da
fidelizacdo justifica o tema desta tese, quadre gsé pretende extravasar os limites do

conceito de satisfagdo como elemento base dazaéio.

Sob este pressuposto, esta investigacao, adots@epea do Modelo do Investimento
(MI) desenvolvido por Rusbult (1980a, 1980b, 1988)forma a revelar os processos
subjacentes a formacao da fidelizagéo, integraddowdeterminantes da fidelizagéo.
Mais ainda, admitindo que qualquer comportamentoahsumo apresenta um ciclo de
vida limitado no tempo, importa clarificar a temgladade destes comportamentos. Por
outro lado e porque a fidelizac&do decorre da ligacdm destino/produto ou experiéncia,
importa perceber os padrbes de fidelizacdo adottiosada uma das regides turisticas
que constituem o pais. Assim sendo, € ainda objdigta investigacdo compreender 0s
processos de formacéao da fidelizacéo e validaetesminantes em contextos diferentes.

Para tal, este estudo avaliou o0 modelo da fiddlizalg destinos a dois niveis: ao nivel



do destino (regides), nomeadamente Lisboa/FaroaresfMadeira e, ainda ao nivel
temporal, considerando os anos IATA 2009/10 e 20110/

O modelo foi validado empiricamente através de amastra de 8991 questionarios
recolhidos para o estudo INITIATIVE. pt. Para almacao do estudo foi aplicado um
modelo de equacbes estruturais Modelos de EqudEstesturais (AMOS 19) para

examinar as relacdes entre as varias variaveisodielm

Os resultados indicam que a motivacao influenai@vel de satisfacdo, que por sua vez
influencia o nivel de comprometimento. Os investitoe que os turistas fazem afetam
negativamente o seu comprometimento, e ambos ndiae a fidelizagcdo tanto na
perspetiva comportamental, como da atitude. Osltaeis sugerem ainda que a
fidelizacéo é explicada pelo interesse dos turestasisitar e arriscar novos destinos, que
€ explicado pelas motivacfes e pela satisfacédo,nd@agpelo rendimento familiar dos
turistas. A comparacao entre grupos revelou quelasdes do modelo diferem de acordo
com o destino e os anos IATA, revelando-se maideenes nos Agores e Madeira e na
perspetiva longitudinal.

Os resultados desta investigagdo visam, por um f[@@porcionar novas investigacoes
que contribuam para o conhecimento e compreendiie ss processos de fidelizacao
dos turistas aos destinos, e por outro, contriatia 0 progresso em técnicas de gestao e
estratégias de marketing de destinos, que pernatdrantar o desafio de ganhar e reter

0s visitantes ao destino.

Palavras-chaveModelo de Investimento, Fidelizagdo, Turismo, Mod#ge Equacbes

Estruturais.
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Chapter I - Introdution

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

The present study aims to examine the factorsenfling tourist loyalty in a leisure
tourism context. The Investment Model (Rusbult,d®8.980b, 1983), originating from
the social psychology literature is employed asthi@®retical foundation underpinning
the development of a conceptual model. It has lbbserved that the tourism industry is
facing some major market challenges. Hence, tisegeneed for a better understanding
of its customers in general, and more specificaflywhat influences loyalty towards

tourist destinations.

In the past few decades, tourism has clearly beaoraef the most prominent economic
sectors for many countries (Goh & Law, 2002). Tharism sector has experienced
continued growth and deepening diversification éadime one of the fastest-growing
economic sectors in the world. According to the Waiourism Organization (UNWTO,
2015), after achieving an historic milestone in 2@t one billion people traveling the
world in a single year, international tourism cantd its momentum with a 4.7% growth
in 2013 and a 4.4% growth in 2014, or an additi@vamillion international tourists in
this last year, bringing up the world total to aawl of 1.135 million arrivals. Despite
this growth in tourist flows, a growing number @mdestinations are either entering the
market or attempting to capture a higher marketesh@s a result, the tourism industry
has become much more competitive and destinatiams bhecome even more proactive

in attracting and retaining tourists.

Despite all the financial adversity that has be#fecing Europe, and in particular
Portugal, the Portuguese travel and tourism inglusirs been able to adapt to this
challenging landscape and the most important inolisaegistered solid performances.
Therefore, according to Turismo de Portugal (201he revenue attributed to
international tourism achieved €9250 million in 3D&howing an annual average growth
of 7.6% since 2009 (constant prices). On the dtlaed, according to the same source,
the number of nights of foreigners in Portuguestelbareached 9.4 million in 2013,

resulting in an average growth rate of 6% since92dMis favourable evolution was



Chapter I - Introdution

evident across the main tourist destinations: AMgdr5.2%), Lisbon (+8.3%), Madeira
(+4.1%), as well as to other emerging nationalidagons.

Notwithstanding its recent success, in order taa& growth of inbound tourism flows,
destination marketing organisations (DMOSs), inahgdiPortuguese national and regional
organisations, are facing an ever-greater difficufit convincing potential visitors to
choose their specific destination over an increpaumber of alternatives (Pike & Ryan,
2004; Castro, Armario & Ruiz, 2007). Strategies lreadly directed at maintaining
strong revisitation levels by enhancing destinatiopalty while at the same time
stimulating demand through attracting new touriBisexamining the factors influencing
loyalty, this thesis aims to contribute with knodde that could help DMOs to tackle one

such challenge: gaining the loyalty of visitors.

The fact that this research focused on tourism delaotably on consumer behaviour,
and related this perspective with the performanicéoorism destinations, does not
contradict the focus on the strategic planningbafism supply offered by contemporary
perspectives of tourism planning. The planning pecsve follows from Gunn’s (1994)

argument that during decades tourism was “(...) daieith by theories of tourism

promotion (...)", and that the planning perspectias lonly recently emerged. The two
perspective are not, however, mutually exclusivecaoise the planning perspective
cannot ignore the contribution of marketing and stoner behaviour theories. These
theories provide tourism planning with an importamntribution to the strategic

marketing of destinations and therefore underpptaaned and integrated approach to

tourism development.

The topic of the tourism consumers’ choice behavigufrequently investigated by
scholars (Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Um & Crompton909Ajzen & Driver, 1991; Chen,
1998) from different perspectives. These choiceabelur studies have been linked to
the issues of decision rules, decision-making meeg, and choice factors (Sirakaya &
Woodside, 2005). Broadly speaking, choice behavitas been assessed from two
conceptual perspectives: relating to visitors’ eonption behaviour (Oppermann, 1999),
and pertaining to tourists’ attitudes toward prdduar services (Pritchard & Howard,
1997). These two perspectives were used by tousigmolars as a starting point for
explaining both the process used to purchase tawervices and behaviour towards a

destination (Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005). In spit¢he significant contributions from

2
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studies on choice behaviours (Woodside & Carr, 1%&&enmaier, 1990; Crompton,
1992; Crompton & Ankomah, 1993, among others), lttexature pertaining to the
relationship between tourists’ choice behavioutdeccand destination loyalty is rather
limited, even though loyalty has been assumed asabrthe major driving forces in

competitive markets (Yoon & Uysal, 2005).

In the context of travel and tourism, a review lué titerature reveals an abundance of
studies on tourist loyalty behaviour because, anathgr things, it is thought that the
marketing costs needed to attract loyal visitoeslawer than those required for non-loyal
visitors (Petrick, 2004) Moreover, a return (loyalty) is a positive indicataf one’s
satisfaction, and the positive attitude of highe@ers increases their likelihood to return
(Oppermann, 1999; Alegre & Juaneda, 2006). Stutieese documented that loyal
consumers are more likely to act as free word-ofimoadvertising agents who
informally bring networks of friends, relatives aoither potential consumers, accounting
for up to 60% of sales to new consumers (ReichBeRhsser, 1990; Chi & Qu, 2008).
In spite of the significant importance of tourisrastnation loyalty, some theoretical
issues have not been thoroughly investigated amdlalging a comprehensive loyalty
model at the destination level remains an open afeasearch (Hossain, Quaddus &
Shanka, 2012).

Most existing studies in the context of tourismfaised on activity loyalty and service-
provider loyalty (Lee, Graefe & Burns, 2004). Omlyfew attempts have been made to
investigate destination loyalty (Let al.,2004; Chi & Qu, 2008) and consequently they
have incorporated a limited number of variabledaxgtory of loyalty. In addition, even
though researchers have tried to develop modeidgemwtify the factors determining
destination loyalty, there has been little work éldo advance the theoretical formation

of loyalty applying to existing behavioural theaie

From a relationship management perspective, makastrategies attempting to attract
more customers are defined as transactional whaliketing strategies attempting to get
more business from a select number of existingooosts are titled relational (Dwyer,
Schurr & Oh, 1987; Grénroos, 1994). However, cagtta what seems to be happening
in destination marketing thought, these two pamadigshould not be treated as
independent but rather understood as situatedpatsite ends of a continuum (Dwyetr

al., 1987). In destination marketing, one end of thistcmum would have tourists

3
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engaging in discrete transactions with the destinaexchanging money for goods and
services. The other end of the continuum would hauveists engaged in relationships
with the destination, making tangible and intangjilbivestments and expecting equitable
retribution over time. In between, there would twerists engaged in destination choices
involving both transactional and relational chageastics. Therefore, researchers should
concentrate on understanding and interpreting t%amnis in tourist behaviour across
groups and contexts (Decrop, 2000; Sirakaya & Wed2005) because “there are
[various] possible decision-making processes depgrah the individual, the group, and
the moment in time” (Decrop, 2000: 129). This viility provides an excellent
opportunity for new research to be undertaken eeldping a comprehensive destination
loyalty model that not only contributes to progrés®wledge on the processes which
produce loyalty in tourists, but also to progressagement techniques and marketing

strategies aiming destination loyalty.

1.2 Statement of Problem

After 70 years of research there still is no cossahapproach to measuring the loyalty
construct, even though there appears to be coasideragreement on its
conceptualization. Olson & Jacoby (1971) definegalty as "a biased, behavioural
response, expressed over time, by some decisiomgiaRit, with respect to one or more
alternative brands out of a set of such brands, [amteover] . . . a function of
psychological processes" (Pritchard, Howard & HgiB92: 159). This definition came
to be “widely accepted as the conceptual basisldgalty research"” (Backman &
Crompton, 1991b: 207). Later Oliver (1999: 34) plé focus on the frequency of
rebuying: “a deeply held commitment to rebuy oratepnise a preferred product/service
consistently in the future”. This definition wastimised as some products have quite
different levels of repurchase (Curtis, Abratt, Res & Dion, 2011).

Despite the lack of consensus around loyalty, @doissensual that loyalty is a construct
that comprises at least two dimensions: behavicmdl attitudinal. It has been argued
that to capture a “loyalty index”, the proporticihpoirchases and the attitude towards that
brand needs to be reflected upon. Velazquez, Sahtalina (2011) stated that the multi-
dimensional nature of loyalty comprising behavidanad attitudinal components is the

most widely accepted. Behavioural loyalty is retibecin the level of repeat purchase
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intentions; attitudinal loyalty includes recommamglthe service to others (Pritchard &
Howard, 1997; Dimitriades, 2006 consonance with consumer behaviour theory,
tourism and leisure researchers have documentédbifadty to a destination is viewed
as bi-dimensional: it has behavioural and attitabd@omponents (Selin, Howard, Uéd
Cable, 1988; Backmat Veldkamp, 1995).

Aside from the consensual multidimensionality, lbydas been assumed as a decision
process to which antecedents and consequentshagettio tourists’ loyalty formation
(Woodside & Lysonski, 1989).

Under this perspective a plethora of researchesoexpghe relationships between
dimensions and determinants of loyalty. In the egnof travel and tourism, a review of
the literature reveals an abundance of studieb®antecedents of loyalty, with some of
the most relevant being satisfaction (Anderson Rigasan, 2003; Bloemer & Lemmink,
1992; Yoon & Uysal, 2005), switching costs and stweents (Backman & Crompton,
1991a; Beerli, Martin & Quintana, 2004; Morais, Bdn & Backman, 2004), perceived
quality (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Olsen, 2002; YuuWChiao & Tai, 2005), and
perceived value (Agustin & Singh, 2005; Chiou, 2004m, Shankar, Erramilli &
Murthy, 2004; Yang & Peterson, 2004). All of themoye that each of these constructs
contributes separately to explaining tourists’ logabut none used all of them

simultaneously.

In fact, loyalty research is still lacking an intatpd perspective aiming to explain loyalty
as a behavioural process, (Oppermann, 1999). Tdresthe mindset that make off the
aim of this thesis.

1.3 Aims of the Thesis

This research aims to assess loyalty as a behaViprocess, for tourists travelling for

leisure purposes. The reasoning for this reseaside from the claim for integrative

processes to modelling loyalty, arose from the eabfi retaining tourists to ensure

successful marketing strategies. (Gitelson & Cramp1984). Furthermore this research
aims to understand how and why repeat decisionstaen, in accordance with

Oppermann (2000).
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The empirical research was carried out in Portugabuntry where regional diversity is
more than evident. Furthermore, tourists’ decisamesdynamic (Woodside, MacDonald
& Burford, 2004; Decrop & Kozak, 2009; Correia, Kbz & Ferradeira, 2013) and
assuming that repeat decisions are also a degsmress (Oppermann, 2000; Kozak,
2001) the determinants of loyalty process may Isessed across the regions and over
time (Assaker, Vinzi & O’Connor, 2011). Under théseets and to offer generalizability

to the conceptual model derived, this research eoafly tests the model across different

destinations in Portugal, as well as over the ydarsneans of multigroup analysis.

The destination and yearly analysis allow us taant for specificities of tourism at the
regional level, reinforcing the understanding ofdlby process patterns and validating
the determinants that persist under different cdatand over the years. Accordingly, the

following three objectives are defined:

1. To define a conceptual model of tourist loyalty;

2. To derive the main determinants of tourists’ degton loyalty;

3. To assess the extent to which the determinantsyaftly vary across tourism
regions and to assess the extent to which therditents of loyalty vary over

time.

In pursuing these objectives, the research didrelgton the tourism literature alone;
rather, other areas of knowledge such as behavith@ary, economics and psychology
were purposefully considered. Finally, by incorgiorg individual and product

perspectives and pre-trip components (tourist mtibms and variety-seeking) and post-
trip elements (tourist satisfaction, investmenesiand commitment), the results could

help to develop tailored strategies aimed at imjmgpdestination loyalty processes.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW.

2.1 Introduction

The concept of loyalty has been approached in iteeature under quite different
approaches, these being the behaviourist, thaditidl and mixed, which is one the most
referred to. Originally loyalty was defined as “aegly held commitment to rebuy or
repatronize a preferred product/service consistantlthe future” (Oliver, 1999: 34).
According to Jones & Sasser (1995) customer loyaltiie feeling of the attachment or

affection for a company’s people, products, or ees/

The behaviourist approach is defined as the conssimepeated purchase of a specific
alternative (Oliver, 1997). Later, the loyalty defion was extend to incorporate an
attitudinal dimension. This extension alleviates importance of repeating patterns to
posit the loyalty definition at the level of haviagpositive attitude towards the brand or
product. This discussion began with Ajzen & Fishbgi980) and Zeithaml, Berry &
Parasuraman (1996) among others, who argued thnt porchases may happen once or
twice in your life and this does not mean that ltyydoes not exist, rather that consumers

may be regarded as ambassadors of the produchiand also a form of loyalty.

Nowadays, Dick & Basu (1994); Amine (1998) and Candp Yague (2008), among
others, proposed loyalty as a composite which getuboth behavioural and attitudinal

dimensions.

Aside from the consensus that loyalty is a multelsional construct, another stream of
research explores the antecedents and consequdoiglty, arguing that loyalty is a
process (Chi & Qu, 2008; Zabkar, Brencic & DmitmvR010; Hossairt al., 2012).
Antecedents are the factors leading to loyalty iidoh, Herrmann & Huber, 2006)
whereas consequents are regarded as manifestafiaghe construct (Bloemer & De
Ruyter, 1998).

The most referred antecedents of loyalty aedisfaction(Bloemer & Lemmink, 1992;
Anderson & Srinivasan, 2003; Yoon & Uysal, 2005hieth was defined as “a judgment
that a product or service feature, or the produdeovice itself, provides a pleasurable
level of consumption-related fulfilment” Oliver (29: 13) or as an overall evaluation of
a purchase (Fornell, 1992); switching-costs (Baaki®& Crompton, 1991b; Beest al.,
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2004), which are technical, financial or psychotadjifactors which make it difficult or
expensive for a customer to change brand (Betedl.,2004)and investments (Morais
et al.,2004), considered as the resources that are attdoha relationship, that would
decline in value or be lost if the relationship eve¢o end (Rusbult, 1991). Perceived
guality (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Olsen, 2002; atwal.,2005), which is the consumer’s
judgment about a product’s overall excellence qoesiority (Zeithaml, 1988) and
perceived value (Chiou, 2004; Yang & Peterson, 28@dstin & Singh, 2005), which is
a consumer’s global evaluation of the utility gfraduct according to their perception of
what they receive and what they give (Zeithaml,8)9&re also considered important

antecedents in loyalty research.

However, other antecedents have been considereld asmotivations(Yoon & Uysal,
2005), which has been referred to as psycholodalidgical needs and wants, including
integral forces that arouse, direct, and integagberson’s behaviour and activity (Dann,
1981; Uysal & Hagan, 1993pjace attachmentYuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010), which
reflects the emotional or affective bond betweeindividual and a place (Jorgensen &
Stedman, 2001; Kyle & Mowen, 200%nage(Chi & Qu, 2008), defined as an individual's
overall perception or a total set of impressionsagblace (Fakey& Crompton, 1991);
perceived quality of performan¢Baker& Crompton, 2000)whichhas been viewed as the
quality of opportunity that consists of the atttiésiof a service (Lee, Yodh Lee, 2007);
andtrust, defined as the expectation held by customersthigaprovider is dependable

and can be relied on to deliver on promises (Mo&adtunt, 1994).

All of them have been proved to be significant ietesiminingloyalty. As previous
research considered some of the antecedents atirtteg but not all of them
simultaneously, the question of what are the mostal factors explaining loyalty still

remains to be answered (Agustin & Singh, 2005).

The most referred consequents are behaviouraltiotexy referred to as intention to
revisit and intention to recommend (Bigné, Sanc&e3anchez, 2001; Kozak, 2001,
among others); word-of-mouth communication, such diusion, transmission,
communication, and dissemination of thoughts, mi@ion, messages, opinions,
evaluations, and comments between at least twope@bout some products, services,
brands, and related experiences (Petrick, 2004hé8& Andreu, 2005, among others)

8
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and resistance to counter-persuasion (Dick & B&984), which emphasizes resistance
as a motivational state, in which people have tbal gf reducing attitudinal or
behavioural change or of retaining one’s curretitugte (Knowles & Linn, 2004), the
main limitation of this also being the lack of rasgh considering all of them
simultaneously with the aim of explaining how ldyalnfluence these consequents
(Gursoy, Chen & Chi, 2014).

Aside from the lack of integrative models to expliyalty, further limitations rely on
specificities of the geographical analysis undemtakt a single destination and for a
single and very limited period (McKercher, Denigiiillet & Ng, 2012).

The much-demanded cross-region research agendae(@ozins & Silva, 2015) is
covered in this study as well as the temporal fréma¢ may make tourists change their
mind set (Jang & Feng, 2007; McKercle¢ral, 2012).

A general problem is that changes over time aedyraccounted for and time is a critical
ingredient of strong, committed relationships (GaoH & Murphy, 1993), so it is also
important to observe tourists’ revisit intentionsrh a time perspective because the
intention often changes over time. Unfortunatelylaak of longitudinal research
investigating the impact of customer satisfactiod some other factors on loyalty makes

it difficult to judge conclusively the long-termfe€t of the relationship.

As such this chapter aims to provide an in-deptfere of the different perspectives that
have been proposed in the conceptualization of ltigydo understand the main
antecedents of loyalty, suggested by marketing@amasm studies and to investigate the
factors that enhance/reduce the development dbthrest loyalty process over time.

To achieve these objectives, and bearing in miecettiant literature review on loyalty,
this review pretends, to uncover relationships tizate not been explicitly spelled out in
theoretical formulations. The main findings of poms research with theoretical
supports, aiming thus to reflect a better knowledge interpretation of the value chain
of the process of loyalty formation and providingrdical overview that strengthens the

conceptual model proposed in chapter IlI.
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2.2 Conceptualization of Loyalty: Different Approades

The concept of loyalty relies on three differeméams: as a behaviourist approach (Oliver,
1997; Buttle & Burton, 2002); as an attitude apploéCzepiel & Gilmore, 1987) and as a
behaviourist and attitudinal component (Day, 198&;oby & Kyner, 1973; Backman &
Crompton, 1991b; among others).

According to Oliver (1997), loyalty is to be und®ead from the behavioural point of view
as it refers to the future repeat purchase commitnoé a product or service despite
situational influences and marketing efforts dieglctat causing changes in behaviour.
However, this way of considering and measuring ltgyarevents any differentiation
between loyal customers from those who usually &yproduct or service. Hence, many
researchers define loyalty on the basis not onbebiaviour but also attitude, since a simple
repeat purchase may be due to inertia, indifferem@danging costs (Reichheld, 2003).

A particular stream of research has focused orctimeeptualization and classification of
loyalty, and demonstrates that loyalty is a muttidhsional construct that includes both
behavioural and attitudinal variables (Seéh al., 1988; Pritchard & Howard, 1997).
Moreover, according to Baloglu (2001), conceptuagizloyalty as a two-dimensional
measure combining behaviours and attitudes mormguadiely captures the “richness” of the
loyalty construct, and differentiates between digtioyalty types (segments).

Following is a discussion of loyalty typology specion determinants of behavioural and

attitudinal and composite loyalty.

2.2.1 Behavioural Loyalty Approach

The literature on customer loyalty started in t820s and until the mid-1960s, loyalty
was mainly defined as behavioural loyalty towangbaticular brand. This is evidenced
by the Tucker (1964: 32) statement “no considenagimould be given to what the subject
thinks nor what goes on his/her central nervousesyshis/her behaviour is the full

statement of what brand loyalty is”.

Early studies of consumer loyalty mainly focusedtmbehavioural aspects of consumer
loyalty, and are based on patterns or frequenpuuathase. Copeland (1923) was one of
the first scholars to examine what is called “bramglstence”, followed by Churchill

(1942) who was the first to collect panel data rdeo to determine customers’ total
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buying behaviour, their brand loyalty and switchbegween brands. Brown (1952), also
used the behavioural approach, and focused priynanl a sequence-of- purchase
measurement. Brand loyalty is established whereteped brand is selected in three
consecutive purchases (Tucker, 1964), four suoeegsirchases (McConnell, 1968) or
five consecutive purchases (Lawrence, 1969). Nahetk, Cunningham (1956, 1961),
in his study on the loyalty formation sequenceapodticed the concept of market share or
proportion-of-purchase index as an indicator ofaloy The author was one of the first
scholars to suggest that brand loyalty is the mtogoof total purchases represented by
the largest single/dual brand used. Brown (1952)) larasaky & Havitz (1998), also
followed the same concept to study loyalty. Howev@harlton & Ehrenberg (1976)
found that the proportion of purchase varied cagrsildly with price promotion and brand

familiarity.

So, based on the past behaviour and the probabflipurchase, Kuehn (1962) argues
that the probability of buying a brand at time épends on the sequence of past
purchases before time “t”. In support, Lipstein§2p Frank (1962); Ehrenberg (1988);
Ostrowski, O'Brien & Gordon (1993) argue that bebaral loyalty reflects customer
actions and involves the measurement of past pseshaf the same brand or and/or the
measurement of probabilities of future purchasemjipast purchase behaviours.

In contrast, Maffei (1960) stated that future bebawis unaffected by past purchase,
with the exception of immediate past purchase-at.“Also, DuWors & Haines (1990)
argue that brand loyalty is transitory as afteeaqa of habitual behaviour most families

try other brands.

Sheth (1968) was the first scholar to interprealtyyas “mixed behaviours”, stating that
consumer behaviour is so complex that no singler#ieeal model is adequate for all
products and consumers. This author suggests carglime patterns of purchase of a
particular brand and the number of times the comsuays it.

Similarly, Burford, Enis & Paul (1971) suggests d¢mning the percentage of purchase
allocated to a particular brand with the numbeswitchers among available brands and
the number of brands purchased from those availalde, Jones & Sasser (1995) argue
that continued patronage and actual spending betnavsuch as the amount of brokerage
the consumer pays to the firm are the ultimate omeasof behavioural loyalty. This way

of measuring loyalty, also defined as price prem{@®ssemier, 1959; Jacoby & Kyner,

11
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1973; Aaker, 1996), describes brand switching belavand intentions of switching
brands.

The major assumption of loyalty from a behaviopetispective is that internal processes
are spurious and behaviour captures loyalty (Tyd&@84; Hart, Smith, Sparks & Tzokas,
1999). The behavioural measures anticipate theatgmaérchase pattern of consumers
from basic information about penetration and averpgrchase frequency (Knox &
Walker, 2001).

Despite the popularity of the behavioural approaicé,lack of a conceptual basis (Dick
& Basu, 1994), the focus on macro rather than milera, and the stochastic picture of
the consumer’s behaviour (Jacoby & Kyner, 1973)dea paradigm shift to consider the
attitudinal components of loyalty. Moreover, thésconsidered to be a relevant measure,
as the main criticism of this typology is that de$ not include the customer’s motives
for their behaviour. Additionally, behavioural Idgyamay reflect false or spurious loyalty
(which is not accompanied by a high relative adi#tiowards the object) as indicated by
habitual or incentive-driven behaviour (Uncles &ikent, 1997). It is too simplistic, does
not capture the multidimensionality of the constraé¢ loyalty (Kumar, Shah &
Venkatesan, 2006), and it neglects the psycholbddscision-making or evaluative)
commitment to the brand/store (Han & Back, 2008)support, Back (2005) argues that
the behavioural loyalty approach neglects the itgmme of understanding the customers’
decision-making process underlying their purchagetiours.

While a behavioural approach to loyalty is stillidgaas a component of loyalty, it is
argued that attitudinal approaches to loyalty stigupplement the behavioural approach
(Samuelson & Sandvik, 1997). Thus, the followimgtion discusses the necessity of

considering the attitudinal components in loyalty.

12
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Table 2.1- Behavioural Approach

Loyalty Construct Author/s

Copeland (1923); Churchill (1942); Brown (1952);

Cunningham (1956); Tucker (1964); McConnell (1968);
Pattern on frequency of Purchase Lawrence (1969); Kahn, Kalwani & Morrison, (1986);
Pritchardet al. (1992); Iwasaki & Havitz (1998); Knox &
Walker (2001), among others.
Brown (1952); Cunningham (1956, 1961); Charlton &
Ehrenberg (1976); lwasaki & Havitz (1998), amonigens,
Lipstein (1959); Kuehn (1962); Frank (1962); Ehremp
(1988); Ostrowsket al.(1993); Hui, Wan & Ho (2007).
Pessemier (1959); Sheth (1968); Burfetal. (1971); Jacoby
Mixed Behaviour & Kyner (1973); DuWors & Haines (1990); Jones & §&=as

(1995); Aaker (1996).

Proportion of Purchase

Purchase Probability

Source: Own elaboration

2.2.2 Attitudinal Loyalty Approach

Attitudinal loyalty is the consumer’s psychologica$position toward the same brand or
brand-set and involves the measurement of consattiieides (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978;
Fournier, 1998). Guest (1944) was arguably onéneffirst researchers to propose the
idea of measuring loyalty as an attitude. The autlsed a single preference question
asking participants to select the brand they lileeliest, among a group of brand names.
Sherif, Sherif & Nevergall (1965), proposed a couatim for brand loyalty’s attitudinal
strength (e.g. acceptance, rejection and neutigibme). These authors were then
followed by a number of marketing researchers vemal to refer to attitudinal loyalty in
at least three different ways: (1) behaviouralemibns (e.g. word of mouth,
recommendation and repurchase) (Ajzen & Fishb&8010liver, 1980; Zeithandt al.,
1996; Butcher, Sparks & O"Callaghan, 2001; Reiltht2903; Rauyruen & Miller, 2007;
among others); (2) attitude (e.g. positive attifugteong attitude and preference) (Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1980; Mitra & Lynch, 1995; Mellens, Delpe & Steenkampe, 1996;
Soderlund, 2006) and (3) commitment (e.g. endudegire to maintain a valued
relationship) (Traylor, 1981; Morgan & Hunt, 199&urnier, 1998; Keh & Lee, 2006;
Auh, Bell, McLeod & Shih, 2007).

However, positive attitudes towards the productisermust be developed over a long

period of time (Kumaet al, 2006). Indeed commitment has a significant rolplay in
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attitudinal loyalty: “since commitment reflects tloensumers’ self-evaluation of the
context and the active decision to engage in ateng relationship” (Evanschitzky, lyer,
Plassmann, Niessing, Meffert, 2006: 1210). So, eoring the relationship between
loyalty and commitment, a review of the literatorecustomer loyalty indicates that there
are at least three schools of thought on the ogiship.

The first school of thought states that commitmamd loyalty are synonymous (e.g.
Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; Buchanan, 1985; Assael, 198%) therefore could be used
interchangeably. The second school of thought @r¢juet commitment is synonymous
with attitudinal loyalty (Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chest, 1978) or consists of the affective
and conative phase of loyalty (Chen, 2001). Le®82@rgues that it is logical to equate
the attitudinal dimension of loyalty with commitniebecause loyalty encompasses
attitudinal components and commitment reflects s@sychological binding
mechanism. Also, Iwasaki & Havitz (2004) state ttatudinal loyalty is reflected in the
components of psychological commitment. The lastost of thought argues that
commitment is an antecedent of customer loyaltynore specifically of its attitudinal
and behavioural components (e.g. Beatty, Homer &I&al1988; Dick & Basu, 1994;
Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Evanschitzkgt al., 2006; among others). For example,
Evanschitzkyet al. (2006) distinguish between commitment as a desick attitudinal
loyalty as intention and argue that attitudinal diby is often preceded by

desire/commitment.

More recently, Reichheld (2003) argued that loyaigy be conveniently and effectively
assessed using only one variable — “willingnessetmmmend” (i.e., word of mouth,
which is traditionally considered as an attitudilogilty outcome). The author found that
the tendency of loyal customers to bring in newtamers is of vital importance for a
company’s growth. However, customers’ willingneesrécommend is a particularly
effective measure of customers’ loyalty, in comgami to traditional measures such as
satisfaction or customer retention rate.

The attitudinal measure of loyalty has linked onagd attitudinal loyalty with different
concepts, such as commitment (Park, 1996; Kylegférdvlanning & Bacon, 2003),
relative attitude toward the brand or brand prorsd®ick & Basu, 1994; Moraist al.,
2004), attachment (Backman & Crompton, 1991b), iveiment (Mcintyre, 1989), but
once more each of these constructs was approad@pestasely without providing an

attitudinal approach of loyalty integrated. Anotha#értudinal measure of loyalty is future
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expectation. These expectations reflect the cuaedtexpected fit between marketplace
offerings and consumer needs. For example, consuragpectations about product
availability may act to either postpone a repurehafghe current product (where a better
alternative is anticipated) or increase repurclvelsen faced with its removal from the
market). Alternatively, expectations may reflectidfe about the attitude itself (e.g. a
consumer may expect his or her decision criterictange as needs change with
continued usage and increased product knowledgelk @Basu, 1994).

The main criticism of the attitudinal loyalty apph is that it lacks power in predicting
actual purchase behaviour, even though a recerd-amatlysis on attitude behaviour
studies (Kraus, 1995) stated that attitudes sicanifily help to predict future behaviour
(Rundle-Thiele, 2005). Moreover, according to Meré2000) using attitudinal loyalty
alone may not capture the whole picture of the ltgyphenomenon. Furthermore,
Backman & Crompton (1991b) have suggested thatithieed explanatory power of
attitudinal loyalty could be the result of interveg influences from other constraining
factors to purchase behaviours, such as personables, self-efficacy, perceived skill
level, price awareness and perceived risk.

In the attitudinal approach, based on consumerdbpaiaferences or intention to buy,
consumer loyalty is an attempt on the part of carexg to go beyond overt behaviour
and express their loyalty in terms of psychologicammitment or statement of
preference. In the tourism and leisure industryritbs may have a favourable attitude
toward a particular product or destination, andregg their intention to purchase the
product or visit the destination. Consequentlyaloy measures consumers’ strength of
affection toward a brand or product, as well aslarmg an additional portion of
unexplained variance that behavioural approache®mtaddress (Backman & Crompton,
1991b; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). Psychological or affeetattachment is the underlying
cognitive process which predisposes consumershaveein a selected manner toward
the service or products (Lest al., 2007). However, a study of attitude alone cannot
determine competitive effects (multi-brand or skdoyalty), familiarity, and situational
factors (Seliret al.,1988; Baloglu, 2001).

In general, the foremost criticism was that loyaigasures based on the attitudinal
dimension alone would not tell us much about coitipeteffects (multibrand or shared
loyalty), familiarity, and situational factors (Y& & Mayo, 1986; Pritchardt al.,1992),
considering that in an attitudinal perspective taoer loyalty has been viewed by some
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researchers as a specific desire to continue toredhip with a service provider (Czepiel

& Gilmore, 1987).

In the same vein, with the behavioural approacktaruer loyalty is defined as repeat
patronage, that is, the proportion of times a paseh chooses the same product or service
in a specific category compared to the total nunafgrurchases made by the purchaser
in that category (Neal, 1999). The dilemma liethie fact that intention may not lead to
action, and repeated buying behaviour may not cefletentions. Nevertheless, the
consensus among scholars is that a composite neeafslaryalty shows more predictive
power.

Therefore, the following section discusses the ragsion that loyalty may be regarded

as a composite construct, with an attitudinal abetzavioural dimension.

Table 1.2- Attitudinal Approach.

Loyalty Construct Author/s

Day (1969); Jacoby & Chestnut (1978); Ajzen & Fisimb(1980);

Loyalty defined as a psychological ~ Oliver (1980); Traylor (1981); Czepiel & Gilmore 987);
disposition toward the same brand or Backman & Crompton (1991b); Zeithaet al. (1996); Fournier

brand-set (1998); Butcheet al.,(2001); Chen (2001); Lee (2003); Reichheld

(2003); Iwasaki & Havitz (2004); Keh & Lee (200®&auyruen &
Miller (2007); Auhet al, (2007); among others.
Ajzen & Fishbein (1980); Oliver (1980); Westbrook @liver

(1981); Zeithamlet al., (1996); Patterson, Johnson & Spreng

Behavioural |ntent|on§ (e.0. V\{Ol‘d of (1997); Bloemer, De Ruyter & Wetzels (1999); Bigriél.(2001);
mouth, recommendation, saying and Lee & Cunningham (2001); Kosak (2001); Kim & Cha@2);
repurchase) Petrick & Backman (2002b); Baloglu, Pekcan, CherS&ntos
(2003); Reichheld (2003); Beedt al. (2004); Barroso, Armario
& Ruiz (2007); Jang & Feng (2007); among others.

Attitude (e.g. positive attitude, strong Ajzen & Fishbein (1980); Pritchaet al. (1992); Mitra & Lynch
attitude and preference) (1995); Mellenset al. (1996); Bloemeret al. (1999); Taylor,
Celuch & Goodwin (2004); Sdderlund (2006); amoneos.

Jacoby & Kyner (1973); Traylor (1981); Assael (188Dick &
Basu (1994); Morgan & Hunt (1994); Melleret al (1996); Park
Commitment/ attachment/ involvement (1996); Fournier (1998); Chen (2001); Lee & Cuntiagy (2001);
Lee (2003); Iwasaki & Havitz (2004); Kykt al. (2003); Beerli
et al. (2004); Gustafsson, Johnson & Ross (2005); Evatz&gtet
al. (2006); Keh & Lee (2006); Auht al.(2007), among others.

Source: Own elaboration
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2.2.3 Composite Approach

As previously shown, applying behavioural and adihal measures did not provide an
efficient tool for explaining consumer loyalty. Hex) the need to combine both
measurements emerges. Day (1969) demonstratedotfadty should be viewed as a
multidimensional concept, a combination of attittided behaviour. The author suggests
that to capture loyalty a “loyalty index” is need@dreflect the proportion of purchases
and the attitude towards that brand. Jacoby & Kyh@v3: 26) argue that loyalty should
comprise a composite perspective, and accorditgdyauthors’ definition of loyalty is
that “The behavioural view of loyalty fails to digguish between brand loyalty behaviour
and brand loyalty attitudes. “Brand loyalty behawios defined as the overt act of
selective repeat purchasing, while brand loyaltyitumtes are the underlying

predispositions to behave in a selective fashidat¢by & Kyner, 1973: 26).

Consequently, they argue that it is important tatdsh the causal link between attitudes
and behaviour in order to understand the reasond®rénd loyalty and its strength.
Overall, for Jacoby & Kyner (1973: 2), brand loyattan be defined by six conditions
that must be present and are collectively suffigieonceptually, “brand loyalty is (1) the
biased (i.e., nonrandom), (2) behavioural respdgnee purchase) (3) expressed over
time, (4) by some decision-making unit, (5) witspect to one or more alternative brands
out of a set of such brands, and (6) is a functibpsychological (decision-making,
evaluative) processes”. Also, Newman & Werbel (19%34) state that brand loyalty

“should reflect buyer resistance to persuasiomitch brands”.

Lutz & Winn (1975) propose loyalty indexes basedommposites of attitudinal and

behavioural measures, stating that a behaviourasuare captures only the static outcome
of the dynamic process of loyalty, and that spwilmyalty is not based on any attitudinal
attachment toward the brand. Once the attitudioaiponents are added to the loyalty
measure, higher explanatory power is imposed onntkeasurement, and a clearer

understanding of behaviour can be gained.

In line with the previous authors, Dick & Basu (#9%ighlighted the need to consider
relative attitudes in defining loyalty. Relativeiaides refer to the degree to which the

consumer’s evaluation of one alternative brand dawmais over another. They argue that
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preferences in purchase behaviour do not occigalation and a high absolute attitude
score toward a particular brand could be lowig itompared to other brands. In support,
Engel & Blackwell (1982) argue that brand loyalgfars to the consumer’s preferential

attitudinal and behavioural response toward ormaare brands.

The composite loyalty index was applied extensivelyourism research (Selet al.,
1988; Backman & Crompton, 1991b; Dick & Basu, 19B#dichard Havitz & Howard,
1999; Shoemaker, 1999; Moratal., 2004; Petrick, 2004), and these researches allow
it to be proved that loyalty is a two-dimensionahstruct made up of an attitudinal and
a behavioural component (Day, 1969; Dick & Basu94)9 Behavioural loyalty is
reflected in repeat purchase; attitudinal loyaltglides recommending the service
provider to others and repurchase intentions (Fard & Howard, 1997; Dimitriades,
2006).

This study follows the stream developing and tgsancomposite destination loyalty

model in a tourism destination.

Table 2.3- Composite Approach

Loyalty Construct Author/s

Day (1969); Jacoby & Kyner (1973); Engel & Blackivel

(1982); Selinet al. (1988); Backman & Crompton (1991b);

Dick & Basu (1994); Backman & Veldkamp (1995);

) Pritchard & Howard (1997); Pritcharaét al. (1999);

Composite Loyalty. Shoemaker (1999); Oppermann (1999); Baloglu (2001);
Bignéet al. (2001); Kozak (2001); Kozak, Huan & Beaman
(2002); Niininen & Riley (2003); Moraist al.(2004); Petrick
(2004); Dimitriades (2006); Barrost al. (2007); Velazquez
et al.(2011);Toufaily, Ricard & Perrien (2013); Kitterlin
& Yoo (2014); Meleddua, Pacib & Pulinac (201ainong
others.

(Attitudinal and behavioural
component

Source: Own elaboration
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2.3 Tourism Destinations and Loyalty Constructs

2.3.1 Tourism Destinations

The destination is viewed as a territorially come@nd integrated entity which includes
cultural and natural resources, attractions, resig@pulation, transportation, image,
equipment and tourism infrastructure Gunn (1994)s Pperspective has been shared by
others such as Davidson & Maitland (1997), Cho 20énd Laws (1995). For them
destinations have a number of characteristics tte®m to be horizontal, such as the
existence of a ‘total tourism product’ that is cdexpand multidimensional which exists
alongside other economic activities, the host comitguan active private sector and
elected local public authorities. In this contelxg starting point required to conceptualise
a tourism destination is based mainly on analysimgmultiple tangible and intangible
factors that need to be integrated as well as #e# rior partnerships and integrated

planning (Framke, 2002).

More recently, a different perspective emphasidexl issues required to territorially
define the concept. For example Saraniemi & Kyla(gd11: 114) argue that “(...) the
complex processes of tourism production and consomplepend on destinations, be
they a single community and its surroundings, @&regr a country”. This perspective,
points towards an accepted understanding thatstoudiestinations are not associated to
a pre-defined territorial entity defined (Cho, 2p8Teaver & Lawton, 2002; Ritchie &
Crouch, 2003), and are instead underpinned in xistemce of “(...) an homogenous
geographical territory, with common characteristiemd able to support planning
objectives (...)” (Valls, 2004). Still within the m@rconventional approaches, the
literature (Keller, 2000; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003jrden, Lars & Bjorn, 2009; among
others) has often considered the need to bringhiegéhe territorial perspective with that
of the integrated marketing management, with thendaries of the tourism destination

concept defined based on the juxtaposition of th@eecomponents.

Brackenbury (2000), Valls (2004), and Silva, Mendésierreiro, Viegas, Sequeira,
Ferreira & Pereira (2001) highlight this link, iattucing the assumptions of autonomous
decision-making and the existence of an externalpmment associated with perception

and image.
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Further, Buhalis (2000) describes tourism destmatias a bundle of tourism products
able to offer an integrated experience to consumedshighlights the role that planning

and marketing play in its management. To Seatore&d® (1996), tourism destinations
emerge as unigue and complex sociocultural entitibseh have both physical and

intangible features.

Valls (2004) notes another common feature of toudestinations: the ability to become
the centre of the mobility and become the placiors define as their objective and the
centre of their tourist experience. As a consegeemccording to the author, destinations
should offer a structured product oriented towaal$sfying customers but also have a
brand that is perceived as attractive, symbolilesf she destination’s tourism product,
facilitates its recognition by markets and geneyatiect and feelings. This definition
suggests that there are advantages of joint magk@then promoting the destination.
This requirement is put forward by Brackenbury @Q8vho highlights it as the pinnacle
of an institutional perspective that produces eafttmarketing cooperation underpinned
by a strategic vision and a joint plan for the entiestination. Silvat al.(2001) analysed
the work published by the European Commission B91&bout quality in urban, coastal
and rural destinations, concluding that there ae interdependent elements when
profiling tourist destinations. The internal elerhenvers a contiguous that is coherent
and autonomous in its decision-making, while themal element refers to issues related

to perception and image.

Tourists desire uniqueness, security and hospitag well as personalised services that
match or exceed their expectations, so that tix@emence is memorable and results in a
positive evaluation of the experience (Yoon & Uy24l05; Zabkaet al.,2010). Authors
such as Lash & Urry (1994) had earlier emphasisatidea that tourist decision-making
is mainly based on emotions and the symbolic elésnehthe product. Therefore, the
ability to make tourists capture the social natoirehe place and the spatiality of the
experience becomes essential (Urry, 1990; Rojekrg,11997). Saraniemi & Kylanen
(2011) refered that when concentrating on the s@ne that connects to the identity
work of the customer, it therefore becomes posskress the socio-political relations

of production and consumption and, thus, help tdeustand the construction of
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experience. Therefore, it can be argued that th&t megent thought perspectives value
the development of symbolic perceptions rather #ranmarketing tactics.

To Mathieson & Wall (1992), tourist destination® able to differentiate themselves
from competitors based on their attractivenessidedtity. On the other hand, Porter
(2000) and Keller (2000) point out that competitadvantage and the associated tourist
experiences emerge as a dynamic system comprismgnder of independent factors
such as the structure and quality of the supplyketastructure and demand. Dwyer &
Kim (2003) later adopted an integrated model iregpiin Crouch & Ritchie’s (1999)
model, adding a component that includes demandegitn{awareness, perception and
preferences). Based on the above, it can be coedtltitht the competitiveness of the
destination is built on a variety of tourism resmg and products that are effectively
managed, and the destination promotion includex@-<ultural component in order to

access and attract markets.

However, bearing in mind that tourism activity isade up of a fragmented structure
requiring the coordination of different actorsvadl as the development of partnerships,
the competitive advantage of the destination cahigkly influenced by the ability to
operationalise a complex and integrated final pebdbat satisfies consumers. Silva
(2009) argues that destination performance alwafeats the consistency of the
relationships that are established between a divet of actors, whereby the effective
and continuous partnership between public and f@igeganisations takes on a decisive
role perspective of whether they are directly atinectly related to tourism service

provision.

Authors such as Gunn (1994), Costa (2001), Sitwd. (2001), Crouch & Ritchie (1999)
and Buhalis (2000) also recognise that only toudsstinations have favourable
conditions to develop an integrated tourism sysbaised on effective partnerships and
able to directly allocate responsibilities in t@mi development. Therefore, one of the
most substantial challenges when designing andemghting tourism development
policies involves managing the interests of théedént actors (Silvat al.,2001; Costa,
2001; Silva, 2009).
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As Silva (2009) argues, in most cases the finatlpcb experienced by tourists and the
memories they take home, result from a complexacten with different resources (e.g.
accommodation, residents, environment) and thexefderventions should be framed
within sustainable tourism development principled at the same time approached from
an interdisciplinary perspective involving otheeas such as environment, urban and
territorial planning and culture (Silvat al, 2001). From a strategic point of view, the
destinations should consider the need to delivaseable conditions for businesses to
prosper, which can be achieved through defining pramoting quality standards,
reduced bureaucracy, training support and easysadoemarkets (Costa, 2001). Such
perspective match the new marketing paradigm ladeétiolistic marketing’ by Kotler &
Gertner (2002), which starts with market requiretagfocuses on delivering consumer

value and works towards developing customer loyalty

Therefore, creating and integrating value-addeddyects and services can increase
visitors’ satisfaction which is essential for enbiaig destination loyalty (Hossaet al.,
2012).

2.3.2 Tourists Loyalty

Loyal customers are frequent, repeat purchasers fegloa sense of belonging to a
product and services and who are reluctant to chavgn in the presence of similar
offerings from other brands. Today destinatione fhe toughest competition and it may
become tougher still in years to come, so marketiagagers need to understand why
tourists are faithful to destinations and what datees their loyalty (Chen & Gursoy,
2001). Destinations, with the aim of achieving airstble competitive advantage for the
travel and tourism sector, have to find and defimeemain distinguishing features of the
travel destination and build an image that is etive to visitors (Glinska & Florek,
2013), developed in a way that matches the evolvangllers’ and tourists’ preferences,
aiming for a positive impact on their loyalty belmw. However, in a tourism context,
the measurement of loyalty is particularly challegg since the purchase of a tourism
product is not bought on a daily basis (Opperm&88a9), at least it may occur on a yearly
or twice yearly basis (Jago & Shaw, 1998).
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Tourism is something to be purchased in advaneeptirchase happens a long time
before the consumption and individuals who boughitism products experience the
products and the services out of their home, whielkes them much more vulnerable
and demanding. Under this plethora of constragasfaction and loyalty is much harder
to achieve than within normal products. This diffty among others relies on the risk
that choosing new destinations may bring. This mslky be mitigated if instead of a new
destination they choose a familiar one, as thihésonly argument that contributes to
increase the probability of repeating the sameirsdn. Risk aversion, therefore, may
induce loyalty (Jones, Mothersbaugh & Beatty, 20@@her factors may also contribute
to induce loyalty such as: the type of tourist méstic versus international (Mechinda,
Serirat & Gulid, 2009), travel distance (Mckerch&rDenizci, 2010), past repeat
behaviour (Kozak, 2001) and destination lifecyclage (Kozak & Baloglu, 2011).
Further, Backman & Crompton (1991b) argue that pshgical attachment and
behavioural consistency are dimensions of loyalty.

Overall and independently of the variables usezkfgained loyalty, it is consensual that
loyalty is a composite construct that comprisegatitudinal and behavioural dimension
(Pritchard & Howard, 1997; Oppermann, 1999; Balpqt001; Kozaket al, 2002;
Niininen & Riley, 2003).

Most of the latest research on tourism satisfacéind loyalty has mainly focused on
testing relationships in the context of travel ages (Macintosh, 2007; Pattersenal.,
1997; San Martiret al. 2008), types of tourism (e.g. cultural, urbanrtha) (Petrick,
2005; Correia, Oom Do Valle & Moco, 2007; Aleén gafkz, 2006; Barroset al.2007).
On the other hand loyalty has been also approaohespecific phases of the tourist
experience, such as backpacker hostels (ChittydWacChua, 2007), transportation
(Dimitriades, 2006), tourist shopping (Yuksel & Yagh, 2007) or hospitality services
(Ekinci, Dawes & Massey, 2008). All of them conabddthat loyalty and satisfaction
correlate differently in light of the context. Huermore most of these researches focus
on a single site/business/destination (Niinineny&z& Riley, 2004; Chi & Qu, 2008;
Mechindaet al.,2009).

Even if satisfaction is an antecedent of loyaltyistis not the only variable to be

considered at the time of understanding loyalty gsocess (Chi & Qu, 2008). In this
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line, there are some studies (Homburg & Gierind)120wasaki & Havitz, 2004; Chi,
Gursoy & Qu, 2009; Li & Petrick, 2010; among otheasalysing the contribution of
variables such as service quality, perceived vatoeamitment and other moderator
determinants which can contribute to a deeper wtaleding of the nature of this
construct in the tourism context.

Based on the above discussion, the next sectiamuses and defines some critical

variables in relation to explaining tourist loyalty

2.3.3 Destination Loyalty Constructs

2.3.3.1 Satisfaction

Customer satisfaction remains a worthy pursuit agrtbe consumer marketing community
(Oliver, 1999). Indeed, customer satisfaction isriéical focus for effective marketing
programs. Tse & Wilton (1988) defined satisfactiam a consumer's response to the
evaluation of the perceived discrepancy betweerr pexpectations and the actual
performance of the product as perceived after atssemption. According to Yi (1991)
customer satisfaction is a collective outcome otggtion, evaluation and psychological
reactions to the consumption experience with ayrbdr service. On the other hand Oliver
(1997) defined satisfaction as customers’ judgmabtsut products or service fulfilment.
Customer satisfaction plays the most important noleotal quality management. And in
comparison with other traditional performance measucustomer satisfaction is probably
less sensitive to seasonal fluctuations, changessts, or changes in accounting principles
and practices (Kotler & Keller, 2006).

Chen & Wang (2009) suggest a view of customer featisn as a kind of consistency
evaluation between prior expectations and perceseedce performance. Accordingly, the
positive evaluation of the product or service that customer acquires is a major reason to
continue a relationship with a company's productseovices, and an important pillar that
upholds loyalty. Satisfied customers are thus nligedy to repurchase, lower their price
sensitivity, engage in positive word-of-mouth recoemdations, and become loyal

customers.
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The definition of satisfaction contains some comgalp and operational differences.
However, after thoroughly reviewing the existingiature, Giese & Cote (2000) concluded
three general components were shared by the defigit(1) consumer satisfaction is an
emotional response; (2) the response refers toeaifgpfocus; (expectations, product,
consumption experience, etc.) and (3) the respamsers at a particular time (after
consumption, after choice, based on accumulatedrexqe, etc.).

Different researchers have investigated differespieats of consumer/tourist satisfaction in
the tourism industry and hospitality, such as &attgon with specific destinations (Pizam,
Neumann & Reichel, 1979; Chon & Olsen, 1991; Piz&nMillman, 1993; Kozak &
Rimmington, 2000), tour guides (Reisinger & Warysza995), the behaviour of local
people (Pearce, 1980), specific tours (Ross & Ibotad, 1991; Hsu, 2000), hotels (Ekinci
& Riley, 1998); casinos (Mayer, Johnson, Hu & ChE®98), cruise lines (Teye & Leclerc,
1998); restaurants (Oh & Jeong, 1996) and traveheigs (Millan & Esteban, 2004).
Numerous studies report that satisfaction is aeceaent of post-purchase attitudes and
repeat purchase intentions (Anderson, 1994; Zeitkeaal.,1996). In general, authors agree
that satisfaction influences loyalty (Cronin & Tagl 1992; Cronin, Brady & Hult, 2000;
Fecikova, 2004)So, satisfaction has also been frequently identidi® a major prerequisite
of loyalty in the literature of marketing (HombuwgGiering, 2001; Olsen, 2002; Anderson
& Srinivasan, 2003; Beerkt al., 2004; Lamet al., 2004) and leisure/tourism (Bowen &
Chen, 2001; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).

In fact, according to the extant literature reviéwe positive effect of satisfaction on loyalty
has been somewhat taken for granted, and reseashfocused more on identifying
moderators and/or mediators of the effect of satigfn on loyalty (Bloemer & De Ruyter,

1998; Mittal & Lassar, 1998; Abdullah, Al-Nasserkusain, 2000; Homburg & Giering,

2001; Lee, Lee & Feick, 2001; Yang & Peterson, 2004 the nature of the satisfaction-
loyalty relationship (Bowen & Chen, 2001; Mittall€amakura, 2001; Gémez, McLaughlin
& Wittink, 2004; Agustin & Singh, 2005).

Despite the intuitive appeal, the view that custosagisfaction positively determines loyalty
is not consensual. Some researchers have argudbdlsarength of the relationship between
satisfaction and loyalty may vary significantly @nddifferent conditions (Anderson &

Srinivasan, 2003). For example, Jones & Sasseb|19%ygested that the strength of the
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satisfaction-loyalty link depends upon the competistructure of the industry. Although,
Oliver (1997) considered loyalty as a type of “lelegm effect” related to satisfaction, the
author also warned that, even with the presencgatiéfaction, true loyalty may only be
achieved in special situations (Oliver, 1999). iektr(1999) identified an inverted
relationship between satisfaction and loyalty, imick loyalty served as an antecedent of
repeat visitors’ satisfaction. Some researcherg tmind weak or non-direct connection
between satisfaction and loyalty (Hellier, Geurs€ajr & Rickard, 2003; Skogland &
Siguaw, 2004).

Other studies show a nonlinear, asymmetric relahgnbetween satisfaction and loyalty
(Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Agas& Singh, 2005). Thus several
studies highlight the complexity of the relationshetween satisfaction and loyalty (Bennett
& Rundle-Thiele, 2002). The marketing literatureess, however, that loyalty is the result
of satisfaction and this is shown by several ssithethe area of services (Mattila, 2001).
However, Fredericks (2001) also points out thatrehies a big difference between
satisfaction, which is a passive customer conditemmd loyalty, which is an active or

proactive relationship with the organization.

Extant tourism literature reveals that travellesatisfaction with a tourist destination is a
significant determinant of their post-holiday beloavs (Arasli & Sadeghi, 2014).

In the tourism industry, there is empirical evidertbat tourists’ satisfaction is a strong
indicator of their intentions to revisit and recoemd the destination to other people (Ross,
1993; Juaneda, 1996; Kozak & Rimmington, 2000; ko2801). As mentioned in various
studies, it is consensual that if tourists aresfatl with their holiday experience, it is
expected that they will be more likely to contirtoeeturn to a destination and recommend
it to others (Kozak & Rimmington, 2000; Oppermai®99). For example, Dabholkar,
Shepherd & Thorpe (2000) found that satisfactidfe¢idve component) mediates the effect

of service quality (cognitive component) on behavab intentions (conative component).

Moreover, Chi & Qu (2008) arrived at a similar clusion: attribute satisfaction
(operationalised in a similar way as perceived igalis an antecedent of overall
satisfaction, and attribute satisfaction and ovesatisfaction are both determinants of
loyalty. In other words, the relationship betweeargeived quality and loyalty is partly

mediated by overall satisfaction. Brady, KnigQtronin, Hult & Keillor (2005) study,
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conducted in a multi-industry and multi-countrytsef, reinforces this result. They found
that service quality, satisfaction and service @alll directly affect behavioural intentions

when assessed collectively.

Dimitriades (2006) pointed out that research irdts$action-loyalty relationship has not
been exploited and greater conceptual and empeféaits are needed. Moreover, Chi and
Qu (2008) stated that more research is requireamine variables other than satisfaction
in order to improve understanding of loyalty, soofethem being the motivations that

instigate this process.

2.3.3.2 Push and Pull Motivations

Understanding tourist motivations is also cruaddblyalty in the tourism context. According
to Lee & Hsu (2013), tourist motivations rarelyuttgrom a single motive. Instead, tourist
motivation is generally complex and multifaceteddi@pton, 1979; Uysal & Hagan, 1993).
According to George (2004) and March & WoodsideO&0travel motivations can be
considered as one of the most important psychabgidluences of tourist behaviour.
Motivations are the inner state of a person, otacemeeds and wants of a person, which
forces them to act or behave in a specific way thiid sustaining human behaviour and
energy levels of the human body (George, 2004; @r&@006).

The authors Crompton (1979) and Yoon & Uysal (2q@¥6posed a structural model testing
the effects of tourist motivation (‘pull’ and ‘pu$land satisfaction on destination loyalty
(operationalized as revisit and recommendationniigas). Their empirical findings
revealed that motivation influences tourist satgém, which in turn affects destination
loyalty. Thus satisfaction directly affects destioa loyalty in a positive direction; and
meanwhile it also mediates between motivation amdtidation loyalty. However,
McKercheret al. (2012) argue that tourists have a greater aliditgxert their free will on
the entire travel process, making the decisiongess@a complex task, even when they decide
to repeat the same destination. According torttoslel, push forces cause tourists to leave
home to seek some unspecified vacation destinatibareas pull forces compel tourists to

visit specific destinations that possess attracitintbutes (Kozak, 2002).
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There is a general consensus in the literature taiheudistinction between the tourists’
‘push’ and ‘pull ‘motivations: ‘push’ factors infence the decision to travel and are related
to the intangible and intrinsic personal prefersnoktourists: relaxation, evasion, escape
from routine, among others, as defined by Crompi®79). Whereas, ‘pull’ factors refer to
the attributes tourists are looking for at the mhagton, as such: culture, heritage, museums,
climate, and landscape, among others. These fattboence the choice of a specific
destination and are related to the tangible atieowf each place (Kozak, 2002; Yoon &
Uysal, 2005). An examination of how motivation asdtisfaction affect loyalty was
performed by Yoon & Uysal (2005) and Correiaal. (2007).

The push and pull forces study, developed by Cromgil979) was explored using

unstructured in-depth interviews or scale statemehhte study classified a total of nine
dimensions influencing the selection of types oéaslre vacations and destinations.
Numerous studies of tourism have used the pushepntiept to discuss tourist motivations
and to assess both motivations and perceptionss&os, 2000; Kozak, 2002; Yoon &

Uysal, 2005; Jang & Wu, 2006; Corragal.,2007; Pan & Ryan, 2007).

Primarily, the tourism studies to date have ad@éwssnd examined the constructs of
motivation and satisfaction independently. Latetigations have been included in tourists’
decision processes to understand how motivationy explain different levels of
satisfaction and behavioural intentions (Correimgdo & Téo, 2012; Correiat al.,2013).
Although motivation explained satisfaction and etka likelihood of being loyal, it is
possible that some tourists, even when satisfigd thie touristic experience, may decide
not to return as there are too many destinatiottsainvorld to visit (McKercheet al.,2012).
This evidence put the discussion at the level oietaseeking behaviour developed at the

next section.
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2.3.3.3 Variety Seeking

Variety seeking is the tendency of individuals éels diversity in their choice of services or
goods (Kahn, 1995). The varied behaviour of indraid, i.e. switching among goods and
service alternatives, has attracted the attentiomarketing and consumer behaviour
researchers for the last two decades (Kahn, 199%), with this concern it has been
considered a key factor of consumer choice in thesemer behaviour literature (Bigné,
Sanchez & Andreu, 2009; Galak, Redden & Kruger@20@man, 2001). Some early works
(Bass, Pessemier & Lehman, 1972) explored the wbedaweaknesses in the relationship
between the self-reported attitudes or preferentensumers and their actual choices.
Based on this analysis, variety-seeking was inaated through a marketing perspective of
the consumer choice process as a relevant, althmargjal, explanation of varied behaviour.
Since then, most of the research has focused areptualization (McAlister & Pessemier,
1982), and measurement models of variety seekidgtarmotivations (McAlister, 1982;
Givon, 1984; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1992).

The concept of a loyal customer seems to be at witisthe belief that variety seeking is
an underlying dimension of travel (Pearce & Le€22Castreet al.,2007). Tourists’ search
for variety is a voluntary activity which is dirett at breaking with routine in decision
making (Godbey & Graefe, 1991) and can contribatéhe repetition of the same type of
holidays and/or the same destination (Opperman/,l98ninenet al.,2004).

Focusing on tourist destinations, Niininehal. (2004) analyse the role played by variety
seeking propensity in tourist destination choioegrider to better understand tourist loyalty
in this field, where variety seeking is usually on@ant for consumers. The findings
moderately support the authors’ proposal: toumath a high variety-seeking propensity
will show a varied pattern of destination choicawever, choice, limited travel barriers,
and low opportunity costs may also push varietkisge Choice overload occurs when the
number of choice options is greater than the péssaility to make effective and efficient
decisions (Haynes, 2009). When encountered, decisfficacy falls (Jacoby, Speller &
Kohn, 1974), and people find it more difficult afrdstrating to make choices than those
with fewer options (Haynes, 2009). Outcomes inclilde tendency to choose simple
alternatives that require less personal investoertb continue with habitual or routine
actions (Bettman, Luce & Payne, 1998; Griffin, KilkKhan, 2005). Howard & Sheth (1968)

29



Chapter Il — Literature Review

also suggested that boredom with a choice is gktatpurchase frequency. This implies that
the more frequently a product/service or relatgueeience is purchased, the more bored the

customer becomes with that choice, which stimulategty seeking behaviour.

The literature of variety-seeking (McAlister & Pegsser, 1982; Kahet al.,1986; Barroso

et al., 2007; Tang & Chin, 2007; Sanchez-Garetaal., 2012) proposes that consumers
choose alternatives in an alternation way, progdinhe most enjoyment on a specific
consumption occasion even though the alternativegaaniliar. The need to seek variety
can also lead individuals to systematically rotteng their favourite alternatives (Ratner,
Kahn & Kahneman, 1999).

McAlister & Pessemier (1982) classified these ugrg@eking behaviours as either derived
or direct. The distinction between derived varieshdviour and direct variety seeking
depends on whether the switching behaviour is msitrally or intrinsically motivated
(McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; Kahn, 1995). Deriwaatied behaviour refers to variety
seeking that is triggered by changes in the exteenaironment rather than internal
motivation. It is suggested that there are alsavestike the desire for group affiliation or
individual identity that influence variety-seekitghaviour, because social pressures for
conformity create the need to express individuaiity subtle ways (McAlister &
Pessemier,1982) .

Many works have adopted a descriptive approachysiog mainly on the measurement of
variety-seeking behaviour and on the motivatioas ldad consumers to seek variety in their
purchases (Kahn, 1995).

Lee & Crompton (1992) showed that the novelty carcstcomprises the following four
dimensions: thrill, adventure, surprise, and bonedalleviation, and relies on push
motivations. In the context of marketing, novelgeking relates to variety seeking, which
is the tendency for consumers to switch away frowrhaice made on the most recent
occasion (Ratnest al.,1999).

However, if tourists feel a sense of novelty whaitmg a destination, they will be satisfied
and the destination may be perceived as an attegglace, with some novel experiences to
allow successive revisits. This may lead to desbndoyalty.
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The inherently satisfying aspects of changing b&ha\are also considered to be caused by
forces both internal, intrapersonal, and externdhe individual. Internal forces have to do
with the desire for the unfamiliar, for alternatiamong the familiar and for information.

External forces have to do with needs for groupiatibn and personal identity.

The search for variety in destinations and servisegypical of the tourism consumer,
influencing behaviour patterns and therefore behaal loyalty (Niinineret al.,2004), and

is therefore being increasingly studied in tourresearch because of its influence on loyalty
(Riley, Niininen, Szivas & Willis, 2001). So, thearch for variety is considered as a variable
which can modify the intensity of the relationsHyetween satisfaction and the two
dimensions of loyalty. A number of studies haverbaedertaken in search for factors which
influence the probability of the consumer to exhiariety-seeking behaviour. Although
variety-seeking research has a long tradition inketang, there are still several topics that
deserve investigation (Kahn, 1995; Berné, Mugic#ague, 2001). Most researchers have
focused on goods, so studies in the service ingastrstill scarce and quite recent (Niininen
et al., 2004; Barrosaet al. 2007). Therefore, the relationship between varsetgking and
loyalty in services is an under-researched topithen marketing literature (Berret al,
2001).

In this direction, a new impulse has been givethéoneed to understand and model variety
seeking and its impact on customer loyalty (Bexhal.,2001). First, differences in loyalty
for different products or consumer services, asidbn different studies, may be due to the
unequal presence of intrinsic variety seekers (Vajp, Hoyer & Inman, 1996). Second,
marketing efforts such as customer retention progras might be very inefficient if no
distinction is made between variety-seekers andvaoiety-seekers (O'Brien & Jones,
1996). Third, the intensity of variety seeking isgecific market could be a basic feature of
the market as it may determine the potential maskates of brands and the marketing plans
of manufacturers and distributors (Feinberg, Kahkl&Alister, 1992).

Aside from the immaterial side of the tourist’s idéan, this decision is also ingrained on
rationality that influences the final decision etbpportunity cost or the investment side is
of utmost importance to decide to revisit or to @é®ma new destination (Valle, Correia &
Rebelo, 2008).
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2.3.3.4 Investment Size

In the marketing literature, it seems to be copsisthat customers’ investment in one brand
is mainly reflected by switching and sunk costg tormer referring to “the technical,
financial or psychological factors which make iffidult or expensive for a customer to
change brand” (Beerbt al., 2004: 258), and the latter being investments ‘thave been
irrevocably committed and cannot be recovered” (Wv&ryang, 2001: 180). According to
Beerli et al. (2004) and Dick & Basu (1994), when customers hmaae an initial
investment in certain services or goods, or wherctists of switching brands are expected
to be high, it is reasoned that the customer temdsmain loyal. Lastly investment size, i.e.,
any tangible or intangible resources attachedrédagionship that may be lost or diminished
once the relationship is dissolved, also contribute the stability of a partnership.
Investments may include intrinsic/direct investnsersiuch as time or self-disclosure, and
extrinsic/indirect investments, such as mutualiie and social status that the relationship
brings. In certain circumstances, “social norms amoral prescriptions may serve as

compelling sources of investment” (Rusbult, 19999)1

Comparable discussion is also echoed in the fieldisure/tourism, where the idea of
investments has traditionally been associated Bétker’'s (1960) notion of “side bets”
(Backman & Crompton, 1991b; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2064/le & Mowen, 2005). Side
bets or investment in recreation behaviours mayndeated by equipment owned,
organizational membership, emotional attachmengee&nce, money spent, and efforts
(Buchanan, 1985; Park, 1996). Backman & Crompt@&91b) reported that side bets or
investments were significantly associated withdbmposite measure of loyalty (i.e., as
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty combined). Peaprmally become more committed
to a relationship if they invest numerous resouioe. Investments can be financial,
temporal or emotional. Investments in other woras lsave a “sunk cost” effect, where
a person stays in a relationship simply becausshbdias already invested significantly
in it (Li, Browne & Wetherbe, 2006). This substahinvestment in a relationship helps
lock the individual into the current relationsh#ccording to Yang & Peterson (2004)
the results can be explained by both cost—berediriy, which is the examination of a
decision in terms of its consequences or costdandfits (Dreze & Nicholas, 1987) and
prospect theory, which is a psychological perspectihat describes how people make

decisions under uncertainty (Kahneman & Tversky9)9 Customers tend to employ
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the net utility that is switching benefits minusiling costs, to determine whether they
will maintain their relationship with the currerdrgice provider. When perceived value
or their satisfaction is above average, custonarahce of getting a better service from
another provider is not likely to be high (Yang &terson, 2004).

Therefore, the increasing switching costs will re@gtheir net utility from the switching
action, which in turn prevents them from switchi@n the contrary, when perceived
value or satisfaction is below average, customemd to consider that their losses are

larger (Yang & Peterson, 2004).

It also makes conceptual sense that the more isdtiaf customer is, and the more
investments one makes in a brand, the more relutt@ncustomer will be to seek
alternative product offerings, or view alternativptions as favourable, as this might
result in cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957gsdarchers have found that high
investment size accompanies a decrease in thelayfadizrnative offerings to customers
(Klemperer, 1995; Beerét al.,2004).

It has been suggested that it is the lack of atere options and accumulation of

investments in a particular programme/activity/lor#imat make recreationists or tourists
reluctant to switch to other alternatives (Park9@)9 However, the Investment Model

asserts that dependence is also influenced byd figtor-investment size. Investment
size refers to the magnitude and importance ofrés®urces that are attached to a
relationship-resources that would decline in vadude lost if the relationship were to

end (Becker, 1960; Rubin & Brockner, 1975; Tegé8Q).

The length of stay and its effective analysis cdaddan indicator of the profile of tourists
visiting one destination and their propensity tergpwhile on vacation (Alegre & Pou,
2006; Gokovali, Bahar & Kozak, 2007; Peypoch, Rardboarison, Rasoamananjara &
Solonandrasana, 2011). Recent research findings #iett overseas travellers visiting
the United States and wishing, for example, ta wsltural and natural attractions (e.qg.,
museums and national parks) are likely to spenctrime and money than those engaged
in other forms of tourism (Judith, 1999). Considgrthe length of stay as a substantial
part of quantitative measures in estimating touriperformance could provide
destinations with some advantages, such as givsigpss an opportunity to have more

experiences at the destination and positively erfte the amount of money they spend
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on vacation (Kozak, 2004). The amount of money spemneases as the opportunities to
have more experiences increase (Kozak, 2001; Gdketwal.,2007), as the longer the
tourists choose to stay, the more likely they aredcome aware of facilities and services
at the location where they are staying and alseighbourhood locations. In fact, and as
Davies & Mangan (1992) argue, an increased lendgtktay may allow tourists to
undertake a larger number of activities, which rafigct their overall spending, sense of
affiliation and satisfaction. The relationship beem tourists' reference price and their
perception of transaction value has been identdgedne of the most important measures
for the evaluation of overall value, for gainingc@mpetitive edge and as indicator of
repurchase intensions (Petrick & Backman, 2002aS&dbahy, Ekinci & Riley, 2004,
Sanchez, Callarisa, Rodriguez & Moliner, 2006).

2.3.3.5 Commitment

In the field of loyalty studies there are othemsiigant factors which merit attention. In
this concern, some authors indicate that a highedegf satisfaction does not always lead
to loyalty (Mittal & Lassar, 1998), so recent rasda has investigated the way
commitment or consumer involvement with the supg@mpany depends on perceived
provider effort and can influence the relationshigtween satisfaction and loyalty.
Commitment has been defined as ‘an implicit or exppledge of relational continuity
between exchange partners’ (Dwwral., 1987: 19). Moorman, Zaltman & Deshpandé

(1992: 316) defined it as ‘an enduring desire tantagn a valued relationship’.

Commitment has been associated with several disegphnd specific concepts, such as
place attachment (Lee, 2003; Kyle & Mowen, 2008kreation specialization (Bryan,
1977; Buchanan, 1985; Scott & Shafer, 2001) andli@ment (Crosby & Taylor, 1983;
Havitz & Dimanche, 1997; Kim, Scott & Crompton, Q9However, according to Chen
(2001) none of these concepts are as conceptualbg ¢co commitment as loyalty is.
Several studies have analysed the role of commitrmerthe loyalty process. The
relationship marketing perspective puts forward tustomer commitment to the service
provider substantially drives customer loyalty@mace industries. Also in services, there
is empirical evidence for the impact of loyalty parchase intentions, attitudes and

34



Chapter Il — Literature Review

recommendations (Johnson, Gustafsson, Andreasseik L& Cha, 2001; Fullerton,
2005; Wang, Liang & Wu, 2006).

In the marketing and tourism literature, there iceaatain form of attitudinal bias
underlying both psychological commitment and loydPritchardet al., 1999), which
has caused some conceptual confusion between ditetms. According to Chen (2001),
Lee (2003) and Pritchast al. (1999), there are three views on the relationbkigveen
psychological commitment and loyalty. The firsatednship states that commitment and
loyalty are synonymous (Jacoby & Kyler, 1973; A$sd®87), and may be used
interchangeably. The second view posits that camenit is synonymous with attitudinal
loyalty (Day, 1969; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978; Backnd8aCrompton, 1991b; Kyle &
Mowen, 2005), or that psychological commitment ffeaive plus conative loyalty
(Chen, 2001). And finally, the third relation swthat commitment is an antecedent of
loyalty (Dick & Basu, 1994; Olivia, Oliver & MacM#n (1994), with psychological
commitment leading to loyalty (Pritchaed al., 1999; Lee, 2003), or behavioural loyalty
(Beattyet al.,1988; lwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, @9 Gustafssoet al.,
2005).

In the leisure and tourism literature, there is pwn agreement that commitment is a
multidimensional construct consisting of "persaarad behavioural mechanisms that bind
individuals to a consistent pattern of leisure vaha" (Kim et al, 1997: 323). These
mechanisms instil a tendency in recreationisteswst changes in preference in response
to conflicting information or experience (CrosbyT&aylor, 1983).

It is also believed to imply a willingness to malteort-term sacrifices to realize long-
term benefits (Dwyeet al.,1987; Anderson & Weitz, 1992). According to thehews, it
implies the adoption of a long-term orientation émd/the relationship — a willingness to
make short-term sacrifices to realize long-termebénfrom the relationship. So, long-
term orientation is based on an assumption thaketagonship is stable and will last long
enough for the parties to realize long-term begefihat is to say, that according to the
same authors, the key distinction of the commitnmratse is that the parties purposely
engage resources to maintain a relationship fuélethe on-going benefit incurred by
each party.

In the same vein, Anderson & Weitz (1992) refertteat commitment signifies a long-

term relational perspective and encourages exchaagees to resist the short-term
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benefits offered by other firms in favour of thenbéts associated with remaining in a
relationship.

In accordance with the results from the study dgyed by Yen, Liu & Tuan (2009),
commitment is driven by satisfaction, indicatingttivisitors will be committed to a
relationship with a service provider when they saéisfied with this service provider.
Commitment is also driven by trust, indicating thaditors will be committed to a
relationship with a service provider when they hiuet in this service provider. Finally,
with regard to satisfaction, trust and commitméetavioural loyalty is only driven by
commitment, indicating that visitors will revisituoh often and spend with a higher
budget with a service provider when they commitatoelationship with this service
provider. Further, Yert al. (2009) confirm that satisfaction only leads to d&bural
loyalty by commitment in recreation park servicBgnitriades (2006) investigates and
also confirms the mediator effect of commitmentssEn satisfaction and behavioural
and attitudinal loyalty in entertainment and traorsg@tion services.

Although all these variables may influence toutisscisions, the socio-demographic

profile is one of the most influential variablestomrists’ decisions.

2.3.3.6 Social Demographic Characteristics

The relevance of personal characteristics (agejegetevel of education, income, among
others) has been found in the context of consuayaitl in the tourism context.
Scholars from a variety of social science discigdifiocus on how individuals go about
making choice decisions (Sirakaya & Woodside, 2001 well established that a market
is composed of subgroups of people and that eamlpgnas distinct needs and wants
(Kotler & McDougall, 1983). The distinct needs amants of travellers are likely to result
in a large diversity of vacation behaviour. Themsegtation of visitors into homogeneous
markets allows for the comparison of consumer Y& by groups and can assist
management in formulating consumer-oriented mangesirategies (Kotler, Bowen &

Makens, 1996). One of the most common segmentatiteria is demographics.

It is evident from the literature that some studiiage been conducted to find out the roles
of moderating variables in the formation of custofogalty (Homburg & Giering, 2001,

Homburg, Giering & Menon, 2003). In a review of thierature, it is found that
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moderator variables can be roughly divided into gmaups: personal characteristics and
situational characteristics. The relevance of peabkoharacteristics (age, gender, level of
education, income) has been found in the contexbo$umer loyalty in the tourism field.
Therefore, it is also expected that personal chariatics are general moderators on each
relationship of the destination loyalty model. fBient and recent studies have focused
on the effect of social-demographic characteristidhe destination loyalty process.

For instance, Franch, Martini, Mich, Inverardi &fy2006) identified the tourist profile
of the Dolimite area of Italy using two dimensioascio-demographic characteristics and
the organization of the holiday. Kozak al (2002) also characterized tourist profile as
an amalgam of socio-demographic variables, in afdio travel behaviour variables.
Mykletun, Crotts & Mykletun (2001) also studied tfetationship between a number of
demographic variables including age, householdnme;acand education versus visitors’

perception of a destination and revisit probabhility

Chi (2011) compared the destination loyalty modabss various mutually exclusive
tourist segments to see if different segments fdrfogalty differently. So, this author
studied the effects of the demographic variablks,dender, age, education and income
level, on the destination loyalty model. The reswidhow that travellers’ gender and
education segments had different levels of imagegptions: female travellers held more
positive image perceptions than did male travellensl travellers with a lower level of
education perceived the destination more favour#idy those with a higher level of
education, but they also exhibited comparable tewélsatisfaction and loyalty across
groups. These findings reflected the mixed resgkserated from prior research

regarding the effects of demographic variablesarsamer behaviour.

Research based on age has received increasingicattem the travel literature, like
gender, which has also inspired growing interesthm travel literature, such as for
instance, women have become an increasingly impontarket segment in the tourism
and hospitality industry. Concerning age, mosthef tesearch has concentrated on the
subsegmentation, motivation, constraints, and bebawf the senior market (Lieux,
Weaver & McCleary, 1994; Zimmer, Brayley & Sead895; Kim, Wei & Ruys, 2003).

Moisey & Bichis (1999) study the effects of age amnsumer decision, as have other

authors and they reported that seniors and nomsemere different in their travel
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motivations, visitation patterns, and recreatiotiviees. However, others argued that
traveller age was likely to significantly influenégs or her travel behaviour patterns,
satisfaction and loyalty. For instance, Hsu (20&4J Pritchard & Howard (1997) stated
that older customers (age> 50 years) tended to shgihver satisfaction and loyalty than
the younger group (age <50 years). Other studie=ated that age may have an influence
on consumer loyalty and that older customers tenoldd more satisfied and loyal than
younger ones (Pritchard & Howard, 1997; SchiffmakK&nuk, 1997; Hsu, 2000).
Gender based travel research has focused on addrélse needs and preferences of
female travellers (Howell, Moreo & DeMicco, 1993cMehee, Loker-Murphy & Uysal,
1996). Meng & Uysal (2008) found that when touristsisider destinations, significant
gender differences exist regarding the perceivgmbitance of destination attributes and

travel values.

Prior research also studied the effects of diffedemmographic variables on satisfaction
and loyalty (e.g., Snyder, 1991). Exter (1986) fbtimat people’s loyalty towards a brand
did not vary based on their demographic backgrolhakeover, Uncles, Dowling &
Hammond (2003) argued that conceptualization ohltgyshould take into account
variables such as the individual’'s current circuanses, their characteristics and the
purchase situation faced.

Previous studies suggest that there is a relatiprisgtween loyalty and income level
(Homburg & Giering, 2001), however some studiesmditifind any link between loyalty
and income (East, Harris, Wilson & Lomax, 1995).

Moreover, those variables are very useful forudgay the characteristics of tourists

visiting a destination, and combining them into idew construct such as tourist profile

variable will eventually simplify their inclusiomio complex models such as destination
choice, market segmentation, satisfaction and tgyal

Most of the research has been done in one singke fliame although tourist behaviour

may vary across the years as they acquire moremiafton/experience.
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2.4 Destination Loyalty Over-Time

In travel and tourism studies, it has been argued previous experiences with a
destination can have a significant impact on irdlrails decision-making and destination
selection process (Gursoy & McClearly, 2004; Boknjairgy, Hellriegel & Maurer,
2011; Peia, Jamilena & Rodriguez, 2013). Studiegest that tourists’ previous
experiences are likely to have significant impatttleeir present and future behaviour
(Chen & Gursoy, 2001; Beest al.,2004; Chi, 2012).

Time is a critical ingredient of strong, committeelationships (Gundlach & Murphy,
1993; Jang & Feng, 2007), so it is also importanbliserve tourists’ revisits intentions

from a time perspective because intention oftemgbsa over time.

Contrast bias describes the inclination to overoatenderrate a subject compared with
another (Herr, Sherman & Fazio, 1983). The conb&st is exhibited when the sequence
of visiting tourist destinations is changed in éiént contexts. In other words, previous
travel experiences of tourists affect their assesgmof the satisfaction of their next travel
experiences. Implicit in this habit discussionhe important role of time. In general,
scholars agree that the memory advantages of hafmtsase or decay over time
depending on the frequency with which the actorfgeers the behaviour. However,
actual empirical research attempting to pinpoietriecessary pattern for a behaviour to
become habitual is scant, and “information thatd¢de found regarding the development
of the strength of habits is very imprecise” (Tahia009: 416).

As behaviour repeats over time, people decreasiagigloy deliberative processing to
form intentions and increasingly rely on automagcision-making (Ajzen, 2002; Wood
& Neal, 2007). Habits benefit actors by allowingrttinto perform well learned behaviours
efficiently with minimal awareness, facilitatingetlsimultaneous execution of additional
behaviours. Because habit selection is essengdlibrtless, people find it difficult to
suppress habitual behaviours or engage in altembghaviours (break a habit) because
doing so requires costly deliberative processimdjtAe cognitive resources necessary to
form or recall less familiar competing intentiod®bias, 2009).
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Previous research has rarely addressed tempotasigelated to destination revisits
(Oppermann, 1999). Oppermann (1999: 58) suggebtdiime is significant in tourist
retention and loyalty because “time firstly playsoée in identifying appropriate time

intervals during which a purchase may or may nke fzlace”.

Considering the research on temporal destinatiasitéentention, Gyte & Phelps (1989)
found that most visitors have the intention to sé\the destination in the future. Baloglu
& Erickson (1998), in their study based on inteimadl repeat tourists in Mediterranean
tourism destinations, also reported a similar pattehich means that most international
travellers to one destination are more likely tatslvto another destination for their next
trip, but many of them hope to revisit the samdidason in the future.

Studies examining revisit intentions and its premiE need to consider the temporal
dimensions of destination revisit (Jang & Feng, Z@igné, Sanchez & Andreu, 2009;
Assaker, Vinzi & O’'Connor, 2011; Garcia, GOmez & IMa, 2012). When the time
frame for revisit intentions is included, destioatiimage, overall satisfaction, and
novelty seeking have markedly different effectsewisit intentions in the short or long

term.

Nevertheless, according to Woodside & MacDonaldf)%and Hughes (1995), the
results of this study relied on superficial patsetimat appeared from the data analysis and
on two assumptions: (1) revisit intention lapsesrdime; and (2) the strength of revisit
tends to be constant once it is created. Consgl¢hi@ first assumption it is implied by
recency-frequency-monetary value (RFM), which senas one of the essential
operational principles for many loyalty programsuffies, 1995). The RFM is a
behavioural-based model, and suggests that indilsduho buy a product more recently,
more frequently and spend more money tourist ane ilely to repurchase in response
to an initiative to repurchase (Hughes, 1995). tmr@aet al. (2015) it is postulate that
with past visits happening more recently, as moggquent tourists likely to spend more
on the same destination than the first-time visitdihe results revealed that the effect is
more evident in recency than in monetary valueatThto say that the number of years
visiting Portugal increases the expected numbersifs. However, the same study also
found that the relationship with the destinationswaeasing, which is not surprising
considering the duration of the relationship thtogeists maintained with Portugal; more

than 30 years of repeat visits contradicts allptgeerns of destination life cycles (Butler,
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2009a). Furthermore, at the regional level toungtging Algarve or Lisbon since 2000,
presenting a life cycle of 12 years or less, wl@iato cease this relationship.

The notion of recency crosses the borders of copsamlife cycle theory (Deaton,
2005), in which a decreasing likelihood of repuszhes expected over a time period.
The next assumption is implied by some extant sbutypologies. For instance,
Schmidhauser (1976) argued that there are at teastdifferent types of tourists:
continuous repeaters who choose the same destimats and over again and continuous
switchers who do not come back even though theatisfied with the destination in

their current visit.

On the other hand, Gitelson & Crompton (1984) aaiegd repeat visitors into three
subgroups: infrequent, frequent, and very frequbatyever they did not specify the
frequency of visits for each group. Finally, Woattsi& MacDonald (1994) identified
two distinct tourists segments: visitors returnatalestination due to familiarity and
visitors not returning due to familiarity.

Opperman (1999) suggested a conceptual typologydbas multiple visits: somewhat
loyal (infrequent), loyal (regular), and very loyanhnual and biannual). Yim & Kannan
(1999) extended the definition of loyalty includiegclusive and reinforcing loyalties.
These authors postulate that exclusive loyaltieglasse consumers who have been won
over by a particular alternative over time. Reiofiog loyalties are potential switchers
who tend to purchase more than one alternative lene an increase tendency to
repurchase the alternatives after their initialchase. The authors also emphasized that
the reinforcing loyalty was associated with varisgeking which is similarly based on

the optimum-level of stimulation (Zucherman, 1971).

Later, Jang & Feng (2007) argued a trichotomousigbdestination revisit intention
tourist segmentation with a 5-year time frame: cwdus repeater (travellers with
consistently high revisit intentions over time) fateed repeater (travellers with low
revisit intentions in the short term but high révistentions in the long term), and
continuous switcher (travellers with consistenbiy Irevisit intentions over time). Among
the three segments, deferred repeaters tend timnenvisit intentions. Thus, they are
also potential switchers who tend to visit morentlome destination, showing divided
loyalties and displaying an increased tendenceg¥esit the destination after their initial
visit.
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The literature about both groups shows that finsétvisitors are less satisfied than repeat
visitors (Gitelson & Crompton, 1984; Kozak, 200@nd to try another place on their
next holiday because they are seeking variety @wlaultural experiences (Gitelson &
Crompton, 1984); show a different expenditure paiteeing more active and therefore,
spending more than their repeat counterparts (Ompguan, 1997); tend to be younger
(Gitelson & Crompton, 1984); visit many more looas and attractions (Opperman,
1996) are willing to pay to go to the destination the first time (Moutinho & Trimble,
1991).

Previous research suggests that repeaters arékielysto be satisfied (McKercher &
Wong, 2004), but have a stronger intention to reinghe future than first-time visitors
(Juaneda, 1996; Petrick & Backman, 2002b). In plaidicular situation, time plays an
important role since the effect of customer sattsbm seems to decay over time. DubT
& Morgan (1998) argued that satisfaction may bélstaver time; despite the fact that
emotional and cognitive aspects could change frasmencounter to the next. The role
of cognitive evaluation processes degrades withirmoed repurchase decisions (Gefen,
2003), and satisfaction may not be a core elemémbyalty once loyalty has been
established (Oliver, 1999). Therefore, the assoriatoetween perceived value,
satisfaction, and loyalty may disintegrate overetinBecause consumers accumulate
domain expertise through encounter-specific consiomgxperiences as the relationship
with the service provider unfolds (Park, Mothergfa Feick, 1994), the impact of

cognition and loyalty are likely to decrease overet

Stewart & Vogts (1999) found that tourists tendoteer plan their trips, and previous
visitation history influence tourists planning eféncy, have also been challenged. March
& Woodside (2005) argued that tourists realizedsoomption behaviours could be greater
in number than planned. Further, their comparisetween first-time, moderately-
experienced, and heavily-experienced tourists sigdethat previous destination
experience did not significantly influence the ingouence between planned and realized

spending or length-of-stay.

In regard to satisfaction, the results are ratheonsistent. While some studies show that
first-timers are more easily satisfied with a deatiion than repeaters (Anwar & Sohail,

2004), others report that repeaters indicate aehnitdvel of satisfaction than first-time
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visitors (Mohr, Backman, Gahan & Backman, 1993)ug;ithe question regarding who
IS more receptive to satisfaction is inconclusivéhes stage.

A majority of studies in the field indicate thapeat visitors are more likely to revisit the
destination than first-time visitors (Gyte & Pheld®989; Juaneda, 1996; Petrick &
Backman, 2002b). However, repeaters might havevarléevel of satisfaction because
of higher expectations in some cases (Anwar & 3p2@04; McKercher & Wong, 2004).

Kozak (2001) built a theoretical framework of figupehavioural intentions based on
multiple variables such as the number of previaagsy tourist overall satisfaction, and

tourists’ satisfaction with destination-based htites. From the empirical data he found

that future intentions were influenced more bysatition than by past experience.

Complicating the time determination of satisfactiGote, Foxman & Cutler (1989) argue
that none of the above definitions is appropri@teessatisfaction can vary dramatically
over time. They suggest that satisfaction is omietnined at the time the evaluation
occurs. In some cases, this satisfaction assessnagnbe a naturally occurring, internal
response such as after consumption, or prior torob@se. In other cases, the assessment
of satisfaction may be externally driven, such &emva company conducts a satisfaction
survey. In either case, this could be post ch@ueshase, or consumption in time 1, time
2, (although satisfaction at previous time periotsy be recalled and even influence
current satisfaction). As such, satisfaction ishanging phenomenon that reflects the
current response. In sum, the presence of a sat@iadetermination time is evident, yet

current definitions differ in their conceptualizatiof when it might occur.

It has even been argued that none of the above fiemees is appropriate since
satisfaction can vary dramatically over time antis&zction is only determined at the
time the evaluation occurs. In addition, the constemdiscussed the duration of
satisfaction, which refers to how long a particslatisfaction response lasts. Thus, tourist
satisfaction with their expected or actual expergeat each tourism destination can be
influenced largely by different sequences of vigjti Researchers also found that first-
timers and repeat visitors have significantly dife motives for traveling. In Lau &
McKercher’'s study (2004), first-time visitors wemgotivated to explore, while repeat
visitors came to consume; first-timers participatedeographically dispersed activities,

while repeat visitors tended to shop, dine, ana@pine with family and friends.
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Gitelson & Crompton (1984) also found that firghéirs sought new cultural experiences
while repeat visitors were more likely to relax.rSestently, relaxation and familiarity
were identified as the most distinctive motivatidoisrepeat tourists, while novelty and
new cultural experiences the most crucial motivetidor first-timers (Hughes &
Morrison-Saunders, 2002). Fluker &Turner (2000pdtsund significant differences in
needs and motivations, but fewer differences ineetgiions between first-time and
repeat whitewater rafters. They reported thatt-firse rafters focused more on the action
of whitewater rafting per se by seeking a new eepee and exploring adventure
alternatives, and were more willing to take riskatcomplish these goals. Repeaters, on
the other hand, were more likely to seek relaxatiba ancillary benefits of whitewater

rafting, and had more realistic expectations.

In terms of intended activities, most findings sderauggest that repeat visitors prefer to
participate in more social activities such as slmppdining, and visiting friends and
relatives, while first-time visitors seem to enjagiting major iconic attractions that may
help satisfy novelty seeking motivations (Anwar &Hhail, 2004; Fallon & Schofield,
2003; Lau & McKercher, 2004).

Wang (2004) also showed that repeat visitors wayeerhkely to stay longer, take part
in fewer activities and be involved in local lifelated activities than first-time visitors.
Consistent with previous studies, Lau & McKerchz(4); Liet al. (2006); Oppermann
(1997) and Wang (2004), repeaters spend theirmiore intensively, engage in activities
related to local culture and life, prefer partigipg in more social activities such as
shopping, dining or visiting friends and relativasd are destination-aware visitors who
are knowledgeable regarding the range of activaieslable. The same author also found
that repeat visitors spend more than first-timetamis Moreover, concerning changing
patterns in tourism demand, the decreasing effatiboetary value on average spending
in Portugal is also noteworthy, suggesting thatadhger people stay the lower their daily

expenditure is (Correiat al.,2015).

A possible explanation for this finding is that e@p visitors perceive the overall value
for money to be more satisfactory than first-tinngters (Kozak & Rimmington, 2000),
and satisfaction leads to repeat action (Baker &ngton, 2000; Kozak, 2001).
Oppermann (1997), Alegre & Juaneda (2006)etLal. (2006) and Petrick (2004) all
found in their respective research that first-timigtors spend significantly more than
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repeaters. In general, the authors concluded #peat visitors are more price-sensitive
and more apt to search for lower prices than firse visitors.

An increase in the number of trips to a specifistuhation can cause an individual to be
relatively more involved with that destination cosngd to a traveller with fewer or no
previous trips. According to Kahn (1995), if thare more brand varieties in the category,
the phenomenon will increase consumers’ need fimusdtion in that product category,
even when they are provided with the option of atjpg consumption. Furthermore, a
high-variety product category offers consumersdpportunity to enjoy a diversity of
options over time and is therefore more likely mluce consumer variety-seeking
behaviour (Kahn, 1995). As highlighted by the statliikahn & Lehmann (1991), a varied
portfolio of options offers greater variety as egented by the greater number of items
in the assortment. As a result, the amount of ditselavailable in a product-category
portfolio influences the need for diversity in cbes.

As shown previously and according to Opperman (2@8&) “no study has looked at
differences in tourist behaviour or other charasties of the various repeat visitor types.”
Further, “one problem inherent in the analysiswthase sequences is the issue of length
of time used for each purchase period (p.30)”. Tthesdesirability of repeat visitors may
vary significantly based solely on the intensityttwéir visit frequency (i.e., one trip every
year versus one trip every seven years). DarnelbBnson (2001: 125) also noted the
significance of temporal viewpoint to destinatiommagement, indicating, “The time

profile of repeat visiting has important implicat&for visit flows”.
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2.5 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present an elktgalty literature review. In the first
part of the chapter, the main objective was to wstdad what loyalty is. Based on this,
it seems that until recently, loyalty studies falkd attitudinal, behavioural and
composite approaches. As a result the literatwiewein this part suggests that a full
understanding of loyalty needs to consider a comgpogpproach, which will be
considered in this research to understand thestoosalty process.

The second part of this chapter focuses on wharmé@tes loyalty. However, before
discussing what determines tourism destinationltgytas important to introduce in first
place, what a tourism destination is. Consequedtfferent empirical research studies
which are highly related to tourism destination dlby were reviewed to gain an
understanding of the multidimensionality of toufestalty. Specifically the measures and
dimensionality of loyalty were re-examined, takingo account different research
streams in the marketing and leisure and touritsmaliure.

Bearing in mind that one of the most critical chalies within loyalty research is
capturing the multifaceted interplay among the ipldt dimensions of destination
loyalty, it is also very important to understaneafically how they change over time.
So, in the third part of this chapter the main obye was to investigate what factors may
enhance or reduce the development of loyalty psooesr time.

Figure 2.1- Structure of Literature Review Chapter.
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Chapter Illl: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES.

3.1 Introduction

A conceptual framework is a fundamental part ofuanditative research study as it
explains the research questions or hypothesesg@oHiussey, 2003; Punch, 2005). The
conceptual framework basically represents a moverfrem confusion to certainty

(Miles & Huberman, 1994) and provides clarity, fe@and simplicity to the research task
(Punch, 2005). Additionally, it clears away all tlesues and materials that are not
relevant to the research topic and question, helpsake explicit what we already know
and think about the research topic (Punch, 2008)ferally it provides structure and

coherence to the researcher’s dissertation (Milétukerman, 1994)

On the basis of the previous literature review, diva of this section is to propose a
conceptual model, seeking to gain an understamafitige structure and determinants of
tourist destination loyalty, based on the perspedaii the Investment Model (IMPrawn
from empirical studies and research as well as equscand theory (as discussed in
Chapter II), a conceptual structural model is pemah framed by nine research
hypotheses, categorizing two types of precursorscustomer-loyalty (customer
satisfaction, variety seeking and commitment) aedvice/product-related factors

(investment size and motivations).

3.2 Investment Model

The Investment Model (IM) was initially developeslaameans of describing satisfaction
and commitment related to romantic involvement (Riis 1980a). It consists of
“theories of the process by which individuals beeacsommitted to their relationships as
well as the circumstances under which feelingsoofimitment erode and relationships
end” (Rusbult, Drigotas & Verett@994: 116).

The model is theoretically grounded within interdiegence theory (Thibaut & Kelly,
1959; Kelly & Thibaut, 1978), also called comparndevel theory (Ganesh, Arnold &
Reynolds, 2000) or theory of interpersonal relaiPanderson & Narus, 1984, 1990) and
is considered by many as a branch of social exehtvepry (Anderson and Narus, 1984;

Young & Perrewe, 2000). According to interdependetieory, the behaviour of one
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participant enacts in a dyadic relationship andrésellting outcomes of each behaviour
depend on the behaviour of the other participamtgsh results in a condition of mutual

dependence.

Following and extending major principles of intggdadence theory (Thibaut & Kelley,
1959; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), IM proposes that @neommitment to a dyadic
relationship is a function of (a) satisfaction wilie relationship, (b) a comparison of the
best available alternatives to the relationshipd dn) one’s investments in the
relationship. To explain the following discussidre tauthors proposed two participants
in discussion, hereafter referred to as John awsdplartner Mary. So, concerning
satisfaction, IM assumes that people are genenatlijvated to maximize rewards and

minimize costs (Rusbult, 1980a).

Following interdependence theory, the model propdkat John’s satisfaction with the
relationship depends on the rewards John estintgeges from the relationship, the
amount of costs he takes, and his general expmasatof relationships. John’s
expectations result from two sources: John’s pagiemences and John’s social
comparison with friends and family. John will fesgtisfied with the relationship to the
degree that the rewards relative to costs obtainethat relationship exceed his
expectations. Concerning the quality of the altevea, John may also contemplate what
might be experienced outside the current relatipnshhat is, what his relationship
experience would be if he were not with Mary, botthe best alternative situation
(Rusbultet al., 1994), such as in another relationship, or beiogea The quality of
alternatives is “individual-level forces” pullingne from sustaining the relationship.
John’s commitment to Mary is reduced to the deghe¢ the quality of alternatives is
high.

Conversely, John may feel more committed to thatieiship if the “pulling forces” are
weak. Lastly investment size, i.e., any tangibleindbangible resources attached to a
relationship that may be lost or diminished once thlationship is dissolved, also
contributes to the stability of a partnership. Aigty of things may be tied to John’s
current relationship, for which John becomes botmdis relationship with Mary.
Investments may include intrinsic/direct investnsestch as time or self-disclosure, and

extrinsic/indirect investments, such as mutual nile@ and social status that the
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relationship brings. In certain circumstances, iglogorms and moral prescriptions may
serve as compelling sources of investment” (Rust@®1: 159).

Consequently, IM maintains that John’s commitmemary is strengthened by the level
of satisfaction that John derives from the relatop, fuelled by his investments to the
relationship, and weakened by the quality of alk&wes to the relationship. The three
forces may sometimes work together. For instanmey, gatisfaction, attractive alternative
options, and low investment size may work togettwed push John to leave Mary.
Elsewhere, the three forces may strain against e#oér. For instance, substantial
investment and poor alternatives may trap John ilesa satisfactory relationship.
Research has suggested that “not all of theserfaoiast be present for commitment to
be experienced”, and “there can be a lack of comemt when only one component is

promoting commitment” (Le & Agnew, 2003: 39).

This example, taken from a social perspective,niigéeto explain the rationality of
individuals. This model introduced the presupposgiof maximum utility that drives all
consumption decisions (Varian, 1990). The assessofi@maximum utility derives from

a cost-benefit analysis of value/cost considefiregcost as the best alternative consumers
need to give up to have this one. This evidencghlights the economic theory of
consumer behaviour (Varian, 1990).

Support for the model has also been obtained inralational domains, although the
model has been shown to better predict interpetselaions (Le & Agnew, 2003). But
according to Le & Agnew (2003: 54), “the Investmevibdel is not strictly an
interpersonal theory and can be extended to seasas commitment to jobs, persistence
with hobbies or activities, loyalty to institutignglecision-making, and purchase
behaviours.”

Due to this fact, and according to Li (2006), thedstment Model may help explain the
formation of the attitude dimension of the loyattynstruct, following the mainstream
conceptualization in the marketing and leisurefitm literature (Day, 1969; Jacoby &
Chestnut, 1978; Backman & Crompton, 1991a; Par@61Byle & Mowen, 2005).
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3.2.1 The Investment Model Explaining the Loyaltym the Tourism

Rusbult (1991: 156) pointed out that commitmenbig’s “tendency to maintain a
relationship and feel attached to it”. Commitmentipsychological state — including
both cognitive and emotional components — that atlyeinfluences decisions to
continue or end a relationship.” Other Investmemtd® theorists (Le & Agnew, 2003:
38) have suggested that commitment is “characirimean intention to remain in a
relationship, a psychological attachment to a gartand a long-term orientation toward
the partnership”. Thus, the Investment Model's vieftvcommitment is behaviour-
oriented.

In fact, commitment derives from previous consumi (Kimet al., 1997; Kyle &
Mowen, 2005) and satisfaction derives from the @eed quality of the alternative
chosen (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Olsen, 2002; Agué&tiSingh, 2005). Pritchard &
Howard (1997) suggest that perceived travel serpedormance is an antecedent of
tourist loyalty. Furthermore, perceived quality gredceived value, two of satisfaction’s
related variables, have also been proposed as elitextly or indirectly influencing
customer loyalty (Chiou, 2004; Laet al.,2004; Yang & Peterson, 2004; ¥ual.,2005;
among others).

Concerning the relationship between quality andllkyy there are at least three types of
relation that have been identified in the literatufeithalmet al. (1996); Bloemeet al,
(1999); Lee & Cunningham (2001) suggest that qualitn exert a direct influence on
loyalty; while others argue that quality influendegalty both directly and indirectly
(Baker & Crompton, 2000; Ywet al., 2005). Regarding the relationship between
perceived value and loyalty, Sirdeshmigh,al. (2002) found that value had a direct
relationship with customer loyalty, while convergesvidence suggests that service
guality is a critical determinant of perceived \alBolton & Drew, 1991; Croniet al.,
2000), which, in turn, impacts on satisfaction {€&on, Johnson & Spreng, 1997; Day
& Crask, 2000) in determining behavioural intenand loyalty (Croniret al., 2000).
So, for Pattersoet al., (1997), the positive relationship between valud Boyalty is
interceded by satisfaction, further indicating thalue does not on its own fully explain

the loyalty concept.
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In addition to the above, Petrick (2004), in higdstbased on cruise passengers, proposed
that quality had both an indirect effect (througlthbperceived value and satisfaction)
and a direct effect on cruise passengers’ behaslicntentions, with quality, value and
satisfaction all having a significant impact onusghase intentions. More specifically,
quality had more of a significant impact on repash intentions than perceived value,
and perceived value had more impact of repurchdeations than satisfaction.

This is to say, that in tourism, the service qyalalue-satisfaction sequence has received
special attention in attempts to explain loyaltetfiek & Backman, 2002b; Gallarza &
Gil, 2006).

3.3 Proposed Model

Based on the above discussion, a conceptual maddiéen developed (Figure 1). This
model seeks to gain an understanding of the steicimd determinants of tourist
destination loyalty. Specifically, the study wikamine the dimensionality issue of the

loyalty construct and identify measures of loydittym a multidimensional perspective.

The proposed structural model describes a logiocal between constructs by indicating
the directions of the causes and effects of trephy of factors relating to tourist loyalty
as a process, being empirically analysed in Poragya tourism destination. Specifically,
the study will examine loyalty as a process whereesl variables intervene in its
formation. It is assumed that motivation is thertstg point, influencing tourists’
assessment of the place visited (satisfaction)isf8ation determines the level of
commitment that depends on the investment tounisesd to make, and both explain
loyalty whether it be from an attitudinal or belmawial perspective. Loyalty is also
explained by the promise of the tourists to riswmestinations or to engage in the same
ones to avoid surprises (variety seeking). Thellef/eariety seeking which tourists are
willing to engage in is also explained by motivasaand satisfaction, as well as by their

socio-demographic profile.
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Figure 3.1- Conceptual Model.
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3.3.1 Justification and Hypothesis

The intention is to study loyalty, combining belmwis and attitudes through a
multidimensional perspective, where the formatikacpss of loyalty is depicted, through
an antecedent - consequent paradigm. The conceptodél proposed assumes that
tourists are rational and consequently that loyaiityudes are a new decision process that
follows presuppositions of maximum utility. Yet shimodel is also grounded on
behavioural economics, psychology and sociologys $tudy also proposes to assess if
loyalty is a decision process based on personaiesalto assess how likely it is that
loyalty relies on destination attributes and hows tfiffers from one region to another,
and finally to understand how much time touristechéo be loyal and until when they

will be loyal to the destination.

In accordance with the reasoning of the Investrivieadel (Rusbult, 1980a, 1980b, 1983),
it is suggested that satisfaction, variety-seekind commitment are critical antecedents
of consumers’ loyalty. Consequently, based on tlehabioural and attitudinal
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components of loyalty, we define a conceptual mogahich tests the main antecedents
found in the literature: satisfaction, investmeizes motivations, variety seeking, and

commitment, to explain loyalty as a behavioural atidudinal consequent.

Following the previous conceptualization of theemelationships between composite
loyalty and its determinants, this study positg Satisfaction (Cronin & Taylor, 1992;
Croninet al.,2000; Fecikova, 2004), commitment (lwasaki & Hayit998; Yeret al.,
2009) and variety seeking (Riley al.,2001) affect loyalty directly with variety seeking
also being driven by satisfaction, motivations auttio-demographic characteristics.
Finally, it also postulates the direct effect oftiffaction and investment size on
commitment.

The next subchapters’ presents the main relatioaissupport the previous conceptual
model proposed, and in the summary chapter it ssipte to have an overview of the
entire hypothesis to be tested (Figure 3).

3.3.1.1 Tourist Motivations and Satisfaction

A tourist’s individual motivation can have a sigoént impact on their satisfaction with
a destination and therefore, indirectly influenbeit loyalty (Yoon & Uysal, 2005;
Prebensen, Woo, Chen & Uysal, 2013). Internal ®ongesh and external forces pull
individuals who travel (Crompton, 1979; Uysal & Hag 1993; Kozak, 2001; Correia &
Crouch, 2004; Correiet al.,2007). This interplay between push and pull mditores has
been also reflected in satisfaction, by means p$iclering push satisfaction (emotional)
and pull satisfaction (cognitive) as in Correia 8npao (2008). “Push satisfaction is an
individual’s internal state of well-being towards br her holiday, and in harmony to his
or her main push motivations. Pull satisfactionfecars tourist expectations in terms of
destination attributes” (Correia & Pimpéao, 2008)

The evaluation of the physical products of desimatinstrumental performance) as well
as the psychological interpretation of a destimafiooduct (expressive attributes) are
necessary for human actions (Swan & Combs, 1976al% Noe, 2003), which may be
represented as travel satisfaction and destindbiaity. Since the expressive is more
related to emotion, whereas instrumental performailscmore cognitively oriented,
expressive experiences truly motivate and contibid satisfaction. Instrumental

performance includes maintenance attributes whidh, absent, could create
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dissatisfaction. Both concepts can be examinedimwitie context of a tourism system
representing two major components of the marketeplaamely demand (tourist) and
supply (tourism attractions). It has been suggestatithe instrumental and expressive
attributes work in combination to produce overalisfaction (Uysal & Noe, 2003).

So, it is hypothesized in this study that:

H1: Tourist motivations positively influence tourisatisfaction.

3.3.1.2 Tourist Satisfaction and Commitment

According to the results from the study developgdrbn et al. (2009) commitment is
driven by satisfaction indicating that visitors Mok committed to a relationship with a
service provider when they are satisfied with ian@nitment is also driven by trust
indicating that visitors will be committed to aagbnship with a service provider when
they have trust in it. Dimitriades (2006) invest&gmand also confirms the mediator effect
of commitment between satisfaction and behaviowall attitudinal loyalty in

entertainment and transportation services.

As far as some authors indicating that a high degfesatisfaction does not always lead
to loyalty (Mittal & Lassar, 1998) is concernedgeat research has investigated the way
commitment or consumer involvement with the suppl@mpany depends on perceived
provider effort and can influence the relationdbgtween satisfaction and loyalty.

Based on Hennig-Thurau & Klee (1997) and HennigrabhuGwinner & Gremler (2002),
satisfaction positively influences commitment. biddion, satisfaction is related to the
fulfilment of customers’ social needs and the répedulfilment of these social needs is
likely to lead to bonds of an emotional kind, whiakso constitutes commitment
(Henning-Thurau & Klee, 1997). Additionally, Fulten (2005) has reported that

commitment serves as a mediator of the servicdatywedd loyalty relationship.

Drawing on Hennig-Thurau & Klee (1997), who in thegsearch postulates that tourist
satisfaction will positively influence commitmerat,high level of satisfaction provides
the consumer with repeated positive reinforcemiinis creating commitment-inducing

bonds. In line with this conceptualization, the datment Model specifically suggests
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satisfaction as a major determinant of commitmaAstsuch, this research assumes the
following hypothesis:

H2: Tourist satisfaction positively influences toigt commitment.

3.3.1.3 Tourist Commitment and Composite Loyalty

According to Dwyeret al. (1987), Hennig-Thuratet al. (2002) there is a strong
association between commitment and customer lay@ityen that commitment plays a
critical role in maintaining long-term relationshijpservice providers must ensure that

they do everything within their control to improgemmitment levels.

While commitment has been shown to positively preaspects of customer loyalty, such
as referrals, the relationship between commitmedtayalty has not received substantial
research attention (Hennig-Thuraual.,2002). Customers that are committed to a firm
will hold the relationship in high regard, beliegithat the relationship deserves effort
and attention. Commitment signifies a long-termatiehal perspective (Anderson &
Weitz, 1992) and encourages exchange parties ist sdsort-term benefits offered by
other firms in favour of the benefits associatethwemaining in a relationship (Morgan
& Hunt, 1994).

Indeed commitment has a significant role to plajoiyalty: “since commitment reflects
the consumers’ self-evaluation of the context dedective decision to engage in a long-
term relationship” (Evanschitzkgt al., 2006: 1210). So, concerning the relationship
between loyalty and the commitment, a review oflitezature on customer loyalty in
marketing and tourism indicates that there areeastlthree schools of thought on the
relationship. The first school of thought statesttltommitment and loyalty are
synonymous (e.g. Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; BuchanaB518ssael, 1987) and therefore
may be used interchangeably. The second schobbofjht argues that commitment is
synonymous of attitudinal loyalty (e.g. Day, 1968coby & Chestnut, 1978) or consists
of the affective and conative phase of loyalty (€H2001). Lee (2003) argues that it is
logical to equate the attitudinal dimension of lbyavith commitment because loyalty
encompasses attitudinal components and commitnedlects the socio-psychological
binding mechanism. Also Iwasaki & Havitz (2004)tstahat attitudinal loyalty is

reflected in the components of psychological commaitt.

55



Chapter Il — Theoretical Framework and Hyptodses

The last school of thought argues that commitmeiaini antecedent of customer loyalty
or more specifically of its attitudinal and behawial components (Beatit al., 1988;
Dick & Basu, 1994; Lee, 2003; Iwasaki & Havitz, 200Gustafssoret al., 2005;
Evanschitzkyet al.,2006). For example, Evanschitz&lyal. (2006) distinguish between
commitment as a desire and attitudinal loyalty r#ention and argue that attitudinal
loyalty is often preceded by desire/commitment.

This research followed the third view of commitmeimt which commitment is
recognized as being crucial to long-term relatigmsiDwyeret al., 1987; Garbarino &
Johnson, 1999). In fact, commitment has long begarded as a critical variable in
successful social exchanges (Thibaut & Kelley, 19%8cluding customer-provider
relationships (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Committed cuséers are more likely to remain
loyal to the service firm (Moorman, Deshpandé &tZwin, 1993) as they feel that the
service relationship is important (Moormahal, 1992). As a result, they have a desire
to maintain the relationship while also being widjito put effort into maintaining the
relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).

Pritchardet al. (1999) also distinguished commitment and loyaltyeir study showed
that the tendency to resist changing preferenceeatence of commitment) is a key
precursor to loyalty.

Based on this statement, it is hypnotized in thislg that:

H3: Tourist commitment positively influences touts composite loyalty.

3.3.1.4 Tourist Satisfaction and Composite Loyalty

According to Li (2006), among all factors poteritiaklated to loyalty, satisfaction may
be the most straightforward one. Many marketingéBier & Lemmink, 1992; Bloemer
& Kasper, 1995; Homburg & Giering, 2001; Olsen, 20Anderson & Srinivasan, 2003;
Beerli et al., 2004; Chiou, 2004; Larat al., 2004; Yuet al.,2005) and leisure/tourism
(Back, 2005; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Yoon & Uysal, 2D@fudies have shown that

customer satisfaction may affect indicators of cor loyalty.

As a matter of fact, the positive effect of sattsian on loyalty has been somewhat taken
for granted, and recent research has focused mmorgemtifying moderators and/or
mediators of the effect of satisfaction on loygByoemer & De Ruyter, 1998; Mittal &
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Lassar, 1998; Abdullaét al.,2000; Homburg & Giering, 2001; Lest al.,2001; Lee,

2003; Yang & Peterson, 2004), or the nature of saesfaction-loyalty relationship
(Bowen & Chen, 2001; Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Gonetal.,2004; Agustin & Singh,

2005)

The tourism literature also includes contributiowkich positively relate tourist
satisfaction to repurchase intentions (Opperma@02Petrick, 2005) and more globally,
to loyalty (Bowen & Chen, 2001). Most studies comfithat satisfaction with a tourist
experience contributes positively to loyalty (Pma&ied & Howard, 1997; Oppermann,
1999; Yuksel & Yuksel, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). Emeal research on tourism also
concluded that tourist satisfaction is a good iafttic of intentions to repeat and
recommend to others (Kozak & Rimmington, 2000; Y&obysal, 2005). Other studies
also find some significant effects of satisfactmnthe willingness to pay more and the
intensity of the service experience (Bigrtal.,2001), and a very significant relationship

with positive word-of-mouth (Macintosh, 2007).

According to George (2004) in the specific contektourism, many researchers have
investigated different dimensions of consumer oh@nd an overview of the previous
studies indicates that satisfaction and loyaltygemerally accepted as extremely valuable
concepts in understanding the performance of aistourdestination. Despite the
abundance of research into loyalty and satisfactidhe service literature, more research
is required. As Dimitriades (2006) has pointed oegearch into the satisfaction-loyalty
relationship has not been exploited and greatecequnal and empirical efforts are

needed.

Considering the need for new measurements of pyaid the nature of its relation with
satisfaction and following the specific measuren@ntonsumer satisfaction into two
dimensions (pull and push) and the extant resdardings on the relationship between
tourist satisfaction and loyalty, it is hypothesizbat:

H4: Tourist satisfaction positively influences toists’ composite loyalty.

57



Chapter Il — Theoretical Framework and Hyptodses

3.3.1.5 Tourist Variety Seeking and Composite Loyai

Variety seeking is defined as an individual's matigns to diversify his or her choices
across categories and within each of those categytwifulfil a specific goal in a common
consumption situation (McAlister & Pessemier, 19B2hnet al., 1986). The need to
seek variety can also lead individuals to systerallyi rotate among their favourite
alternatives (Ratneet al., 1999Hence, in this study, variety-seeking is defias an
individual’s motivations to diversify his or heraices across categories and within each
of those categories to fulfil a specific goal is@nmon consumption situation (Kahn et
al., 1986; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; Rataeal.,1999).

Focusing on tourist destinations, Niiningtral.(2004) analyse the role played by variety-
seeking propensity in tourist destination choiceorder to better understand tourist
loyalty in this field, where variety seeking is a#iy important for consumers. Their

findings moderately support the proposal: tousgth a high variety-seeking propensity
will show a varied pattern of destination choiaed @ lower propensity to be loyal to the
same destination. Regarding the work of Barretsal. (2007), the authors demonstrate
the effect of variety-seeking propensity in theatieinship between destination image,
satisfaction, perceived quality and tourists’ fettsehavioural intentions.

In this research the aim is to highlight the rolevariety-seeking propensity in tourists’

composite loyalty. Therefore:

H5: Tourist variety seeking negatively influencesurists’ composite loyalty.

3.3.1.6 Tourist Income and Variety Seeking

There is a long tradition of explaining tourism dard through socio-demographic profile
(Howell et al.,1993; Hsu, 2000; Beertt al.,2004; among others), with one of the most
influential being income (Crawford & Godbey, 198Tergoupis & Steuer, 2003; among
others). Income is a personal budget constraintdéiermines the spending capacity of
individuals and is taken into account to maximitéty (Crawford & Godbey, 1987). In
fact, income has been proved to be highly explagatbtourist behaviour (Mergoupis &
Steuer, 2003). Essentially, empirical literaturevss that medium-high and high-income

groups are more likely to take part in differentrist activities (Hay & McConnell, 1979;
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Walsh, John, McKean & Hof, 1992) and to spend nooréhem (Cai, Hong & Morrison,
1995; Fish & Waggle, 1996; Cai, 1998; Agarwal & Yiam, 1999; Cannon & Ford,
2002). Woodside & Lysonski (1989) notice that ameome, past experiences, and
personal values affect destination image as welitsasncome. Weaver, McCleary,
Lepisto & Damonte (1994) found that age is a dmorant variable that influences the
decision of visiting a destination, while Zimmet al. (1995) identify income and

education as factors affecting the decision.

Changes in behaviour due to changes in the choat#dgm are phenomena with which
economists have dealt thoroughly. Two notable ecosts (Stigler & Becker, 1977: 89)
claim that "all changes in behaviour are explaibgdthanges in prices and incomes."
Income available is the last driver of touriststid&ons, conditioning tastes, preferences
and wishes (Varian, 1990). As such the followingdiyesis is proposed:

H6: Tourist income negatively influences tourist Katy seeking.

3.3.1.7 Tourist Motivations and Variety Seeking

Motivation is identified as a key determinant ofiety-seeking behaviour. Both intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation factors are determinantsvariety-seeking behaviour. In
general, variety-seeking behaviour is generatedutiiv a range of intrinsic and/or
extrinsic motivations (McAlister & Pessemier, 198#rschman, 1992; Van Trijpt al.,
1996; Decrop & Snelders, 2005). This type of peas@md situational factors tends to
moderate the strength and direction of the reldtigtaveen behavioural variables (Han &
Ryu, 2009). Studies (Van Trigt al.,1996) have begun to consider the idea that consume
variety-seeking behaviour is different dependinglenproduct category involved.

Accordingly, variety-seeking behaviour does noturdor all products to the same extent
due to various product category-level determinaft$is behaviour, generated through
intrinsic and and/or extrinsic motivations. Accarglito Kahn (1995), if there are more
brand varieties in the category, the phenomenoh ingcrease consumers’ need for
stimulation in that product category, even wherythee provided with the option of
repeat consumption. Furthermore, a high-varietglpeb category offers consumers the
opportunity to enjoy a diversity of options ovemé and therefore, is more likely to
induce consumer variety-seeking behaviour (Kah8519As highlighted by the study of
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Kahn & Lehmann (1991), a varied portfolio of optsomffers greater variety as

represented by the greater number of items indkerament. As a result, the amount of
diversity available in a product-category portfoildluences the need for diversity in

choices.

Following the research findings on the relationshgiween tourist motivations and

variety seeking, it is hypothesized that:

H7: Tourists motivations positively influence toust variety seeking.

3.3.1.8 Tourist Satisfaction and Variety Seeking

According to Godbey & Graefe (1991), Opperman (3987d Niininenet al. (2004)
tourist variety seeking is a voluntary activity whiis directed at breaking with routine in
decision-making and can contribute to the repetitbthe same type of holidays and/or
the same destination. More recent research intérature on tourist satisfaction focuses
on the characteristics of tourism in relation thestservices and their influence on the
conceptualization and measurement of satisfacliba.search for variety in destinations
and services is typical of the tourism consumeflu@mcing behaviour patterns and
therefore behavioural loyalty (Niininest al.,2004). Barros@t al. (2007) reported that
the intensity of the relationship between satisfectand intention to recommend and
revisit is moderated by the tourist's need for ey

As previous research has mentioned, some schiMaaliSter & Pessemier, 1982; Bigné
et al., 2009; Sanchez-Garcet al, 2012; among others) have paid greater attention t
explaining the divergence in variety seeking betweaestomers. However, the lack of
research places focus on explaining and combiriiegrole of variety seeking in the
satisfaction-intentional loyalty from a tourism ppective (Bignét al.,2001), because it
IS reasonable to anticipate that visitors may Satiseir need for variety, either through
the enjoyment of new options or alternating betwtbenfacets of different destinations.
As a result, differences in the proportion of vgriseekers could lead to disparity in
visitors’ loyalty to different destinations.

Concerning the previous statements and the deveopuof the research on variety-
seeking, this study will explore the impact of tgusatisfaction on variety seeking.

H8: Tourist satisfaction positively influences toist variety seeking.
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3.3.1.9 Tourist Investment Size and Commitment

The Investment Model also suggests investmenisizekey determinant of commitment
(Beckman & Crompton, 1991b; Beeeli al, 2004; Moraiset al.,2004).

Investments include intrinsic resources that atdrga the partnership, such as time and
effort, experienced emotions, disclosure of persmriarmation and the importance that
the relationship holds for one’s identity. The @ic resources such as mutual social
networks, the social status that the relationshimis, and material possessions also serve

as investments that contribute to commitment (Riigial., 1994).

The total value of the resources invested by tlséotoers in a provider is called customer
equity (Dorsch & Carlson, 1996). In contrast witle transaction described before, this
investment-based relationship creates a dependeintlye customer on the provider
because the customer does not want to waste alhtkstments he or she mades in the
provider and start all over again with a new onlee Targer the value of a customer’s
equity, the greater is his or her drive to prothetinvestments; therefore, the more likely
he or she is to maintain the relationship with thature-based tourism provider.
Moreover, according to Yeet al. (2009), loyalty is only driven by commitment
indicating that tourists will revisit more oftenduspend more with a service provider
when they commit to a relation with this servicevpder. According to Beerlet al.
(2004) and Dick & Basu (1994), when customers hanagle an initial investment in
certain services or goods, or when the costs dthwig brands are expected to be high,
it is reasoned that the customer tends to remgad.IdHowever, the investment size, i.e.,
any tangible or intangible resources attachedraadionship may be lost or diminished
once the relationship is dissolved. The Investnvmdel asserts that dependence is also
influenced by -investment size. Investment sizerseeto the magnitude and importance
of the resources that are attached to a relatipsrglsiources that would decline in value
or be lost if the relationship were to end (cf. Bag 1960; Rubin & Brockner, 1975;
Staw, 1976; Teger, 1980)

Based on this statement, this research proposesakellers’ investment size is likely to
influence negatively their intention to be commdtte the destination.

H9: Tourist investment size negatively influencesitist commitment.
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The different constructs that were proposed ageeim the model and their relationships
were developed based on the field study and vakitdasing an extensive literature
review. Based on the above discussion a concegtuadtural model is proposed based
on the underlined hypotheses that attempted toastifige conceptual model and provide

an understanding of loyalty as a decision process.
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3.4 Summary

This chapter starts with the theoretical foundaiohthe Investment Model, and with an
explanation of it in the field of tourism. It wasrcluded that the Investment Model
provides a conceptually sound and parsimonious aggplon in delineating the

determinants of the tourist destination loyaltyqass.

Consequently, the proposed model was presentediaactausal-relationships crossing
the different constructs to loyalty were justified.

Figure 3.2- Structure of the Theoretical Frameworkand Hypothesis Chapter.
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CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY.

4.1 Introduction

The current chapter presents the methodology wsthisi research. However, in line with
this methodology, the present research, respedhallsteps of the scientific process
(Figure 4), namely, the statement of problem; itleedture review and its association with
the problematic research and the constructionettnceptual framework model.
Based on this, this chapters on its first sectigplans the details of the research
paradigm, followed by the research approach.

The next section presents the survey instrumentl tsecollect data as well as the
variables used to measure each of the constructs.

The chapter ends with an explanation of the dalleatmmn and sample determination,

followed by the data analysis procedures and statigechniques used for data analysis.
Figure 2.1- Structure of the Methodology followed his Research.
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4.2 Research Paradigm

According to Guba (1990) and Jennings (2001) aarebeparadigm can be viewed as a
set of basic beliefs which guide the action ofrisearchers to recognize their role in the
research process with a disciplined enquiry. Thabisay that a research paradigm is a
research course of action, which reflects on rebedesign, a data collection method,
presentation of findings and how interpretationgheffindings are made. Guba & Lincoln
(1994) introduced four different paradigms for cocithg research, namely: positivism,
post-positivism, critical theory and constructivisiihe authors also added a fifth
paradigm, participatory, into their list of altetiva inquiry paradigms.

Later, Creswell (2003) proposed four schools ofugifa with regard to knowledge;
specifically post-positivism, constructivism, praggme and advocacy/participatory (Eta,
2010). Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2007) and Onglugezie & Leech (2005) asserted
that there are two basic research philosophies dgrositivism (depending on existing
theories) and interpretivism (collecting informatico create and build new theory).
Considering interpretivist research, it tries taam an understanding of phenomena
(Smith, 1983) and to see all things as 'becomisg)interpretivists are more concerned
with understanding individuals' perceptions of #ald, they assume that the personal
nature of social constructs can be extracted afidecke through the interaction of
researchers and the research subject (Lincoln &aGu®85). Interpretivists use
subjective interpretation, reasoning and feelirfgseople (qualitative data) to understand

and explain realities.

On the other hand, positivist researchers emphakemportance of an objective
scientific method and believe that the researcla ickn be objectively measured and
observed (Hessler, 1992). Relying on this paraditpa guantitative researcher assumes
that reality is independent from the knower (Smi®83) and sees reality as ‘being’ rather
than ‘becoming’. Positivists elaborate researclstjors based on theoretical background
and previous studies, and analyze quantitative dsitag statistically valid techniques
before making generalizations and conclusions. Urtes philosophy hypothesis

formulation is essential (Creswell, 2003).
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Based on the above grounds, the present studysadapiantitative methodology, guided
by the positivist/scientific realism paradigm (Hu2002). Moreover, it is noted by
different researchers in this area that most opdradigms that have been used in existing
loyalty research were positivist (quantitative)guigms. In fact, tourism loyalty studies
are also dominated by a positivist (quantitativieyw Furthermore, this research aims to
investigate the factors influencing tourist loyadty a source to explain the formation of
destination loyalty. The relationship between d#fé loyalty dimensions has been
previously investigated in literature. Accordinglyye positivist philosophy is more
suitable for use in this investigation, since, thislosophy is used when variables are
available that are easily to identify and the stadare “highly structured” (Creswell,
1994: 10).

Considering the research objectives, this resesitaties the causal relationship between
two types of precursors; from customer (tourisgplty (satisfaction, variety-seeking and
motivations) to service/product (destination) rethtfactors (investment size and
commitment). This can be achieved by using thetpasn paradigm, based on Collis &
Hussey's (2003: 53) content that “according to fpasm paradigm, explanation consists
of creating causal relationships between the viagaby establishing causal laws and
linking them to a deductive or integrated theofMoreover, the conceptual framework
proposed is to be tested statistically, in ordegenerate more reliable results that can be
generalized to the study population. This statenseatso consistent with the positivist
paradigm (Saundeet al.,2007).

The research investigates the logical flow betwegalty constructs by indicating the
direction of the causes and effects of the intgrpfaactors relating to the tourist loyalty
as a process, and it is assumed that those diffieri@tionships (reality) already exist. So,
this is consistent with the ontological assumpbtbthe positivism philosophy (Creswell,
1994; Miller & Brewer, 2003). According to Jennin@001), human behaviour can be
shaped and controlled once causal relationships begn determined. Furthermore, the
same author argued that positivism is nomothetigclvmeans that it is founded upon
observable or testable facts from which generatinatcan be made to develop theories
to explain behaviour in relationships in the natarad social world — that is to explain

“reality”.
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The relationship between the loyalty construcisvsstigated in this research, apart from
the researcher's perceptions of the relationshiperisure objectivity and value-free
interpretation. So, the research is assumed nmhpact on or influence the results or
findings in a research project. As a consequenter sesearchers are able to replicate
this research and obtain similar findings. Thisamsistent with the epistemological
assumption of positivistic philosophy (Creswell949Jennings, 2001; Miller & Brewer,
2003).

Finally, to understand loyalty, the research nedgo beyond the determinants of
loyalty. Consequently, a longitudinal study will &pplied in this research to explore the
model proposed, based on the length of time intdpetween successive visits, to
understand how it affects tourists’ loyalty behawvioAccording to Collis & Hussey
(2003), a longitudinal study is a positivistic $&g@y which involves the study of a variable
on a group of subjects over a period of time. Adddlly and bearing in mind that
Portugal is composed by different touristic regiansross-sectional study is followed to
assess if the multidimensionality model proposesiges or not similar patterns when
tested on a regional perspective. The cross-settstady is a positivistic design to gain
information at a single point of time; moreoveristtype of study is strongly placed in
the context of quantitative research (Collis & Hag<2003; Bryman & Bell, 2003)

4.3 Research Approach

Research approach is concerned with how the rdsgaogect will engage the use of
theory (Saunder®t al., 2007). In general, there are two research appreadhe
deductive approach (testing theory) and the ingac@pproach (building theory)
(Tashakkori & Teddilie, 1998; Miller & Brewer, 200Saunderst al.,2007). The theory
testing approach (deductive) is usually associatgld quantitative data, whereas the
theory construction approach (inductive) is morengwnly associated with qualitative
data (Finn, Elliott-White & Walson, 2000).

Based on these statements, the deductive appraaiadopted in this research, for the
following reasons: first, the deductive approaclteswnore to the positivistic philosophy
(Saunderet al.,2007) which has been chosen as the current résglailosophy. Second,

the usefulness of the Investment Model as an otistoretical framework will be tested
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to explain the development of tourist destinatioylty formation. Third, the research
hypotheses are derived from the proposed conceptarmlework that illustrates the
causal-relationships crossing the different coms$srthat contribute to loyalty. Moreover,
secondary data were used to test the model. Datayathered through a questionnaire
designed to evaluate routes operating in the manwugal airports. Additionally, the
“concepts” were “operationalized” in ways that eleabariables to be “measured
quantitatively” (Saunderset al., 2007: 86). Finally, the study has a large sample t
generalize the findings to the study populationjoiwhis also in accordance with the

deductive approach.

4.4 Questionnaire Structure

The survey was developed by a team of researctwrsthe University of Algarve. The
aim was to evaluate routes operating in the aispofhe questionnaire contains 45
questions arranged in six groups according toytpe of information that each group is
intended to collect. The survey was designed inwarsions, Portuguese and English. A
Likert-type scale is arguably the most common fofracaling (Bernard, 2000; DeVellis,
2003) in terms of measuring people’s internal statech as attitudes and emotions
(Bernard, 2000; Gay & Airasian, 2000). A typicakert-type scale asks respondents to
indicate their degrees of agreement with or enchoese of a declarative statement (Gay
& Airasian, 2000; DeVellis, 2003). In the presentedasurements, the response options
contain five points, anchored by Strongly Agree &tbngly Disagree among others
(Bernard, 2000; DeVellis, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2P0

The six parts of the survey are:

1. Part A — Trip Logistics — which is composed by eleven gwest allowing an
identification of passengers’ final destinationpayof accommodation, transport used
between the airport and the final destination;dt@ompanions and place of residence.
2. Part B — Travel Expenses - this information assisted ttisnesor of the tourist’s
economic activity, specifically asking about thestcof the package, the cost of each
component of the trip and the total amount spentipg.

3. Part C — Travel Experience — this part contains questibasidentify first and repeat
visitors, as well as the repeating patterns ofd@hearists.
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4. Part D — Buying/Consumption Procedures — contains nine topres allowing an
identification of buying behaviour aspects, namadiyance purchase; planning of trip;
identifying and assessing sources of informatigpetof reservation; motives for the
choice of the travel period and the spending amuention on the trip.

5. Part E — Motivations and Satisfaction — this part of tpeestionnaire tackles the
expectation towards the final destination; it aseeghe importance and satisfaction of
several attributes of the destination, as well aturé revisiting intentions and
recommendations.

6. Part F —Socio-demographic Characteristics - contains girestions, identifying the
socio-demographic profile, namely age; genderpmatlity; social status; family average

monthly income; employment and education.

4.4.1 Variables Measurements
A review of the extant literature regarding toutgstalty provides the foundation for the

development of the constructs to be included is teésearch.

4.4.4.1 Composite Loyalty

Loyalty measurement was operationalized using timzedsional construct made up of
an attitudinal and a behavioural component (towastposite loyalty) (Day, 1969; Dick
& Basu, 1994). Behavioural loyalty is reflectedrapeat purchase whereas attitudinal
loyalty includes recommending the service provimeothers and repurchase intentions
and the expectations may reflect beliefs abouattieide (Dick & Basu, 1994; Pritchard
& Howard, 1997; Dimitriades, 2006). As such, thesearch, includes three items
pertaining to attitudinal loyalty “Intention to teh to final destination” (LOY1);
“Intention to recommend to friends and relative® tfinal destination” (LOY2);
“Intention to recommend to friends and relativestigal as a tourism destination”
(LOY3); “How do you rate the final destination” (3) and one pertaining to

behavioural loyalty, “How many times have you be&ewgour final destination” (LOY5).
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4.4.4.2 Pull and Push Satisfaction

In our research two separate levels of satisfacti@ne established: pull satisfaction
(SATPULL) (in which level of achievement of intefmaotivations is measured though the
sense of emotional fulfilment), and push satistact{SATPUSH) (measured by the
perceived quality of the destination attributes Sable 14) According to Kumar, Dalla
Pozza & Ganesh (2013) an important issue is reltdtde way customer satisfaction is
measured. While an attribute-based measure of roastsatisfaction can be useful for
managers to identify areas of future interventind emprovement, it does not lend itself to
the delivery of a holistic experience for the custo that involves “sensing, feeling,
thinking, acting and relating”.

Based on the principles of experiential marketi8ghmitt, 2009), marketers should touch
upon higher levels of the customer experience &t thinking of an operationalization of
customer satisfaction that encompasses not onlgigddyproduct characteristics or concrete
aspects of the service, but also intangible elemehtthe customer experience that can
satisfy higher-order needs such as self-esteenglization, or both. Considering this and
the notion that satisfaction is a multi-dimensioc@bstruct, with multi-item scales that have
been frequently used in marketing studies (Olives\an, 1989) and in tourism (Yoon &
Uysal, 2005; Leet al.,2007) it makes sense to use the traditional bi@akddf motivations

into push and pull motives in satisfaction assesgsme

According to Correia & Pimpéo (2008) a tourist goasholiday because there is a need
to achieve intellectual, physical and social rewaadd the concept of push satisfaction
measures the level of internal achievement perdebxethe tourist. Pull satisfaction
confirms tourist expectations in terms of destmatattributes, a concept traditionally
explored in tourism studies (Murphy, Pritchard &i8m2000; Bignéet al.,2001; Yoon

& Uysal, 2005; Correia, Barros & Silvestre, 2007).

Tourist destinations are rich in terms of exper@rattributes, and the potential to evoke
an emotional response is even greater (Otto & Ritd996).

For the holidaymaker, the tourism experience ishafh personal value and is
accompanied by satisfying and pleasurable emotBm&tional reactions to the tourism

experience are fundamental determinants of postooption behaviours such as
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satisfaction, intention to recommend, attitude judgts, and choice (Gnoth, 1997). For
example, Goossens (2000) found that experientigases such as imaging, daydreams,
and emotions play an important role in destinatiboice behaviour.

As such the score average mean of all the itenadecklwith push satisfaction was
calculated, the same was done to establish thé déymull satisfaction, and both were
then recoded in five quantiles.

4.4.4.3 Variety Seeking

The distinction between derived varied behaviowt dinect variety seeking depends on
whether the switching behaviour is extrinsicallyimtrinsically motivated (McAlister &
Pessemier, 1982; Kahn, 1995). It is critical to study to make this distinction since our
interest is to understand variety-seeking as aviohghl trait that might affect the tourist
loyalty dimension. A general consensus exists oa fie-eminence of hedonic
motivations in the consumption of tourism and legsservices (Hirschman, 1992; Decrop
& Snelders, 2005). Hence, in this study, varietykéeg is defined as an individual's
motivations to diversify his or her choices acroasegories and within each of those
categories to fulfil a specific goal in a commomsomption situation (Kahet al.,1986;
McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; Ratnefral.,1999). Moreover, according to Ratredral.
(1999) the need to seek variety can also lead ichaibs to systematically rotate among
their favourite alternatives.

Variety and novelty seeking play a key role in doenprehension of tourist behaviour,
affecting their intention to return to the sametihegion in the future (Niininert al.,
2004; Barroset al.,2007; Jang & Feng, 2007). Nevertheless, Crom6iiq) referred
to novelty as a new experience but not necessasilyew knowledgd.hus, the desire to
seek new experiences and new travel destinationglag an important role in explaining
travellers’ intentions to return to a location, Ipaps irrespective of their level of
satisfaction and destination image (Babu & Bibi@0£2; Jang & Feng, 2007; Sanchez
Garcia, Pieters, Zeelenberg & Bigne, 2012).

McAlister & Pessemier (1982) suggest that thereab@ motives like the desire for group
affiliation or individual identity that influenceaviety-seeking behaviour because social
pressures for conformity create the need to expnelbaduality in subtle ways. Founded
on these statements, variety-seeking in our resesrcoperationalized through the

following statements: “to try as many things asgilde” (VS1); “to do what most others
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have not done and then tell my friends about itS2Y and “to seek novelty and
change”(VS3).

4.4.4.4 Pull and Push Motivations

Tourist motivation refers to an individual’'s desiceparticipate in a tourism activity to
satisfy his or her needs (Pizanal.,1979). Since both internal and external forces can
influence an individual’'s desire to travel, (Gurs@@11; Prebenseet al., 2013), an
individual’s desire or motivation usually represenlte first step in travel decision-
making process (Chi, 2011).

One of the most frequently utilized theories tadgtreasons why people travel has been
the push-pull theory (Gavcar & Gursoy, 2002). Ptastiors represent an individual's
internal desires such as the desire to have fenjelire to relax and the desire to escape
from daily routine, among others, whereas pultdex represent destination specific
attributes and attractions such as entertainmeportynities, good quality restaurants

and museums, among other destination attractions.

Based on the previous statements this researclatopelizes this variable, as pull and
push motivations, considering that a close matdivdren the push factors and the pull
factors is a must for an individual to considerpacfic destination over other similar
destinations; the individual traveller must beli¢lvat services provided at the destination
will, at least, meet his or her expectations (Y&odysal, 2005). The procedure adopted
for satisfaction was also applied here, the statesneabout push motivations
(MOTPUSH) were grouped with the calculus of therage mean, and the statements
about pull motivations (MOTPULL) were also grou@edl recoded in five quantiles (see
Table 14).

4.4.4.5 Investment Size

In terms of measurement, this research followsatitbors Foa & Foa (1974); Sriram &
Mummalaneni (1990); Dorsch & Carlson (1996); Mordsckman & Dorsch (2003),
operationalizing investment size in intangible gmodcluding monetary expenses.
Length of stay has been shown to play a role inthg tourists perceive and assess the
destination visited (Gokovadit al.,2007).
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In this research variables used to measure investsiee are: “In economic terms, how
do you evaluate your final destination” (1IS1); “@merage how much did you spend/
intend to spend daily” (1IS2) and “In total, how nyashays were / will you be away from
home on this trip” (IS3) “How satisfied are you withe following attributes of the
destination - Attribute Price” (1S4).

They argued that the effect may be due to the poesef a reputation mechanism as
proposed by Shapiro (1983): longer stays may iserdhe tourist's knowledge of
destination features, and thus the likelihood efsiing. There have been a number of
empirical studies that consider the length of stag part of market segmentation variable
in estimating the determinants of tourist spendDgvies & Mangan, 1992; Legoherel,
1998). Davies & Mangan (1992) argue that an in@e#sngth of stay may allow tourists
to undertake a larger number of activities, whichyraffect their overall spending, sense
of affiliation and satisfaction. Findings of sontedies support the proposition that those
staying longer spend a higher amount of money thase with shorter visits (Spotts &
Mahoney, 1991). Whereas, those with shorter steg/$ilkely to spend more per day, on
average, than longer-staying visitors (Mok & Ivaersa000).

4.4.4.6 Commitment

Anderson & Weitz (1992) established that partiesob®e committed when one party
takes specific actions that will bind it to anotlparty. These actions include pledges,
investments, and side bets (Becker, 1960), asagalbntracts or service agreements that
limit free choice for the period of the contracin@erson & Weitz, 1992). According to
these authors, committed partners are willing t@#t in valuable assets specific to an
exchange, demonstrating that they can be reliedh tp@erform essential functions in
the future. Achrol (1991) posits that commitmerdmsessential ingredient for successful
long-term relationships. Moreover, Moormat al. (1993), posits that committed
customers are more likely to remain loyal to thevise firm as they feel that the service
relationship is important. As a result, they hadesire to maintain the relationship while
also being willing to put effort into maintaininige relationship.

Considering the previous statements and bearingnimd the conceptualization of
commitment and the streams of the current studtegbncommitment is operationalized

incorporating tourist intention to buy a vacatiaouke in Portugal, this being the most
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evident form of commitment to the destination. AddBon, Bamossy, Askegaard &
Hogg (2006) refer, tourists are hostages of a m@sdin if they own a house or have
family and friends there. As such the followingiahie was considered “Do you intend

to buy a vacation house in Portugal” (COM).

4.4.4.7 Socio-Demographic Characteristics — Tourishcome

The study carried out by Um, Chon & Ro (2006) caded that the revisit decision-
making process should be modelled in the same wayalelling a destination choice
process. This implies that the personal charatitesisf tourists, such as motivations and
socio-demographic characteristics also play an mapbrole in explaining their future
behaviour. Despite sharing equal degrees of setisfg tourists with different personal
features can report heterogeneous behaviour insteftheir loyalty to a destination
(Mittal & Kamakura, 2001).Moreover, individual’s rcent circumstances, their
characteristics and the purchase situation fagedsaiables that may account in loyalty

conceptualization (Unclext al., 2003).

Consequently, the current research has furthestigaded the effect of tourist’s income
on the destination loyalty process. As such théofohg variable was considered:

“Family average monthly income” (INC).

For the development of the present thesis the périse survey that were considered

were those presented in the following Table (4lthe next page
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Table 4.1- Constructs and Indicators used from th@®riginal Questionnaire.

Constructs and Indicators

Authors
VARIETY SEEKING (VS)
VSi1 To try as many things as possible McAlister &Pessemier (1982);
VS2 To do what most others have not done, and then tglon (1984); Steenkamp &
VS3 my friends about it Baumgartner (1992); Lee &

1) Not important; 2) Somewhat important; 3) Modehate
important; 4) Quite important and 5) Extremely ionfant

To seek novelty and change Crompton (1992); Kahn (1995);

Niininen et al. (2004)

COMPOSITE LOYALTY (LOY)

LOY1 Intention to return to your final destination
LOY2 Inter:t(ijon to recommend to friends and relatives thEhrenberg (1988): Ostrowskiet
Final destination
LOY3 Intention to recommend to friends and relatives al. (199_3)’ Jon_es & Sasser (1995);
Portugal as a tourism destination lwasaki & Havitz (1998); Johnson
1) No; 2) | don’t know; 3) Probably; 4) For sure €t al. (2001); Kosak, (2001);
LOY4 How do you rate the final destination Reichheld (2003); Bigné &
1) Worse than | expected; 2) Exactly what | Andreu (2005); Fullerton, (2005);
expected; 3) Better than | expected Dimitriades, (2006); Barroset al.
LOYS5 How many times have you been in your ﬁna(12007)- Jang & Feng, (2007):
destination? ’ ' ’
1)1 - 2times; 2) 3 - 5 times; 3) 6 — 9 times;18)- Chen & Wang (2009)
15 times; 5) More 15 times
INVESTMENT SIZE (1S)
IS1 In economic terms, how do you evaluate your final
destination?
1)Very inexpensive 2) Inexpensive 3) Fairly pricgehs & Foa (1974); Sriram &
4) Expensive 5) Very expensive Mummalaneni (1990); Spotts &
IS2 On average how much did you spend/ intend {@anoney (1991); Dorsch &
zggr??qudeiltli)(l) :] Carlson (1996); Moraiset al.
1S3 In total, how many days were / will you be awa{f003); Ledesma, Navarro &
from home on this trip Pérez-Rodriguez (2005)
1)Less that 4 days; 2) Between 4 and 6 days; 3)yg;da
4) between 8 and 13 days; 5) more than 14 days
1S4 How satisfied are you with the following attributes
of the destination? Attribute Price
1)Very dissatisfied; 2) Dissatisfied; 3) Satisfiddyery
satisfied; 5) Extremely satisfied
COM COMMITMENT (COM)
Do you intend to buy a vacation house in Portugal®nderson & Weitz (1992);
already have one. et al.(2006)
INC INCOME (INC)
Family average monthly income: Mykletun et al. (2001); Uncleset al.
1)Less than 2000€; 2) 2001€-3500€; 3) 3501€-5000€; @003); Mittal & Kamakura (2001);
5001€-8000€; 5)8001€ and above Franchet al.(2006) Chi (2011)

Continued on the next page
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Construct and Indicators

Authors

PUSH MOTIVATIONS

MOTPUSH

To do something together withTo be at a place with fame &

my family

reputation

To get away from the usualTo go to recommended places

demands of life

To know interesting people
To learn about cultures wherg
travel

To return home with a story t
tell that will dazzle my friends|

To re-live good times | hav
had in the past

MOTPULL

Cleanliness

Safety and security
Landscape and nature
Cultural /historical resources
Nightlife

Commerce

Information available

Sports equipment
Transportation facilities
Closeness to home

To try as many thingp@ssible
ITo visit a region where | haven't
been before
oTo have fun
To visit a region where | haven't
been before
eTo have an adventure

Crompton (1979); &
Hagan, (1993); Goossens (2000);
Kozak (2002); Yoon & Uysal
(2005); Jang & Wu (2006); Pan &
Ryan (2007); Correia, Pimpéo &
Tao (2012); Correia et al. (2013)

Uysal

PULL MOTIVATIONS

Accommodation
Gastronomy
Weather
Relaxing environment
Accessibilities
Social life
Hospitality
Beaches
Sightseeing and excursion

1) Not important; 2) Somewh
important; 4) Quite important

at important; 3) Modehate
and 5) Extremely ongant

Continued on the next page
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Construct and Indicators Authors

SATPUSH

To do something together with
my family

To get away from the usual
demands of life

To know interesting people

To learn about cultures where
travel

To return home with a story to
tell that will dazzle my friends

To re-live good times | have hg
in the past

SATPULL

Cleanliness

Safety and security
Landscape and nature
Cultural / historical resources
Nightlife

Commerce

Information available

Sports equipment
Transportation facilities

PUSH SATISFACTION

To be at a place with fame &
reputation
To go to recommended places

To try as many things as

possible
To visit a region where | haven't
been before
To have fun
To visit a region where |
haven’t been before

dTo have an adventure

Ryan & Glendon (1998);
Zeithamlet al. (1996); Murphy,
Pritchard & Smith, (2000);
Goossens (2000); Bignét al.

PULL SATISFACTION (2001); Yoon & Uysal (2005);

Accommodation Correia & Pimpdo (2008);
Gastronomy Kumaret al. (2013)
Weather

Relaxing environten
Accessibilities
Social life
Hospitality
Beaches
Sightseeing and excursion

Closeness to home
1) Very Dissatisfied; 2) Dissatisfied ; 3)Satisfid)l Very Satisfied and
5) Extremely Satisfied

Source: Own elaboration

4.5 Data Collection and Sample Determination

Methods of collecting data vary according to thegdd research approach; quantitative
or qualitative (Thiétart, 2001). There are two basiurces of data: secondary data and
primary data. Secondary data is "data that alrexasts such as books, documents and
films" (Collis & Hussey, 2003: 355). Primary daga“data collected specifically for the
research project being undertaken” by the resear(®aunderset al., 2007: 607).
Secondary methods were used to conceptualize aedatagnalize the current study
constructs and to investigate previously condudtdlies that empirically test the
relationship between the loyalty determinants, mileo to develop a conceptual
framework. For the current study, the data werelectdd from the study

INITIATIVE:pt 2, conducted by the entity that manages the Airpoftsisbon, Faro,

2 For further information about the project see: tpww.initiative-ualg.com/, last accessingMlay, 2015.

77



Chapter IV — Methodology

Azores (hereafter ANA); the entity that manages &ladAirport, University of Algarve
and Turismo de Portugal, IP. The time period thmabedied the present study is the
International Air Transport Association (IATA/ear (2009/10-2010/11). The data was
collected in the departure lounge of the intermati@irports of Lisbon, Faro, Azores and
Madeira.

Moreover, data used in this research followed theeas assessed on the two years under
the Initiative:pt program, on 2009/10 and 2010AblAirports of Lisbon this research
followed the European citie€ork, Helsinki, Moscow and Warsaw; in Faro International
Airport: Liverpool, Bremen, Dusseldorf (Niederrhgifrankfurt (Hahn), Knock, Kerry,
Derry, Madrid, Stockholm (Skavsta), Paris (Beauva@slo (Rygge), Memmingen
(Mun), Maastricht and Billund. In the Islands, thain European cities were for Azores:
Copenhagen, Stockholm and Toronto and Madeiranatiemal Airport: Bristol, London

(Stansted), London (Gatwick), Manchester, ParisyjO€openhaga and Stocholm.

The calculation of the annual sample was baseti@number of passengers, by route to
ensure the generalizibity of the sample to eacteréuotal of 8991 valid responses were
collected representing a sampling error in the o&s@ infinite population of 5.4% for a
confidence level of 95% (p=q=0.5). Furthermore, fio@naires containing missing data
were eliminated to avoid bias. As suggested by,HBack, Babin, Anderson & Tatham
(2006), the analysis of data with missing valuesusthbe avoided since missing values
influence global data.

4.5.1 Sample Profile/ Multi-Groups Sample Profile

The socio-demographic and tripographic profileanfrists is presented in Table 4.2 and
4.3. The sample was almost equally split betwesrafes (55%) and males (45%), with
an average age of 42 years old. In terms of satals 69.3% are married or living
together. Regarding educational background, that gnejority (76.1%) have a university
or college degree, with an average monthly famlgome between 3501€ and 5000€.
The majority of the respondents are from the Nartth Central Europe, with 49.3% and
44% respectively. For a large majority of the meggents (87.3%) Portugal (islands

included) was their primary destination option, aatation/leisure was quoted as the
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major purpose of the trip (90.3%). The vast majyodf the tourists stayed in hotels
(44.1%) in bed and breakfast regime (31.9%) or aslyommodation (36%).

Table 6 also shows the characteristics of the salpioss groups. The results show that
there were five differences between respondenigiragrat Faro and Lisbon airports:
education, country of residence, accommodation;diog plan and travel purpose. The
results show a higher proportion of those visitingbon having university/college
education. Nearly half of the respondents arriahgaro airport travelled from Southern
and Central Europe, whereas virtually all thosévimg at Lisbon airport came from
Northern Europe. Those arriving in Lisbon were mlikely to stay in hotels whereas a
higher proportion of those visiting the Algarvey&d in an aparthotel or rented house.
As a consequence, those arriving at Algarve aingere more likely to stay on a room-
only basis, while a greater proportion of thosé.isbon stayed on a bed-and-breakfast
basis. Finally a greater proportion of those angvin Lisbon did it for the purposes of
visiting family and friends. Respondents did ndtadtentiate with regards to age, gender,
marital status, family average monthly income angetiver Portugal was the final
destination option.

There were several differences across the islad@eaross the years. With regards to the
former, there were differences between those tiiagdab the Azores and those travelling
to Madeira in terms of their age, education, fanalerage monthly income, residence,
accommodation, accommodation board and travel gerpidhose travelling to the Azores
were more likely to have higher income, be morecatkd, older and travelling from
North Europe when compared to those travelling taldira. Those travelling to Madeira
travelled more for vacation/leisure purposes and asnsequence were more likely to
stay in commercial accommodation, notably apartboldere were no differences in the
areas of gender, marital status, and Portugal hem§nal destination option.

The 2010/11 sample was more likely to be olderghahigher income and the majority
were males. Two thirds came from central Europeofg®sed to half from Northern
Europe in 2009/10). A higher proportion of the 2010sample stayed in hotels, and as a
consequence stayed more on no-meals, breakfasteonhalf-board basis. A higher
proportion of the 2009/10 sample staying in a fgraid friends’ house reflects a higher
proportion travelling for the purpose of visitingnfily and friends. There were no

differences in the areas of education and Portogjalg the final destination option.
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Table 4.2- Socio-Demographic Profile.

Continent Islands Years
All Algarve Lisbon Azores Madeira 2009/10 2010/11

n =8991 n= 4451 n= 545 n=725 n=3270 n=1350 n=234
Age x?= 3.814; df=2 p*0.149 x?= 34.252; df=2 p*0.000 %= 34.215; df=2 p*0.000
Less than 30 29.8 38.4 39.1 14.2 20.1 27.6 11.5
31to 50 42.8 47.8 44.4 32.3 38 46.2 48.3
More than 51 27.4 13.8 16.5 53.5 41.9 26.2 40.2

Mean 42 37 36 50 44 41 47

Gender x?=0.127; df=1 p*0.722 x?= 1.099; df=1 p*0.295 x?=5.801; df=1 p*0.016
Female 55.0 55.0 55.8 53.2 55.4 55.9 47.4
Male 45.0 45.0 44.2 46.8 44.6 44.1 52.6
Marital Status x?=5.309; df=3 p*0.151 x?= 1.526; df=3 p*0.676 %= 36.629; df=3 p*0.000
Single 26.3 334 30.6 16.7 18.1 26.4 9.8
Married/Living Together 69.3 62.5 64 78.6 77.2 68.7 87.6
Divorced 3.2 3.4 3.9 2.8 3.1 3.8 1.3
Widowed 1.2 0.7 1.5 1.9 1.6 1.0 1.3
Education x?=15.689; df=3 p*0.001 x?= 18.845; df=3 p*0.000 %= 0.791; df=3 p*0.852
Elementary 2.1 1.6 0.6 3.3 2.7 2.9 2.6
Secondary 19.3 18.5 13.9 20.3 21.1 21.3 19.7
University/College 76.1 77.5 84.4 75.9 72.8 73.9 75.2
Other 2.6 2.4 1.1 0.6 3.5 1.9 2.6
Average Monthly Family Income x?= 3.168; df=4 p*0.530 %= 38.219; df=4 p*0.000 2= 23.580; df=4 p*0.000
Less than 2000€ 16.4 21.7 19.4 6.6 10.7 16.1 5.6
2001€-3500€ 23.6 26.2 24.8 14.6 21.8 24.4 23.9
3501€-5000€ 33.0 30.6 33 38.8 34.9 314 35.5
5001€-8000€ 14.7 11.3 12.7 23.2 17.8 14.9 14.5
8001€ and above 12.4 10.2 10.1 16.8 14.7 13.3 20.5
Residence 2= 410.442; df=3 p*0.000 x?= 1639.741; df=3 p*0.000 x?= 60.444; df=3 p*0.000
Northern Europe 49.3 53.2 98.5 67.9 31.6 49.5 30.8
Southern Europe 3.3 6.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 3.3 0
Central Europe 44.0 38.8 0.9 0.6 68.0 42.1 68.4
Others 3.4 15 0.4 31.2 0.4 5.1 0.9

Source: Own elaboration based on SPSS output
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Table 4.3- Tripographic Profile.

Continent Islands Years
All Faro Lisbon Azores Madeira 2009/10 2010/11
n =8991 n= 4451 n= 545 n=725 n=3270 n=1350 n=234
Accommodation x?= 260.824; df=5 p*0.000 x?=152.568; df=5 p*0.000 2= 43.309; df=5 p*0.000
Hotel 44.1 26.4 58.0 61.9 61.8 31.6 47
Aparthotel 15.4 18 5.1 7.9 15.1 16.9 16.7
Rented House 12.6 19.6 6.8 3.4 6.0 12.7 18.4
Family/ friend’s house 145 195 17.8 18.9 6.2 25.1 10.3
Own house 7.6 8.5 6.4 6.3 6.8 9.3 5.1
Other 5.9 8.0 5.9 15 4.1 4.4 2.6
Regime x%= 224.439; df=5 p*0.000 x?=195.392; df=5 p*0.000 7%= 49.011; df=5 p*0.000
No meals 36.0 45.1 19.4 11.6 31.8 34.6 42.7
Breakfast only 31.9 22.1 45.5 52.7 38.3 24.3 30.3
Half board 7.0 25 6.1 8.4 12.9 3.9 10.3
Full board 0.9 0.6 2.2 15 0.9 0.9 0.4
All inclusive 2.0 1.3 1.8 1.0 3.2 15 1.3
Others 22.3 28.4 25.0 24.8 12.9 34.9 15.0
Travel purpose x?= 21.046; df=1 p*0.000 x%=108.550; df=1 p*0.000 x?=21.820; df=1 p*0.000
Vacations/ Leisure 90.3 90.2 83.9 81.4 935 84.2 795
Visiting family and Friends 9.7 9.8 16.1 18.6 6.5 548 4.3
Portugal was the final destination option x*=1.707; df=1 p*0.191 %= 0.031; df=1 p*0.860 x%=0.240; df=1 p*0.624
Yes 87.3 85.8 83.7 89.8 89.6 90.9 91.9
No 12.7 14.2 16.3 10.2 10.4 9.1 8.1

Source: Own elaborati

ion based on SPSS output
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4.6 Data Analysis Procedures

The data analysis procedures included four majepsstfrom descriptive analysis;
preliminary data analysis, to model and hypothessting and multiple-group analysis.
The Statistical Package for the Social Science8 (8PSS) and Analysis of Moment
Structures 19.0 (AMOS) were used to test and measr structural models (Joreskog
& Long, 1993).

4.6.1 Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive statistics have different uses: fiostxplain the characteristics of the sample;
second to test the variables for any violatiorhef assumptions underlying the statistical

methods that were employed to address the resgaestions (Pallant, 2007).

This analysis includes central tendency measures as means, median and mode;
variability (dispersion) measures, such as, stahdaviation, range of scores, and some
information concerning the distribution of scor&kéwness and kurtosis) (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007; Stevens, 2009). In the current gtudescriptive statistics were first

examined, with the aim of developing sample prefil@ased on socio-demographic and

travel characteristics information.

4.6.2 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

According to Byrne (2010), Structural Equation Mitidg (SEM) is “a statistical

methodology that takes a confirmatory (i.e., hypstib-testing) approach to the
multivariate analysis of a structural theory begrion some phenomenon” (p. 3).
Essentially, SEM may be viewed as a combinatioexgfloratory factor analysis and

multiple regression analyses (Ullman, 2006).

There are at least two advantages to using SEML, SEM has the ability to incorporate
latent variables, which are not measured directlyhie analysis (Haiet al., 2006).

Moreover, in addition to dealing with observed ahates as most statistical tools can,
SEM procedures allows the incorporation of latearistructs, which are constructs that

cannot be directly measured (Byrne, 2010). Secomhtiy et. al.(2006) asserted that the
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most obvious difference between SEM and other wariate techniques is the use of
separate relationships for each of a set of depgndeiables. It estimates a series of
separate, but interdependent, multiple regresgjoatens simultaneously by specifying

the structural model used by the statistics program

Research indicates that a theory can be definedd sdaatement of relationships among
constructs within a set of boundary assumptions amstraints (Roberts & Thatcher,
2009). From this definition, a theory can be decosagl into two parts: one that specifies
relationships between theoretical constructs anothan that describes relationships
between constructs and indicators (Bagozzi & Lyi#82; Roberts & Thatcher, 2009).
A construct which consists of relative indicat@slefined as a conceptual term used to
describe a phenomenon of theoretical interest (Hily& Bernstein, 1994). An indicator
is defined as an observed score gathered throdfyrepert, interview, observation, or
some other means (Little, Lindenberge & Nesselrpa8i@9). The nature of the construct
depends on the nature of the indicators used iodhstruct that represent reflections, or
manifestations, of a construct. Hence, variatiora ioonstruct leads to variation in its
indicators (Bollen, 1989). Two types of construats broadly used in the literature, i.e.

reflective and formative constructs (Roberts & That, 2009).
Reflective Construct

When different indicators of a construct represaikections or manifestations of a
construct (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982; Gefen, Stra&ulBoudreau, 2000) it is called a
reflective construct. Such indicators are termededective because they represent
reflections. For example, destination loyalty inislg#e and tourism is often
operationalized with three reflective indicatorsh(@ Qu, 2008; Zakbar, Brencic &
Dmitrovic, 2010). Hence, an individual's changetire latent behavioural intention
construct results in corresponding changes in eaahifest indicator of intention.
Reflective indicators should be internally consist@Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994);
hence, it is expected that reflective indicator$ lva correlated. Since they are correlated,
reflective indicators are interchangeable, meatiregremoval of an indicator does not
change the essential nature of the construct. Aghoevery indicator need not be
interchangeable, it is necessary to capture theadospace of the construct for proper
operationalization (Roberts & Thatcher, 2009).
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Formative Construct.

Constructs can also be viewed as being formed diy tihdicators (Bagozzi & Fornell,
1982). Such constructs are termed formative, meahie construct is formed or induced
by its measures (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982; Gefeal.,2000). Formative constructs are
commonly conceived as composites of specific corapbivariables or dimensions
(Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000). Conceptually, formativelicators are assumed to be
uncorrelated (Barclay, Higgins & Thompson, 1996js important to note that, although
theoretically uncorrelated in practice, formativedicators may covary (Roberts &
Thatcher, 2009). What is important to understantha even if correlated, formative
indicators are not interchangeable. In fact, remgva formative indicator implies
removing a theoretically meaningful part of the stonct (Roberts &Thatcher, 2009). For
example, ‘price’ in consumer behaviour is used asetary price and non-monetary price
(Zeithaml, 1988). Its real meaning may vary witlahes in any one of its directions
(reference price). Alternately, at the organizatidavel, knowledge embeddedness may
be defined in terms of planning, analysis, desamd construction knowledge (Purvis,
Sambamurthy & Zmud, 2001). Hence, indicators ofnpiag, analysis, design, and

construction knowledge form the latent variablewlsalge embeddedness.

The model proposed in this study is reflectiveatune and presents causal relations from

each latent variable to their respective manifesiables.
This model features 7 (seven) constructs and I®t@en) indicators (final model).

Causal analysis aims to legitimize models that supported by a theory, without
aspirations to discovering the causes of sometenified by reality. This paper sets out

from the assumption that there are a series ofigeEn{Bisquerra, 1989), which are:

» Atemporal sequence between some variables, satth#ihncausal variables must
precede in time the variables that describe thectsf

* Any factor must be correlated with at least on¢atereffect factor;

* The only plausible explanation of any observed atffaust reside in another

causal effect, with no other acceptable alternative

The task is therefore to develop an analysis o$ality between the constructs described
in the designed model, and thus define scientilanations of the phenomena, such

that it can validate or not the hypotheses thahddahese models.
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According to Bisquerra (1989) the steps to foll@xcarry out this task are:

- A specification of the conceptual model — thighe formal design of the theoretical

model which tests the research questions and tetiee previously defined assumptions,
starting from the theoretical framework under stutlglevelops a causal model, based on
theory, which describes the structures of relatibas, by selection of variables that best

represent the problem to be analysed, we are diitegrtp measure.

- Model identification — this establishes a sys&mictural equation model (regression),

so that it is possible to provide a solution far farameters that comprise these structures.

- Parameter estimation — if the model meets thev@bequirement, parameters are
estimated which make up the system of structurabggns. This phase consists of
obtaining estimates of the model parameters thetrieproduce the data observed in the

sample under analysis (Maroco, 2010).

- Model Evaluation — this is assessed to check hdits the reality it is intended to

describe, i.e. whether it is a simple but adeqregieesentation of the phenomenon under
study and if it fits the data collected properlyndér the assumption that the existence of
the adaptation cannot be concluded safely, thisga®should be developed again until

the proposed requirements are significantly met.

The statistical procedure for investigating relasidetween sets of observed and latent
variables is that of factor analysis. There are twasic types of factor analyses:
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatdagtor analysis (CFA). Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) is designed for the situatdrere links between the observed and
latent variables are unknown or uncertain. Theyammakhus proceeds in an exploratory
mode to determine how, and to what extent, thergbdevariables are linked to their
underlying factors. Typically, the researcher wshe identify the minimal number of
factors that underlie (or account for) covariataanong the observed variables. (Hetir
al., 2006). In contrast to EFA, confirmatory factor s (CFA) is appropriately used
when the researcher has some knowledge of the lyimdefatent variable structure.
Based on knowledge of the theory, empirical resgawc both, the research postulates
relations between the observed measures and tleelyind factors a priori and then tests

this hypothesized structure statistically (Boll&889; Byrne, 2010).
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In summary, then, the factor analytic model (EFAACfocuses solely on how, and the
extent to which, the observed variables are lirtkethieir underlying latent factors. More
specifically, it is concerned with the extent toighthe observed variables are generated
by the underlying latent constructs and thus thength of the regression paths from the

factors to the observed variables (the factor logs)i is of primary interest (Byrne, 2010).

Finally, the development of the complete structuraddel can be carried out, by
establishing the relations between different carcss; and the statement of hypotheses

of the impact of certain latent constructs on ather

According to Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson (2008gtfactors that contribute most to
the option of using this technique are: a) It diract method for simultaneously dealing
with various types of variables, analysing the ipidtrelations they establish with each
other and checking their statistical significan®@;It allows one to estimate these
relations, in an understandable way, and estaltishtransition from exploratory to
confirmatory analysis. According to these authtiis, technique is particularly useful to
verify the most complex theoretical models in whible dependent variables become
independent in subsequent dependency relationsuddef structural equation analysis
IS subject to observation with a set of basic aggioms, namely: the independence of
observations; random sampling of respondents; aedlibearity of all relations. In
addition to these conditions, another importantiaggion in structural equation models
concerns the sample size. According to teaal.(2009) the sample must be close to 200
observations, or at least five observations pemaséd parameter, and the ideal number

would be 10 observations per parameter.

As mentioned above, structural equation modellinguaneously examines a series of
dependency relations which are empirically testednbans of a model implementing a

theory which supports the phenomena studied.

The objective of the model is to provide a représtgon of the relations to be examined,

and which is formalized by means of a path diagoam set of structural equations.

Via confirmatory factor analysis, incorporated itite structural equation model, we seek
to describe the relations between two types ofaées: the observable/manifest and the
latent. As already mentioned, the first can be meskdirectly, while latent variables

express theoretical concepts (constructs) whichmatreubject to direct observation and

86



Chapter IV — Methodology

need to be reduced to specific empirical indicatbhe general structural equation model
can be decomposed into two submodels: a measurenuatdl, and a structural model.
(Hair et al.,2009): 1) the measurement model defines relabehseen the observed and
unobserved variables. In other words, it providheslink between scores on a measuring
instrument (i.e. the observed indicator variabbes] the underlying constructs they are
designed to measure (i.e., the unobserved lateiables) and 2) the measurement model,
then, represents the CFA model described earlifrainit specifies the pattern by which

each measure loads on a particular factor.

The general strategic framework for testing striadtequation models (Joreskog & Long,
1993) distinguished among three scenarios whictetmeed strictly confirmatory (SC),
alternative models (AM), and model generating (M®).the strictly confirmatory
scenario, the researcher postulates a single rbadetl on theory, collects the appropriate
data, and then tests the fit of the hypothesizedahio the sample data. From the results
of this test, the researcher either rejects orsfail reject the model;, no further
modifications to the model are made. In the alttevaamodels case, the researcher
proposes several alternative (i.e. competing) ngp@dl of which are grounded in theory.

Following analysis of a single set of empiricalajdte or she selects one model as most
appropriate in representing the sample data. Fin#étle model-generating scenario
represents the case where the researcher, havatglaged and rejected a theoretically
derived model on the basis of its poor fit to thenple data, proceeds in an exploratory
(rather than confirmatory) fashion to modify andstmate the model (Byrne, 2010: 8)
The primary focus, in this instance, is to locdite source of misfit in the model and to
determine a model that better describes the sadapée (Joreskog & Long, 1993) noted
that, although respecification may be either thewrgata driven, the ultimate objective
is to find a model that is both substantively maghil and statistically well fitting. He
further posited that despite the fact that “a madefested in each round, the whole

approach is model generating, rather than modehtggJoreskog & Long, 1993: 295).

To carry out this strategy, the various steps ssiggein the literature on structural

equation modelling were followed (Hagt al.,2009):
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First and Second steps: Definition of Individual Castructs and Path Diagram.

The first step is to present the conceptual moeekekbped from a set of theoretical
assumptions made based on the literature revievs. Mbdel, theoretically supported,
defines the covariance structures to be measured ewaluated. Schematic
representations of models are termed path diagfacause they provide a visual

portrayal of relations which are assumed to be heidng the variables under study.

By convention, circles (or ellipses) represent waobed latent factors, squares (or
rectangles) represent observed variables, singlddtearrows-6) represent the impact
of one variable on another, and double-headed arrfew) represent covariances or

correlations between pairs of variables.

The analysis of the nature and type of variabldbénmodel is a relevant element in the
application of this technique. It is helpful whierking with SEM models to distinguish
between latent variables that are exogenous arse tthat are endogenous. Exogenous
latent variables are synonymous with independemabigs; they “cause” fluctuations in
the values of other latent variables in the mo@dlanges in the values of exogenous
variables are not explained by the model. Rather &ire considered to be influenced by
other factors external to the model. Backgroundabées such as gender, age, and
socioeconomic status are examples of such extict@rs. Endogenous latent variables
are synonymous with dependent variables and, ds ate influenced by the exogenous

variables in the model, either directly or inditgct

Fluctuation in the values of endogenous varialdesaid to be explained by the model

because all latent variables that influence thesmrasiuded in the model specification.
Third Step: Development of Measurement Model and Suictural Model.

The structural equation model can be organized tiwto sub-models according to the
relational structure between variables: the measeme submodel and structural
submodel. The measurement submodel defines howotistructs or latent variables are
operated on by the manifest variables, while theciiral submodel defines the causal

relation or association between the latent vargféaroco, 2010).
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The structural equation model estimation takeseplad¢wo steps: the first step estimates
the measurement model and, secondly, the struatoodel is estimated (Hagt al.,
2009).

Model Specification.

The measurement model indicates which manifestlobas measure the latent variables
and how the former operate on the latent variablgswhich they are associated. In the

measurement model specification stage, the ressragelsignates the manifest variables
and defines a number of relations which suggestthewrepresent and operate on certain
constructs (Haiet al.,2009).

The main objective of the measurement model liessoertaining the appropriateness of
items/indicators used to measure the latent vasabiith which they are associated (if
significant), if they measure what they are supgdeemeasure (unidimensionality) and

whether each construct has satisfactory reliabiéitppwing relations to be estimated in

subsequent steps.

The evaluation of the fit of a theoretical measugatimodel to the correlational structure
between the manifest variables is done via contionydactor analysis.

Confirmatory factor analysis is a technique thdoves us to confirm or reject the
theoretical assumptions underlying the proposedainmgdverifying the adequacy of each
integral construct in the model. CFA is achieveal aiset of procedures, which are: the
analysis of fit measurements (analysis does nathgad if the measurement model does
not attain acceptable levels); the analysis of inmethsionality; and the analysis of
reliability and validity (these concepts will be ptxined in more detail in the next
section). CFA is usually used as a validation tfolatent variables and evaluation of

measurement scales (Hatral.,2009; Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
Structural Model Specification.

The structural model evaluates the causal or estsmei relations between latent

variables. The structural model specification cgponds to the representation, in
equations, of the relations defined in the pathgidien. This specification is done by

designating relations of one construct to anoth@sed on the proposed theoretical model
(Hair et al.,2009).
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In the specification process, it must be determimdich parameters are null, which
effects are pre-set to a constant (usually 1) dmdwparameters are to be estimated.

Fourth Step: Choosing the Data Matrix and Estimatio of the Model.

“The estimation phase consists of obtaining esesaf the model parameters to best
reproduce the data observed in the sample unddyseia(Maroco, 2010: 34). The
objective is to find a set of estimates of the maadeameters (factor weights, regression
coefficients, covariances, means, etc.) which maerthe probability of observing the
correlational structure of manifest variables otedrin the sample. The process starts
with the choice of type of data matrix to be usedhee basis of the estimation process.
The choice of the data matrix depends on the nanateims of the study and two options
can be considered: the correlation matrix and twagance matrix (Haiet al., 2009).
Both have advantages and disadvantages. Whenahefdbe research is to test a theory,
it is more appropriate to use the covariance maththen the goal is more towards
seeking to understand the relation between thetmmts of a model, it is more

appropriate to use the correlation matrix (Hial.,2009).

The next phase involves the choice of the mostagp@te method for estimating the
structural model (Haiet al., 2009). There are several estimation methods, based
minimizing the discrepancy functions between thegda covariance matrix and the
covariance matrix implied by the model (Ullman, 8R0Maximum Likelihood,

Weighted Least Squares, Generalized Least Squaréd)nweighted Least Squares.

In this study, the method of Maximum Likelihood wesed because it is one of the most
often used in structural equation modelling (Ullm@006) and produces estimates of
centred and consistent parameters when the mandaables have normal multivariate
distribution (Maroco, 2010).

Fifth Step: Structural Model Identification.

The diagnostic phase of the model identificatioeathis one of the most important
phases in the application of the structural egunatdelling technique. In general, a
model is identified when it is able to generatequei estimates, that is, meaningful and
logical ones (Haiet al.,2009) for each parameter to be calculated. Foodeinto be

identified, the number of known parameters (unigaigance/covariance) must equal the
number of parameters to be estimated (ldtal.,2009). In a sub-identified model there
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are more parameters to be estimated than elemeilte icovariance/variance matrix.
When the number of degrees of freedom of a mod&gstive, i.e. when the number of
parameters to be estimated is higher than the nuofbe@ata, the model is said to be
"unidentified” (Maroco, 2010: 30).

Sixth Step: Evaluation of Model Fit Measurements.

“The evaluation phase of model quality aims to estd how well the theoretical model
is able to reproduce the correlational structuréhef manifest variables in the sample
under study” (Maroco, 2010: 40). In the study auStural Equation Modelling, model
guality evaluation is surely one of the least coss@l areas among experts. This lack of
consensus has given rise to numerous simulationeamgirical observation studies
suggesting different strategies and recommendafiananalysing the goodness-of-fit
(see e.g. Barrett, 2007; Bentler, 1990; Browne &lé€uk, 1993; Mcintosh, 2007, among
other). Currently, the literature contains dozehstatistics that can be used to assess

goodness-of-fit and can be calculated by most S&fftvare.

The set of fit measurements most frequently usedbeaclassified into three groups:
absolute measurements, incremental measures asichpay fit measurements (Hagt
al., 2009).

A check of compliance of the researcher’s theomh weality is made by comparing the

estimated covariance matrix and the observed cavasi matrix.

If the matrices were equal, this would mean thathieory perfectly fitted the reality (the
data) and the model fit was perfect. Thus, as &mgrmriterion, the closer the values

between the matrices, the better the model fit.

The evaluation of the mode’s goodness-of-fit msst at least one incremental index, one
absolute index, and one index on poor goodnesi;afi-faddition to the value gf2 and

associated degrees of freedom (Htial.,2009).
Assessment of Model Fit.

The absolute fit measures provide information @etktent to which the model as a whole
provides an acceptable fit to the data. Differewlices are used to assess measurement
and structural model fit as recommended by somearebers (Anderson & Gerging,
1988; Hu & Bentler, 1999).
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1) x2 Goodness-of-fit test — The most significant abboodness-of-fit index is the
statistic. It is also the only SEM fit measuremefra statistical nature. “Thg goodness-
of-fit test is a test of significance of the miniad discrepancy function during model
fit” (Maroco, 2010: 41). The non-statistical profvés then to assess whether the adjusted
model is reasonable, i.e., whether it is a simplé ddequate representation of the
phenomenon under study and if it adequately fisabilected data (MacCallum, 2003;
Steiger, 2007). The difference in covariance measris the key element in the assessment
of goodness-of-fit in any SEM model (Hai al.,2009). A chi-square testd) provides

a statistical test of the difference between theagances and is formally represented by
the following equationy2 = (N — 1) (S =k):

where N is the sample size, S the observed sampbriance matrixx the covariance
matrix estimated and k is the number of free patarago be estimated. It should be
noted that thg2 value increases with the size of the sample alam the differences in
the covariance matrices remain constant. The es@n@EM covariance matrix is also
influenced by the number of free parameters (time2, and thus the degrees of freedom
of the model also influence the goodness-of-fit. tgre, similarity between matrices is
sought, i.e. a lowz2, to support the model as representative of the glaincreases with
the sample size and with the increase in the nurabebserved variables, and may
therefore signal a less suitable fit with no juséfion. In this context, thg2 test should
not be used as the sole indicator for assessingabéness-of-fit, and confirmation via

alternative fit measurements is advised (lé¢ail.,2009).

i) The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is a measurenoéthe variance and covariance that
are accounted for by the predicted model (JoreskaoigSorbom, 1983). The GFI values
range between 0 and 1 and values closer to 1 esgresgood fit. The recommended
threshold value for the GFl is .95 or above (Higl.,2006). Like the Chi-Square test,
the GFl is sensitive to sample size and shoulahtezpreted with caution (Byrne, 2010).
iii) Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) and standadlisoot mean square residual
(SRMR) — The RMR and the SRMR are the square rbtheodifference between the

residuals of the sample covariance matrix and ypothesised covariance model. The
range of the RMR is calculated based upon the sadleach indicator; therefore, if a
guestionnaire contains items with varying levetsi{s items may range from 1 — 5 while
others range from 1 — 7) the RMR becomes diffitalinterpret (Kline, 2005). The

standardised RMR (SRMR) resolves this problem amigerefore much more meaningful
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to interpret. Values for the SRMR range from 0 @ With well-fitting models obtaining
values less than .05 (Byrne, 1998), however vadsgh as 0.08 are deemed acceptable
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). An SRMR of 0 indicates petfecbut it must be noted that SRMR
will be lower when there is a high number of partaregein the model and in models based

on large sample sizes.

Iv) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)The RMSEA tells us how
well the model, with unknown but optimally chosearaameter estimates, would fit the
population covariance matrix (Byrne, 2010). In rdcgears it has become regarded as
‘one of the most informative fit indices’ (Diamaptaulos and Siguaw, 2000: 85) due to
its sensitivity to the number of estimated paramsete the model. In other words, the
RMSEA favours parsimony in that it will choose tmedel with the lower number of
parameters. Recommendations for RMSEA cut-off pgoimiave been reduced
considerably in the last fifteen years. Up untd garly nineties, an RMSEA in the range
of 0.05 to 0.10 was considered an indication af fiaiand values above 0.10 indicated
poor fit (MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996). ksvthen thought that an RMSEA
of between 0.08 to 0.10 provides a mediocre fit aetbw 0.08 shows a good fit
(MacCallumet al., 1996). However, more recently, a cut-off valueseldo .06 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999) or a stringent upper limit of 0.@&tdiger, 2007) seems to be the general

consensus amongst authorities in this area.

One of the greatest advantages of the RMSEA abitgy for a confidence interval to be
calculated around its value (MacCallwhal., 1996; Hairet al.,2009). This is possible

due to the known distribution values of the statiahd subsequently allows for the null
hypothesis (poor fit) to be tested more precisklgQuitty, 2004). It is generally reported
in conjunction with the RMSEA and in a well-fittingodel the lower limit is close to O
while the upper limit should be less than 0.08.
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Incremental Fit Indices.

Incremental fit indices, also known as compara{Mées & Shevlin, 2007) or relative
fit indices (McDonald & Ho, 2002), are a group oflices that do not use the chi-square
in its raw form but compare the chi-square valua tmaseline model. For these models
the null hypothesis is that all variables are urelated (McDonald & Ho, 2002; Haat

al., 2009).

a)) This statistic assesses the model by comp#ng value of the model to the of

the null model. The null/independence model istbest case scenario as it specifies that
all measured variables are uncorrelated. Valuesghierstatistic range between 0 and 1
with Bentler & Bonnet (1980) recommending valuesager than 0.90 indicating a good
fit. More recent suggestions state that the cuteateria should be NF* .95 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). A major drawback to this index hgttit is sensitive to sample size,
underestimating fit for samples less than 200 (Muh al, 1989; Bentler, 1990), and is
thus not recommended to be solely relied on (KIR@95). This problem was rectified
by the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI, also known as ffucker-Lewis index), an index
that prefers simpler models. However, in situatiatere small samples are used, the
value of the NNFI can indicate poor fit despiteesthtatistics pointing towards good fit
(Bentler, 1990; Kline, 2005; Tabachnick & FidelQ@7). A final problem with the NNFI

is that due to its non-normed nature, values caabgwe 1.0 and can thus be difficult to
interpret (Byrne, 2010). Recommendations as low0&® as a cut-off have been
proffered. However, Hu & Bentler (1999) have sugggdNNFI> 0.95 as the threshold.

NFI =1 —2/%2b

b) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) — The Comparativeliilex (Bentler, 1990) is a revised
form of the normed fit index (NFI) which takes irdaocount sample size (Byrne, 2010)
and which performs well even when the sample siseiall (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
This index was first introduced by Bentler (199@3asubsequently included as part of
the fit indices in his EQS program (Kline, 2005)ké the NFI, this statistic assumes that
all latent variables are uncorrelated (null/indefemce model) and compares the sample
covariance matrix with this null model. As with thé-I, values for this statistic range
between 0.0 and 1.0 with values closer to 1.0 ataig good fit. A cut-off criterion of
CFI> 0.90 was initially advanced but recent studiesrghown that a value greater than
0.90 is needed in order to ensure that mis-spécifiedels are not accepted (Hu &

94



Chapter IV — Methodology

Bentler, 1999). From this, a value of CFD.95 is presently recognised as indicative of
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Today this indeximgluded in all SEM programs and is
one of the most popularly reported fit indices tlués being one of the measures least

effected by sample size (Fan, Thompson & Wang, 1999

iii) Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) — The TLI, sometimesalled the Bentler-Bonett non-
normed fit index (NNFI), is similar to the NFIl. Hewer, the index is lower, and hence
the model is regarded as less acceptable if theemedomplex. According to Marsh,
Balla & McDonald (1988), the TFL is relatively ingendent of sample size. The TFl is
usually lower than the GFI — but values over .9@wer .95 are considered acceptable
(Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Parsimonious Goodness-of-Fit Indices.

This index group is designed specifically to helpascertain which among a set of
alternative models is better when considering theefated to its complexity. “The

parsimony indices are obtained by correction ofrélative indices with a penalty factor
associated with the complexity of the model” (Marp2010: 46). It is reflected in an
improvement of the fit resulting from the presemndea better fit or the creation of a

simpler model (Haiet al.,2009).

The parsimonious goodness-of-fit indices are cotuedly very similar to the notion of

an adjusted R? in that both relate the model fihws complexity.

The parsimony ratio (PR) — The ratio of the deg@eseedom used by a model to the
total of degrees of freedom available is callecesinony ratio and is the basis of these

measures.

i) Parsimonious Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) — R@&FI adjusts the GFI using the
parsimony ratio (PR). Theoretically values varywmsn 0 and 1.

In this context, two models can be compared andote with the larger PGFI is
preferable, based on the combination of fit andipawny represented by this index. The
use of the PGFI in isolation is neither a usefulnetiable indicator for model fit. As with
other parsimonious goodness-of-fit indices, the PGlkould be used only when

comparing with the PGFI of another model.
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i) The Parsimonious Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGHNhich takes values between 0 and
1 and the closer to unity, the better the modelffihere is a drop in PGFI as compared
to GFI, the overall fit of the model can be questid (Hairet al.,2006).

Parsimonious normed fit index (PNFI) — is a modifion of NFI and is mainly used to

compare alternative models with different degrddse@dom. Higher values of PNFI are
better, though there are no recommended levelscoépgable fit. However, when

comparing models, differences of .06 to .09 areswhared to be indicative of substantial
model differences (Haet al, 2006).

The PNFI represents an improvement on the norméadiex (NFI) by multiplying it by
the parsimony ration (PR). As with the PGFI, refalty high values indicate a better
degree of fit, and can therefore be used in theesaay the NFI. The PNFI index is a
relative index, and so the PNFI values of a modesinbe used in comparison with
another model, with higher PNFI values reflectirgester fit.

The PNFI is the most widely used parsimony fit xde
Model Respecification.

Evaluation of the fit indices allows us to check tkspecification of the initial model by
introducing changes is necessary or not, with & \tee adapting the constructs to the
general model. In general, an initial model rapglysents a ‘good’ level of fit to the data.
This means that the adjusted model is not apprigigeexplain the correlational structure
of observed variables in that particular sampleilenh is not possible to conclude that
the model is completely wrong. It is possible, biyaducing some changes, to respecify

the model so that the fit improves significantly.

The respecification phase should start the proagas, following the path described
here to move again onto the phase of evaluatingjttioé the revised model. If the new
fit measurements are satisfactory, the researtioed check whether the main relations
proposed by the theory were confirmed within th@imum threshold of significance,
whether competing models contribute to alternatmenulations of the theory, and
whether the hypothesized relations are in the drgdegirection (Haiet al.,2009).

Regardless of the answer to these questions, theyde reasons that lead the researcher

to adjust the model, and so options exist to géaareodification indices suggesting
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changes to the model in order to obtain a betteinfithis way the adjusted model needs
to be validated on a sample independent from thaivbich the model was adjusted
(Maroco, 2010).An oft-adopted solution consista @afoss-validation strategy using two
subsamples (dividing the sample in half), the fasb-sample having the first 50% of
cases and the second subsample the last 50%e #djlasted model in the first sample
shows a good fit in the second, it can be conclubdatithe model is invariant (maintains
structure) on the two subsamples, and if theseemesentative of the population, the

model is valid for the population which is the attjef the study (Maroco, 2010).

Finally, taking into account the techniques to Beduand the importance of obtaining
reliable and robust results, it is indispensableanduct an analysis of issues related to
the validity and reliability of measures.

Validity and Internal Consistency of Measurement Sales.
Validity.

Validity is the extent to which a scale or set adasures accurately represents the real
world (Hair et al., 2006; Cooper & Schindler, 2008). “Validity is tlpeoperty of the
instrument or measurement scale that assessesewlietheasures and is indeed the
operationalization of the latent construct whichétually to be assessed” (Maroco, 2010:
175). The concept of validity aims to assess totvexéent a given set of indicators
associated with a particular latent variable efiety measure the theoretical concept
which they are supposed to measure, and not andtherefore it is said that an indicator
has validity if it is a true indicator of the vabia that the researcher intends to measure
(Hill & Shih, 2009).

There are two approaches to validation of an insént: content validity and construct

validity.

Content validity arises when there is widespreatsensus among the researchers that
the instrument contains the items that cover glkats of the variable being measured
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Content validity iset extent to which a measurement
reflects the specific intended domain of conteitte Key to content validity lies in the
procedures that are used to develop the instruniérthe instrument contains a
representative sample of all related items undetystthen the content validity is good

(Cooper & Schindler, 2008). Content or expressialiity is an essential component of
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construct validity: if a measurement scale doeshaee content validity, it cannot have
construct validity regardless of the results of stedistical analysis (Garver & Mentzer,
1999). In this study, the content analysis probtedhnot arise because we used scales

which had already been used and tested by othlkeorsun other research.

According to Maroco (2010), the validity relatedtb@ construct is, in turn, determined
by three components: factorial validity, convergeadidity and discriminant validity. The

first occurs when the specification of items ofatjgular construct is correct (i.e. the
items measure the latent factor as intended) arglgenerally evaluated by standard

factor weights.

According with (Hulland, 1999), when multiple meesssi are used for an individual
construct, the researcher should be concerned migtindividual measurement item
reliability, but also with the extent to which theeasures demonstrate convergent
validity. We are in the presence of convergentitglwhen a set of indicators represents
one and the same underlying construct, and thieseptation can be demonstrated by
means of its unidimensionality (Henseler, Ringle S8nkovics, 2009). Convergent
validity reflects the existence of a high positn@relation between the chosen set of
indicators to measure the same concept (Go6tz, igehbers & Krafft, 2010). Fornell &
Larcker (1981) suggest average variance extrachE) as the most appropriate
criterion to evaluate convergent validity. When #éiverage variance extracted (AVE) has
a value of 0.5 or higher, this indicates the exis¢eof sufficient convergent validity,
meaning that the latent variable explains, on aeranore than half the variance of its
indicators (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Gégt al, 2010; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011).

Discriminant validity, in turn, evaluates the extemwhich a particular latent variable is
unique and different from others, i.e. to what aktewvo distinct constructs actually
measure different concepts. Discriminant validitp®at demonstrating that a measure
does not correlate with another measure from winightheoretical relationships are
expected (Haiet al, 2006).

In terms of discriminant validity, two criteria atsually used: the Fornell & Larcker

criterion (1981), which has gained increasing paptyl over the last decade, and the
cross-loadings criterion, which can be consideredegcally more liberal in terms of

discriminant validity (Hairet al.,2011). The Fornell-Larcker criterion (1981) mainga

that a latent variable shares more variance watlmaspective indicators than any other
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latent variable (Haiet al.,2011; Henseleet al.,2009). In practical terms this means that
the average variance extracted (AVE) of each latantible must be greater than the
quadratic estimation of the correlations betweenvtriable and the remaining constructs
of the model. The differentiation between the datiens of constructs and the square
root of the AVE of a given construct thus consétibne of the assessment instruments
of discriminant validity. The second criterion fassessing discriminant validity is
processed by analysing the cross-loadings. Theimiis@ant validity is established when
AVE values exceed the square of the correlatiomsd®n each pair of latent constructs
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

According to this criterion, it can be expectedt tthee loading of each indicator on the
construct to which it is associated will be higttean the loading of this indicator on any

of the remaining constructs (Hat al.,2011; Gotzt al.,2010).

In this context, the researcher should reconsigemteasurement model if an indicator
has a lower correlation (loading) with the respextonstruct than its correlations with
any of the other constructs. Thus, loadings (cati@hs) of the indicators on their
constructs should be higher than the loadings obddyetween these indicators and other

constructs.

There is another type of validity which it is alsecessary to assess. This is nomological
validity. This validity, according to Haiet al. (2009) determines to what extent the
theoretical relations proposed from previous reseand/or accepted principles are
confirmed by the scales used. The assessment adlagital validity may be carried out
by observing some constructs relative to other ttoats that they must predict.

Internal Consistency/Reliability

A necessary (but not adequate) condition for sealality is that they are reliable: a
measurement is reliable when it is error-free anglides consistent results (Peter, 1979),
i.e. Reliability is the degree to which a measuneimestrument is free from error and
therefore yields consistent results (Cooper & Sdllein 2008; Zikmund, 2003). Further
reliability is an assessment of the degree of abeiscy between multiple measurements
of a variable (Haiet al.,2006). Reliability is a necessary contributor #idity but not

a sufficient condition (Nunnally & Bernstein, 199@ooper & Schindler, 2008).
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“The reliability of an instrument refers to the pesty of consistency and reproducibility
of the measurement” (Maroco, 2010:174).

The individual internal consistency of each indicateveals the extent to which its
variance can be explained by the latent variabile which it is associated. The individual
internal consistency of indicators is assessedhblyaing the factorial loadings (or simple
correlation) of the manifest variables with theonstructs (Hulland, 1999), i.e. the
assessment of the contributions of the indicatarthe latent variables to which they are
linked.

According to Hulland (1999: 198) “A rule of thumimployed by many researchers is to
accept items with loadings of 0.7 or more, whiclples that there is more shared
variance between the construct and its measure diran variance”. As the factorial

loadings are correlations, this implies that mbant50% of the variance in the manifest
variable (i.e., the square of the loading) is duthe construct with which it is associated
(Hulland, 1999), that is, the variable latent skicekplain a significant proportion of each
indicator (usually at least 50%) (Hensedé€al.,2009). Thus, for an indicator to be safely
accepted as part of the construct, it must havaradardized loading factor equal to or

greater than 0.7.

There are, in general, three main methods to medakerreliability of a measurement
scale: test-retest, parallel forms (equivalent)d anternal consistency (Cooper &
Schindler, 1998). The current study measurements axaluated for reliability by using
Cronbach’s Alpha, which is a technique that cakadahe mean reliability coefficient for
all possible ways of splitting a set of items iti@ halves (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
An Alpha of 0.70 or above is considered acceptalle good indicator of reliability
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). In other words, higlpha scores mean more internal
reliability in the measurement scale whereas aAtpha indicates that the items used do
not really capture the construct and some itemsimasg to be eliminated to improve the
Alphalevel. However, according with Nunnally & Betein (1994) and Hagt al.(2006)
the lower limit for Cronbach’s alpha is 0.70. Brymé& Bell (2003) asserted that the
figure 0.080 is typically employed as a rule ofrtfluto denote an acceptable level of

internal reliability.

In this context, each reflective indicator shoutdyide a high level of correlation (factor
loading) with the corresponding latent variablerder to contribute to the formation of
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the attitude which is to be measured. It should display strong correlation with other
indicators (internal consistency) on the assumphain each item measures something in
common with the other items and that what is measur common by these indicators
is the construct which is intended to be measuksda result of this analysis it will be
possible to identify the indicators that do notteifrute to the formation and interpretation
of constructs that are linked, and exclude themmftibe model.

4.6.3 Multiple-Group Analysis (MGA)

“Multiple-group analysis aims to assess whetheisthacture of the measurement model
or the structural model is equal (invariant) infeliént groups or populations with
different characteristics” (Maroco, 2010: 275). Gve may be formed from a general
sample divided according to a significant logicsdtiire such as gender, nationality, or
other (Hairet al.,2009).

Groups may be formed from a large sample dividedoaly into two sub-samples in
order to allow cross-validation, or they may bestdated from different samples which

are obtained in order to assess similarities dedihces between populations.

Byrne (2010) argues that the main concern in mielgpoup analysis is whether the
components of the measurement model and/or thetstal model are invariant, i.e.
equivalent between groups. According to this ayttiee tests of invariance in multiple
group analysis amount to answering five questi@&ysne, 2010: 197):

a) Do the items that make up a particular measunemoel act equivalently in distinct

populations?

b) Is the factorial structure, whether a singlel tmoa construct measured by multiple

tools, equivalent between distinct populations?

c) Are certain paths in a specific causal structerpivalent between different

populations?
d) Are the average values of specific construdtemint in distinct populations?

e) Is the factorial structure of a measurement teplicated in independent samples of

the same population?
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When two groups are derived from the same origiaaiple, this approach is often used
to confirm the quality of the model's specificatioth the fit indices do not differ
significantly between the two groups and, at thmeséime, these indices do not differ
from levels obtained from the initial sample, thea have minimal evidence of cross-
validation (Hairet al.,2009).

According to Maroco (2010), the most appropriatategyy for confirming or otherwise

the invariance of the measurement model can beedayut in two steps:

i) By an analysis of the factorial model in eachlod groups separately: in this case the
parameters are free ap2l statistics obtained for each group are addifive 'equivalent’

model should be selected for both groups;

i) Multiple-group analysis: in this phase we mowato introducing the constraint
parameters for the selected model in the first steprder to test the invariance

hypothesis.

This two-step strategy enables efficient estimatian with minimum variance) of the

parameters imposing restrictions to the factotraicture.

The first step consists of free cross-validatiorapplying Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) to the measurement model to each group oisauntple separately. This model is
tested by comparing two sub-samples (groups) wimay differ by any specific
characteristic (e.g. gender, age group, nationalityther). If there are no restrictions to
the model’s parameters, i.e. all the parameterdraee the group analysis can be done
individually on each group. However, an understagf the factors that give rise to
non-invariance requires further analysis, i.e. ititeoduction of restrictions on one or
more parameters so as to identify the causes ofeqaivalence. In a scenario of
restrictions on the model’'s parameters betweenpgcanalysis must take into account
all groups’ information simultaneously to obtairfi@ént estimates (i.e. with minimal

variance) of the parameters.

In this context, multiple-group analysis beginshnét simultaneous comparison of the
'model’ fit between the different groups (Heitiral.,2009; Maroco, 2010).

According to Maroco (2010), this simultaneous asialyis conducted by gradually

introducing ordered restrictions of increasing ctariy:
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I) to the factorial weights. This test restricte #stimates of factorial weights being equal

in each group;

i) to the factorial weights and covariance of faetors of a measurement model — with

the aim of assessing whether the measurement nsodebriant between groups;

iii) to the structural coefficients — with the amhassessing whether the supposed causal

relationships are invariant between groups;

iv) to the variance/covariance — with the aim adessing whether the structure of the

model residuals remains invariant in different gr@(rare).
Measurement Model Invariance

Invariance analysis of the measurement model ended to show that the proposed
model is invariant between the groups, i.e. that filictorial weights did not differ
significantly between groups. If the test resudtsd to the conclusion that there is non-
equivalence between the groups the process erhs @oint. According to Jéreskog &
Long (1993), only when the null hypothesis (invada between groups) is rejected in
the omnibus test, should one proceed with the sbfidyodel invariance (Maroco, 2010).
If HO is rejected, the next step ensues, consisiingsting the invariance of factorial
weights of the measurement model. Now the testwariance of factorial weights of the
measurement model is carried out, conditioned byetjuality restrictions of the factorial
weights of all groups, i.e. the factorial estimast®uld be equal in all groups. The
equivalence of factorial weights is tested by exany the effect of the restriction
introduced in relation to the fit of the free madel

If the factorial equivalence hypothesis is rejectib@ group comparison process ends
here. If, on the other hand, the hypothesis obfgaitinvariance is not rejected, we should

proceed to the next phase and try to assess tké@mvariance of specific factors.

If the equivalence of factorial weights is uphdlig next step is an examination of the
equivalence of covariance between factors withitfi@duction of another restriction.
Now the model should be estimated by adding thieicgen that the covariance matrix
between factors of a group is equivalent to theadamce matrix of another group (Hair
et al.,2009).
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If equivalence is confirmed, we can move to thalfghase which consists of introducing
a new restriction (fixed residuals) with a viewcteecking whether or not there is variance
equivalence of error/residuals. It should be pairgat, however, that although the error
variance associated with each manifest variabnistegral part of the measurement
model, testing its equivalence between groups msidered excessively restrictive and
therefore this practice is rarely applied (Byrnd@0Hairet al.,2009).

Structural Model Invariance

Multiple-group analysis can also be performed bgparing structural paths between
latent variables in a general structural equati@deh or between manifest variables, in
the particular case of pathway analysis (Marocd,020The standard procedure for
testing a structural model within multiple-groudysis is to adjust a model in which the
parameters are estimated independently for allgg¢labachnick & Fidell, 2007). Thus,
the model should initially be tested separatelytls all relationships can be freely
estimated in each group. In the second phase, wee@d to model estimation,

introducing a restriction which fixes the structuweefficients. It is observed whether this
restriction (structural coefficient equality) adsely affects the model fit or not. The
effect of the restriction on the fit may be estisthbyAy2. If this effect proves to be

significant, this indicates that the introducednieson adversely affects the model fit.

For the structural model the procedure is simitathat previously presented for the
measurement model. The same theoretical assumptéonbe addressed, and the free

parameters defined and fixed for each group.

Comparison is possible after model estimation. hié trestricted model (structural
coefficients equality) fits as well as the origimabdel (free parameters), then the result
is consistent with the invariant structural parametstimates and does not support the
prediction (theoretical assumptions of the reseaclif, however, the restricted model
reveals a significantly poorer degree of fit th&e briginal model, this means that a
solution in which the parameters have distinct @alun each group seems more

appropriate. (Haiet al.,2009).

The model allows us to analyse specific relatigpsiietween constructs, confirming or
invalidating the hypotheses raised by the researblyeghe introduction of restrictions on

these relations, imposing equality on these cdefits. The model further allows us to
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assess the moderating effect of one or other spewctinstruct. When an equality

restriction is imposed on the relationship betwenconstructs which adversely affects
the model fit, this leads to two conclusions: gttthe model has better fit when relations
between the constructs are distinct; ii) that #xst ffit is due to the effect of the moderating

variable (Hairet al.,2009).
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4.7 Summary

This chapter starts with the research paradigm. gdmtivistic philosophy was the
appropriate paradigm to explore the causal relaligpgs among the different determinants
of the destination loyalty process. Next the redeaapproach, based on deductive

paradigm was presented and justified.

This chapter also examined the study instrumerdd usthis research. This chapter has
defined the questionnaire composed by six parsdifigd the main parts of the survey
that were considered for data analysis and are suined considering the questionnaire
parts, questions and also the scales. Additionallyhis part the measurement of the
research variables is also explained, namely: mEsbn loyalty; variety seeking; pull and

push motivations; investment size; and commitment.

In the data analysis procedures section, the ttalisechniques used in data analysis
were examined for their purpose and benefits of uséhis study. The statistical method
used to test hypotheses in the thesis (Structiqahtton Models) was also discussed in
depth including various issues such as the appmircatf SEM. Employing the research
methodology proposed in this chapter, data analysiserms of data descriptive,
measurement model, hypothesis testing (SEM) andarison of different perspectives
(multiple group analysis) was described and dismdissonsidering the different

objectives of the present research.
Figure 4.2- Structure of Methodology Chapter.
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CHAPTER V: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS.

5.1 Introduction

This chapter sets out the findings by presentirggghantitative analysis of the data
obtained from the questionnaire survey in ordetest the dimensional structure of
destination loyalty. The proposed research moeel Ghapter Ill) will be tested, by using

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) (Haét al.,2006; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).

Because of this, SEM will be used to analyse tha dad it therefore helps to generate
the model using AMOS software version 19.0. Thigvtes users with powerful and

easy-to-use software. It creates more realisticatsothan using standard multivariate
statistics or multiple regression models alone. Byng AMOS, users can specify,

estimate, assess, and present the model in ativatpath diagram to show hypothesized
relationships among variables (Arbuckle, 2005).

Additionally, the results of the Multiple Group Agsis in structural equation modelling
will be presented to understand how the relatigmslamong satisfaction, motivation,
variety-seeking, investment size and commitmergcas$ftourists’ loyalty behaviour over

the years, and vary across regions.

5.2 Preliminary Analysis

A SEM that is typically used to test theory is apgble for this research because it can
simultaneously specify the relationship betweerentatvariables representing the

theoretical concept in the proposed conceptual imafdbis research.

A two-stage process recommended by Anderson & @gr{di988) for conducting SEM
was undertaken in this research. Specificallynieasures for each individual construct
were purified based on the measurement model fwitest the structural model. First
the measurement model was tested using Confirm&acyor Analysis to establish the
reliability and validity of the measures. Subsedlyerthe test of the structural model
which incorporates the hypothesised relationshipramthe latent constructs was
undertaken with the use of Structural Equation Modg(SEM) (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988).
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However, before conduction of SEM analysis, a preglary data analysis should be
examined, such as checking sample size and midsitag absence of outliers and so on
(Ullman, 2006). The presence of missing data canrdor a wide variety of reasons that
are usually beyond the researcher’s control. Saxaenples are as follows: absence on
the day of data collection, failure to answer dariems in the questionnaire, refusal to
answer sensitive items related to one’s age anihoome, equipment failure or

malfunction, attrition of subjects (e.g., the faynihoved away, the individual no longer

wishes to participate, or the subject dies), andredn contrast, data may be incomplete
by design, a situation in which the researchar tstal control. Two examples suggested
by Kline (2005) include the case where (a) a qoastire is excessively long and the
researcher decides to administer only a subseteoifsi to each of several different
subsamples, and (b) a relatively inexpensive meas@dministered to the entire sample,
whereas another more expensive test is administei@dmaller set of randomly selected

subjects.

The most popular method for dealing with incomplg#ga is that of listwise deletion.
Such popularity likely got its jumpstart in the D83when numerous articles appeared in
the SEM literature detailing various problems tah occur when the analysis of
covariance structures is based on incomplete @atatier & Chou, 1987). Because SEM
models are based on the premise that the covamaat& follows a Wishart distribution
(Brown, 1994; Jéreskog & Long, 1993), complete datarequired for the probability
density. In meeting this requirement, researcherge htherefore sought to modify
incomplete data sets, either through removal oésas the substitution of values for

those that are unobserved.

The fact that listwise deletion of missing dataysar the fastest and simplest answer to
the problem likely has led to the popularity ofutee. In this research the implementation
of listwise deletion simply means that all casesgirigaa missing value for any of the

variables in the data were excluded from all corafor.
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5.3 The Measurement Model (Confirmatory Factor Anaysis)

The statistical procedure for investigating relasidetween sets of observed and latent
variables is that of factor analysis. There are twasic types of factor analyses:
exploratory factor analysi§EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

(CFA) is appropriately used when the researchesbase knowledge of the underlying
latent variable structure. Which means that basekihowledge of the theory, empirical
research, or both, the researcher postulatesaetatietween the observed measures and
the underlying factors a priori and then tests thypothesized structure statistically
(Byrne, 2010).

The measurement model in the next Table definesioak between the observed (16)
and unobserved variables (5). In other words, avigles the link between scores on a
measuring instrument (i.e. the observed indicaaoiables) and the underlying constructs
they are designed to measure (i.e., the unobséateat variables) and then represents
the CFA model described earlier, in that it spesifine pattern by which each measure

loads on a particular factor.

3The use of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) wasmecessary in this work, since the proposed seatesomposed
by items that have been developed, tested andextigjith the aim of measuring the respective contru
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Table 5.1- Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Standardized

Relationship Estimate S.E. (r>0.25) C.R. P
;’f;;i;f)etry as many things as _ 0769 0018  0.591 60.234  **
VS2: To do what most others Variet
have not done, and then telk— Seekir): 0.706 0.498 -
my friends about it 9
\éﬁg;‘;oe seek Novelty and - 0.632 0.017 0.400 51768  ***
IS1: In economic terms, how
do you evaluate your final «— 0.965 0.034 0.930 54293 ¥
destination
IS2: On average how much
did you spend/ intend to spend— 0.991 0.033 0.983 55.293  wx*
daily Investment
IS3: In total, how many days size
were / will you be away from « 0.308 0.019 0.095 24178 ¥
home on this trip.
IS4: How satisfied are you
with the Price “ 0512 0.262 j
'E??]lebégtt?:;'t?g‘nto reurnto 0.721 0.156 0519 25910
LOY2: Intention to
:zl‘;‘;{cgert‘ﬁet‘f’irfgf“ds and 0.937 0182  0.877 26.640  **
Destination
LOY3: Intention to — Composite
;gfﬁwénseg%::’uggld:aand Loyalty 0.890 0.181  0.792 26509
tourism destination
LOY4: How do you rate the «
final destination 0.284 0.081 i
LOY5: How many times have
you been in your final « 0.113 0.074 0.013 9.218 whx
destination
SATPull: Pull Satisfaction — ) . 0.847 0.718

Satisfaction
SATPush: Push Satisfaction « 0.908 0.016 0.825 70.523  ***
MOTPull: Pull Motivation — Motivation 0.778 0.605
MOTPush: PushMotivation — 0.880 0.014 0.774 83.134  ***

Goodness-of-fit (GOF) Measures
x2 =2024.411; P=0.000; X2 /df =89
Goodness of Fit Index [GFI] =0.973; Adjust Goodne§Fit Index [AGFI]= 0.959; Comparative Fit IndgXFI]
=0.975; Incremental Fit Index [IFI] = 0.975; Root dMeSquare Residual [RMR]= 0.032; Root Mean Square Erro
of Approximation [RMSEA]= 0.049

Source: Own elaboration based on CFA, AMOS output.
Note: Values shown with the hyphen (-) refer tolaeameters set at 1.

The goodness-of-fit measures show that the modefopeed well. Thus, the
measurement model shows acceptable fits ensuratghté factor structure is reliable.
As can be seen in the observation of the final rhebeilts, the value of the standardized
coefficients and all retained indicators have adypower of representation of the

construct with which they are associated.

According to the results shown, in Table 5.1, it ba seen that the item with the highest

power of representation of the variety-seeking tros is “to try as many things as
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possible” (VS1=0.769), followed by the item “to dat most others have not done, and
then tell my friends about it” (VS2=0.706). Thisuét suggests that tourists who revisit
the destination intend to continue seeking new eepees and activities associated with

the intention of maintaining status among theirpéiends).

So, in this research variables used to measurstiment size are: “In economic terms,
how do you evaluate your final destination” (ISTn average how much did you spend/
intend to spend daily” (1IS2) “In total, how manyydavere / will you be away from home
on this trip” (IS3) “How satisfied are you with tiRgice” (1S4).

On the other hand it can be observed that the ‘@nage how much did you spend/
intend to spend daily” (1S2=0.991) and “In econorn@mms, how do you evaluate your
final destination” (IS1=0.965), associated with theestment size construct, are those
with greater power of representation. These itemesimportant to understand how
tourism destinations functionally affect touristsivestment size for visiting the
destinations.

The latent variable composite loyalty includes faititudinal components and one
behavioural. The results showed that it is in @dial loyalty that presents the higher
coefficient, namely “Intention to recommend to fras and relatives the final destination”
(LOY2= 0.937) and “Intention to recommend to frisndnd relatives Portugal as a
tourism destination” (LOY3= 0.890). This result gegts that tourist were satisfied with
the experience at the destination, and in turn timégnd to recommend the final
destination to friends and family, and also Portagea destination.

Concerning the two dimensions of satisfaction, abservable variable that reveals a
strong relation with the construct was the “pushistction” (SATPUSH= 0.908),
revealing that tourist were satisfied with the eigrgtial side of the destination.

Finally, of the two dimensions pertaining to motiga attributes, the results shows that
the intrinsic/push dimension (MOTPUSH= 0.880) whe tmore important one. This
result reveals that the desire to satisfy theirinsic needs like having fun, relaxing,
escaping from daily routine, among others, werentlost important motivations in the
decision-making process of the tourist.
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5.3.1 Discriminant Validity of the Measurement Modé

The fit of the measurement model is assessed hifisant indicator loadings, composite
reliability (CR) and average variance extracted AVCR and AVE represent the
convergent validity of the measures. These valedsettween 0 and 1: the closer to 1, the
better the variable acts as an indicator of trenkatonstruct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Regarding Table 8, the composite reliability (CR)above 0.730 for all the factors,
showing adequate reliability (satisfaction =0.8@&xiety seeking = 0.754; investment —
size = 0.753; loyalty = 0.677 and motivation = @Bd_ei & Wu, 2007).

Convergent validity reflects the existence of ahhmpsitive correlation between the
chosen set of indicators to measure the same corilep average variance extracted
(AVE) was the most appropriate criterion to evatuabnvergent validity (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Gotet al, 2010). When the average variance extracted (AVAS)a value
of 0.5 or higher, this indicates the existenceufficent convergent validity.

As can be seen the Average Variance Extracted (AME), was 0.50 for the four
factors: satisfaction = 0.783; for variety seekir@y500; for investment-size =0.568; for
loyalty= 0.558; and for motivation= 0.715, meanthgt the latent variable explains, on

average, more than half the variance of its indisa{Gotzet al.,2010; Hairet al.,2011).

The discriminant validity was examined. As reportedable, this is observed in this
model, supporting the reliability and validity dfet latent construct.

Finally, the database was randomly split into taamples and the analysis was performed
once again. The GOF indexes were equally good,hwieieeals that the model is valid in

other samples as well (see subchapter, 5.3.2, Bab)e
Table 5.2- Discriminant Validity.

CR AVE  MSV ASV SAT VS IS LOY MOT
SAT 0.876 0.783 0.384 0.182 0.885
VS 0.746 0500 0.769 0.248 0.568 0.754
IS 0.730 0.568 0.000 0.000 0.017 0.013 0.753
LOY 0.766  0.558 0.020 0.008 0.143 0.032 0.0060.677

MOT 0.831 0.715 0.669 0.266 0.620 0.818 0.006 0.1070.846
The diagonal entries (in bold) represent the averagiance extracted by the construct
SAT: Satisfaction; VS: variety-seeking; IS: InvestiSize; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Motivations.
CR: composite reliability; AVE: Average Variance Eadted

Source: Own Elaboratidnased on AMOS output
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5.3.2 Cross Validation

The adjusted model in the previous step needs t@lidated in a different sample from

that which formed the basis of the adjustment mec&ith cross-validation strategy
frequently being used for this purpose (Maroco,@01n this way the adjusted model
needs to be validated on a sample independenttfrahon which the model was adjusted
(Maroco, 2010). Barring the availability of separatlata samples, albeit a sufficiently
large sample, one may wish to randomly split thia d&o two (or more) parts, thereby
making it possible to cross-validate the findin@aideck & Browne, 1983). As such,

Sample A serves as the calibration sample on wihiehnitially hypothesized model is

tested, as well as any post hoc analyses condunctied process of attaining a well-fitting

model. Once this final model is determined, thédityl of its structure can then be tested
based on Sample B (the validation sample). In otwds, the final best-fitting model

for the calibration sample becomes the hypothesmzedel under test for the validation
sample. In other words, if the adjusted model mfitst sample shows a good fit in the
second, it can be concluded that the model is lara(maintains structure) on the two
subsamples, and if these are representative gidpelation, the model is valid for the
population which is the object of the study (Marp2010).

For this analysis, the composition of sub-samplas made from the initial sample of
8991 cases. The initial sample was divided randantily two groups. The first group
(subsample 1) includes 4495 cases and the secoa (gubsample 2) is made up of the
last 4496 cases in the databaBee following table summarizes the results of thess
validation and compares the measured values fanthees for the original sample and
the two subsamples. According to the results obthithe cross-validation test produces
suitable fit statistics. The values for the varididevels are similar between the two

subsamples, confirming the cross-validation ci@t@md suggesting a good model fit.
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Table 5.3- Cross-Validation.

Whole

GOF Indexes SubSample 1 SubSample 2 Sample
(N= 4495) (N=4496) (N=89p91)

Root mean square residuBINIR) 0.031 0.046 0.032
Goodness of fit indefGFI) 0.973 0.963 0.973
Adjusted goodness of fit indeRGFI) 0.958 0.943 0.959
Comparative fit index@FI) 0.975 0.975 0.975
Incremental fit indexIEl) 0.975 0.975 0.975
Tucker-Lewis indexTLI ) /(NNFI) 0.966 0.966 0.966
Normed fit index NFI) 0.974 0.964 0.974
Root mean square error of approximatiRMSEA) 0.049 0.049 0.049
P Close 0.753 0.548 0.762

Source: Own elaboration based on AMOS output.

5.4 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

The structural model evaluates the causal or estsmei relations between latent
variables. The structural model specification cgponds to the representation, in
equations, of the relations defined in the pathgidien. This specification is done by
designating relations of one construct to anoth@sed on the proposed theoretical model
(Hair et al.,2009). “The evaluation phase of model quality aimevaluate how well the
theoretical model is able to reproduce the coriaiat structure of the manifest variables
in the sample under study” (Maroco, 2010: 40).

5.4.1 Assessment of Model Fit

Different indices are used to assess measuremehtstnctural model fit: the2
goodness-of-fit test; incremental fit indices amda@ute fit indices as recommended by
various researchers (Anderson & Gerging, 1988; HBefitler, 1999; Haiet al.,2009;

among others).

Table 5.4, shows the results achieved to assessunegaent and structural model fit. All
the coefficients are significant at a 1% significanlevel. As the chi-square is an
adjustment measure which is strongly influencedsdémyple size, the analysis includes
the application of other adjustment measures ttuat@the model. The other goodness-
of-fit measures also indicate a good overall méitl¢AGFI = 0.965; PNFI = 0.783; IFI
=0.976, RMR=0.037; PGFI =0.701; GFI=0.975; CF&5®; RMSEA= 0.41). The other
indicators closer to 1 indicate a good incremeatal parsimonious fit. The empirical

model fits the data well and allows us to acceetitypotheses established in accordance
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with the literature. The other indicators closerltandicate a good incremental and
parsimonious fit. The empirical model fits the datall and allows us to accept the

hypotheses established in accordance with thafites.

Table 5.4- Structural Model Adjustment Measures.

. Model Recommended
Measurement Indices
Results Values
Root mean square residuBNMR) 0.037 <0.05
Absolute fit Indexes Goodness of fit inde§GFI) 0.975 >0.90
Adjusted goodness of fit indeRAGFI) 0.965 >0.80
Comparative fit index@FI) 0.976 >0.90
Incremental Fix Incremental fit indexIEl) 0.976 >0.90
Index Tucker-Lewis indexTLI ) /(NNFI) 0.970 >0.90
Normed fit index KFI) 0.974 >0.90
Parsimony normed fit inde(PNFI) 0.783 >0.60
Parsimony Parsimony goodness of fit indeRGFI) 0.701 >0.60
Adjusted Measures Root mean square error of approximation0.410 <0.50
(RMSEA)
Recommended Values adapted from téaial. (2009) Source: Own elaboration based on AMOS output

5.4.2 Testing of Hypotheses

Hypothesis testing involves confirming that a tletimal specified model fits sample
variance-covariance data, and testing structuegficgents for significance (Schumacker
& Lomax, 2010).

The figure 5.1 shows the standardized coefficiantsthe measurement errors for the
full model (measurement and structural model). Adicay with the Standardized
Coefficients in the measurement model it is betw@®hl and 0.99, and the

measurement errors are among 0.01 and 0.98.
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Figure 5.1- Measurement and Structural Model.
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Consequently, the path relationships between thkatént variables (satisfaction,
motivations, investment size, variety seeking aoyhlty) and the commitment and
income were examined. Nine hypothesized paths wested for significance in this

research. Table 5.5 shows a summary of the ninethgpized paths.

Table 5.5- Path Coefficients in the Hypothesised fictural Model and Hypotheses Testing Results

Path Standgrglized Standardized Critical Ratio b Result
Coefficients Error (t- value)
H1: MOT—SAT 0.622 0.015 56.566 *kx Supported
H2: SAT—-COM 0.508 0.018 46.198 *kx Supported
H3: COM—LOY 0.165 0.002 13.330 il Supported
H4: SAT-LOY 0.158 0.003 10.028 il Supported
H5: VS—LOY -0.284 0.081 -22.294 il Supported
H6: INC—VS -0.113 0.074 -9.218 *kk Supported
H7: MOT—VS 0.835 0.031 44.806 *kx Supported
H8: SAT—-VS 0.769 0.018 60.234 *kx Supported
H9:1S—COM -0.308 0.016 -24.178 *kx Supported

SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Seeking; IS: InvesmiSize; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Motivations; INC: Incoe; COM:
Commitment
*p <0.05 Source: Own elaborati@sed on AMOS output

H1.Tourist Motivations and Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 1 examined the relationship between vawtns and satisfaction.
Specifically, H1 states that tourists’ pull and lpusotivations have a positive influence
on pull and push satisfaction. The results sugdestat, as predicted, tourists’
satisfaction level was positively influenced by mations (0.622;t- value=56.566;
p=0.000. This finding indicates that the influence of mations on satisfaction is
remarkable. It is supported by the statement ofr@e¢2004), Yoon & Uysal, (2005),
Decrop (2006) and Prebensetral. (2013) that tourist intrinsic satisfaction and téeel

of satisfaction with the services provided at tlestohation (extrinsic satisfaction) meet
their expectations, and therefore indirectly infloe their destination loyalty.

This result provides an indication that the intaypbetween push and pull motivations is
also reflected in push satisfaction (emotional) potl satisfaction (cognitive) (Correia
& Pimpéo, 2008).
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H2. Tourist Satisfaction and Commitment.

The literature and the initial Investment Model poees satisfaction as a major
determinant of commitment. Results revealed thizfaation has a positive influence on
commitment (0.508: value=46.198p=0.001). From this perspective it can be suggested
that tourist commitment expressed in terms of bgyanhouse in the destination of
Portugal is driven by their level of pull and pussttisfaction.

Moreover, this outcome is supported by the literatuhich indicates that visitors will be
committed to a relationship with a service providéren they are satisfied with it (Yen
et al.,2009). Furthermore, the positive relation betwsagtisfaction and commitment was
also supported by drawing on Hennig-Thurau & Kl&897), who stated that tourist
satisfaction positively influences commitment, adesng that a high level of
satisfaction provides the consumer with repeategitige reinforcement, thus creating
commitment-inducing bonds.

Thus, one might postulate that satisfaction infeemntourist intention to invest in the
destination. It also makes conceptual sense tlatmibre satisfied a tourist is, and the
more investments one makes in a destination, thre netuctant the tourist will be to seek

alternative destination offerings.

H3. Tourist Commitment and Composite Loyalty.

As mentioned before this research followed thedthiew of commitment, in which
commitment is recognized as being crucial to lagrgatrelationships (Dwyeat al., 1987,
Garbarino & Johnson, 1999). In the same veincRardet al. (1999) study shows that
the tendency to resist changing preference (agrgelof commitment) is a key precursor
to loyalty.

The present results showed that commitment pokjtimuenced customer loyalty or
more specifically its attitudinal and behaviourahgponents (0.165; value=13.330;
p=0,000. This is in accordance with the authors Beattyal., (1988); Dick & Basu
(1994); Havitz & Howard (1999); Gustafssenal., (2005); Evanschitzket al. (2006);
among others. That is to say, committed custonrersnare likely to remain loyal to the
service firm as they feel that the service relafop is important. As a result, they have
a desire to maintain the relationship while alsadevilling to put effort into maintaining
the relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
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H4.Tourist Satisfaction and Composite Loyalty.

Satisfaction has been referred to as the mosghktfarward factor in loyalty (Anderson
& Srinivasan, 2003; Beerlet al., 2004; Lamet al., 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).
Consistent with this perspective, tourist loyaltgssfound to be positively influenced by
satisfaction (0.158: value=10.028p=0,000. This finding is consistent in literature that
demonstrates that satisfaction with a tourist dagbn contributes positively to loyalty
(Pritchard & Howard, 1997; Oppermann, 1999; Yul&#luksel, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008,
among others). The findings confirm the literatuegiew that tourist satisfaction is a
good indicator of intentions to repeat and reconuenothers (Kozak & Rimmington,
2000; Yoon & Uysal, 2005), and more globally, tgdlty (Bowen & Chen, 2001).

In addition, the need for new measurements of tgyaas considered and the nature of
its relation with satisfaction (Dimitriades, 2008)hich was measured in two dimensions
(pull and push). With this notion it can be saidttthe relationship is also applicable to

the relationship between tourist satisfaction palll push factors and loyalty.

HS5. Tourist Variety Seeking and Composite Loyalty.

Having in mind that the relationship between vagrsteking and loyalty is an under-
researched topic in the marketing and leisurefoultiterature (Bernét al, 2001), this
research tried to give a new impetus to understart model variety-seeking in the
context of tourist loyalty. So, this research slatleat tourist variety seeking was a
negative predictor of composite loyalty (H5). Thigoothesis was supported (-0.284;
value -22.294; p=0.000).

This outcome is consistent with the outcome ofstinelies of Opperman (1997), Niininen
et al. (2004) that tourists’ search for variety is a vahary activity which is directed at

breaking with routine in decision-making and cantdbute to the repetition of the same
type of holidays and/or the same destination. Tikato say, that tourists choose
alternatives in an alternating way, providing theosin enjoyment on a specific

consumption occasion (Ratredral.,1999).
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H6. Income and Variety Seeking.

Income has been defined as a personal budgetctestrihat determines the spending
capacity of individuals (Crawford & Godbey, 198 fdahas been proved to be highly
explanatory of tourist behaviour (Mergoupis & Ste&®03). According to the findings

of different studies (Fallon & Schofield, 2003; L&McKercher, 2004), repeat visitors

prefer to participate in more social activitiesisas shopping, dining, and visiting friends
and relatives, to be involved in local life-relatadtivities and are destination-aware
visitors who are knowledgeable regarding the rarigetivities available (Let al.,2006;

Wang, 2004), although they also spend more thatitfme visitors.

In line with these achievements, the present resalvealed that variety seeking is
negatively influenced by income (-0.113:value -9.218;p=0.000. This result
demonstrated that all changes in behaviour areagqd by changes in prices and
incomes (Stigler & Becker, 1977), and in fact, nuedhihigh and high-income groups are
more likely to take part in different tourist adtigs (Hay & McConnell, 1979; Walsht
al., 1992) and to spend more on them (Agarwal & Yochil®99; Cannon & Ford, 2002),
which means that available income is the last drofeéourists’ decisions, conditioning
tastes, preferences and wishes (Varian, 1990),

H7. Tourist Motivations and Variety Seeking.

The present results showed that variety-seekingwbetr is generated through a range
of intrinsic and/or extrinsic motivations (0.835;alue=44.806p=0.000), in accordance
with the authors McAlister & Pessemier (1982); Varjp et al. (L996); Decrop &
Snelders (2005). Specifically, intrinsic and exd¢rimmotivation factors are determinants
of variety-seeking behaviour. Suggesting that hdré are more brand varieties in the
category, the phenomenon will increase consumeed fior stimulation in that product
category, even when they are provided with theooptf repeat consumption (Kahn,
1995).
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H8. Tourist Satisfaction and Variety Seeking.

As previously mentioned, recent research on touseisfaction focuses on the
characteristics of tourism in relation to otherves¥s and their influence on the
conceptualization and measurement of satisfactimilowing this perception, this
research postulates that variety seeking was pebitinfluenced by satisfaction. The
present results showed that satisfaction positirdlyenced variety seeking (0.7689;
value=60.234p=0.000. This indicates that visitors may satisfy theged for variety,
either via the enjoyment of new options or alterabetween the same type of holidays
and/or the same destination (Niiniretral.,2004). Moreover, it is reasonable to anticipate
that if tourists are satisfied with the destinatagtributes and services, it is expected that

satisfaction may influence their level of curiosit{elazquezt al.,2011).
H9. Tourist Investment Size and Commitment.

In the field of loyalty studies there are othemgligant factors which merit attention. So,
this research proposes that travellers’ investnserg¢ negatively influence tourists’
commitment to the destination. This influence (k&8s supported (-0.308; t-value -
24.178; p=0.000). This result demonstrated thatlaéinger the value of a customer’s
equity, the lower is his or her drive to protea thvestments; therefore, the more likely
he or she is to maintain the relationship with theture-based tourism provider (Dorsch
& Carlson, 1996), which in line reinforces thatiigts will revisit more often and spend
more with a service provider when they commit t@lation with this service provider
(Yenet al.,2009). However, the investment size, i.e., angitaa or intangible resources
attached to a relationship may be lost or dimirdsbece the relationship is dissolved.
The Investment Model asserts that dependence asirdllsienced by -investment size.
Investment size refers to the magnitude and impoet®f the resources that are attached
to a relationship-resources that would declinedlug or be lost if the relationship were
to end (Becker, 1960; Rubin & Brockner, 1975; Sta@76; Teger, 1980)
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5.5 Multiple Group Analysis

5.5.1 Introduction

Multiple-group analysis in structural equation miiidg can be very useful because it
allows researchers to compare multiple samplesath® same measurement instrument

or multiple population groups for any identifiedusttural equation model.

A comparison of the causal relationship acrossstmaple groups or a multiple group
analysis have recently received more attention daberg & Lance, 2000). The main
reason is that the findings of a multiple grouplgsia offer in-depth insights in both
advanced theoretical contribution and managersighits (Nyaga, Whipple & Lynch,

2010).

The main objective of this part in this researctoigest and examine for similarities and
differences on the different path relationshipstied structure model, among loyalty
process and its determinants, in a destinationonedji perspective, namely between
Lisbon and the Algarve; and Madeira and Azoresindasbns. It is also to test and

examine specifically if path relationships of theusture model change overtime (year
2009-2010). This analysis adopted the contrast(blasr et al.,1983) concept, which in

its essence describes the inclination to overratenderrate a subject compared with
another. In particular, it is assumed that contiogess is exhibited when the sequence of
visiting tourist destinations is changed in diffgreontexts, and that, previous travel
experiences of tourists affect their assessmenhefsatisfaction of their next travel

experiences. Implicit in this habit discussionhis important role of time.

In order to carry out the multiple group analysie first stage is the determination of
groups. In this instance, the tourists were fiedegorized by their final destination ad
were clustered in four groups of samples compatifigrent regions in Portugal and its
islands. The first multiple group analysis compdrsbon and the Algarve region (4996
tourists) and the second one compares the isldniigooes and Madeira (3995 tourists).
These four samples represent two dyadic relatipgsim tourism i.e., two regions in
Continental Portugal (Lisbon and Algarve) and thkawtic archipelagos of Azores and
Madeira, which are autonomous regions of Portugal.
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Finally, to analyse the most critical challengeshwi loyalty process over time, the
sample was split, based on the year of the figstarthe final destination, namely tourists
who visited Portugal in 2009/10 and in 2010/11 @5%8urists) respecting the IATA

seasons, in Lisbon, Faro, Madeira and Azores iatenmal airports (Portugal).

The empirical data for the study were collectedveen 2009 and 2011, at the time of
tourists’ departure. Hence the sample populatiamsisted of foreign tourists visiting
those destinations.

5.5.2 Lisbon and the Algarve — Multigroup Analysis

Lisbon and Algarve are different destinations offgrdifferent attractions and facilities
for all types of tourists.

Lisbon is an urban tourism/city break destinatwith short trips to historical and cultural
tourism destinations. In these cases, the degimaticludes "urban landscapes” as
important attractions, namely well-delimited argathin the city that combine a strong
historical identity, a solid cultural heritage, amdariety of shops or leisure options for
visitors and residents alike (Snepenger, Murphy;ddnell & Gregg, 2003; Yiksel &
Yuksel, 2007). This makes the destination amaziaghactive for tourists (Jang & Feng,
2007).

Lisbon can be also characterized as a short-bigaka&sed tourism destination, with the
capacity to attract a high proportion of day visstand also less seasonal tourism than at
other destinations, often by design (Law, 2002).rédoer, city tourists have more
motivations for travel than tourists at other deatiions and take part in a wider range of
activities (Ashworth, 1989).

So in this case it should perhaps be noted thet tire also significant variations between
the sun and sea tourist and other tourists trangeliith different purposes.

The Algarve is in this case a sun and sea toursstirthtion and so tourists are mostly
motivated by the sun/warmth and avoiding stressteldeer, family considerations and
hopes for a peaceful stay are also important ckexistics of the sun- and sea-seeking
tourists (Prebensen & Kleiven, 2006). The most uesq activities taken during their
holiday are traditional sun activities, learningpabthe destination, and having time with
the family. According to different studies (Aguilélegre & Sard, 2005; Menezes, Moniz
& Vieira, 2008; Gokovalet al.,2007), sun and sea holidays can be thought obbtie
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most traditional tourist activities in today’s wadriarket, with a high content routine,
usually shared with family and occupying an impetgaart of holiday time, improving
the length of stay.

With this in mind, the main objective of this p&tto test and examine for similarities
and differences on the different path relationsleippthe structure model, among loyalty
process and its determinants, in a destinationonedjiperspective, namely between

Lisbon and the Algarve.

The first model was a baseline model, in whichdtrectural model was simultaneously
estimated for both places — Lisbon and the Algarke effects of satisfaction,
commitment, motivation, investment size, varietglseg and socio-demographic
(income) on composite loyalty were freely estimaaedoss the groups. The two group
models provided a satisfactory fit for the datae Becond model constrained all the beta
coefficients to be equal across the two groups.efugvalence of all parameters assumed
no difference between the two groups. The anatlisis compared the constrained model
with the baseline, and the difference in chi-squattee likelihood ratio (LR) — testing the

null hypothesis that the parameters were invaegunitalent across the two groups.

Ha: B(Lisbon) = B(Algarve)
Haa: at least one beta is different between groups.

In this case, the likelihood-ratio test (chi-squdierence) present a score of 112.464
(df=20, p=0.000), suggesting that structural faxteere different between the two groups
(Table 12). Based on the results obtained Ha wastedl, i.e. it was concluded that at

least one of the structural coefficients is différbetween the two groups.
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Table 5.6- The Likelihood Ratio - Lisbon/Algarve

Groups Lisbon and Algarve

Chi-square df p-value Invariant?
Unconstrained 2938.366 248
Fully constrained 3050.83 268
Difference 112.464 20 0,000 No

Source: Own production, from AMOS output.

The next phase of the analysis is the observatfitreaelationship between the constructs
and the verification of relationships which hadfetiént structural coefficients between
the groups. To evaluate the parameters of the pdtbse the models differ, we analysed
the values of the critical indices (critical rajias the differences between all pairs of free
parametersSignificant differences may suggest that specifiacsural paths would be
different in the two groups. Parameter tests aesl us test the null hypothesis that no
statistically significant difference exists betwdba two non-standardized parameters of
the model. The criterion adopted is that absolalees of Z above 0.975=1.96 allow us
to reject Ha and conclude that the parametersgméisantly different. Table 5.7, shows
the structural coefficientshe p-values and the Z-test values (critical rat@hen the Z-
score is > |2| it is assumed that there are statigt significant differences between the

two groups (Byrne, 2010).

Table 5.7- Z Score (Critical Ratios for Differences— Lisbon and Algarve.

Lisbon (L) Algarve (A)
Standardized P Standardized P Z-score
Coefficients Coefficients

Hal SAT — MOT 0.733 0.000 0,641 0.000 -0.379
Ha2 CcOoM — SAT 0.132 0.002 0,118 0.000 1.567
Ha3 LOY — COM 0.103 0.021 0.172 0.000 -0.470
Ha4 LOY — SAT -0.071 0.113 -0.093 0.289 -0.244
Ha5 LOY — VS -0.326 0.000 -0.303 0.000 -2.115*
Ha6 VS — INC -0.004 0.921 -0.120 0.000 -5.054**
Ha7 VS — MOT 0.728 0.000 0.822 0.000 0.960
Ha8 VS — SAT 0.698 0.000 0.695 0.000 1.644
Ha9 COM — IS -0.291 0.000 -0.338 0.000 -2.034**

Notes: SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Seeking; li®zestment-Size; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Mativations; @ Income;
COM: Commitment
*** n-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value .10 uBze: Own production, from AMOS output

As illustrated in the previous table, the path frbrariety seeking” to “loyalty” (z= -
2.115) as well as the path from “income” to “vayiseeking” (z= -5.054), and the path
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from “investment size” to “commitment” (z=-2.034essignificantly different across the
two destinations.

After identifying the paths that differ in the tvgooups the next step can be carried out.
For this, the parameters that had proved invariattie two groups remained fixed and
restrictions on the parameters that had proveeérdifit were removed so that they could
be freely calculated. In this way it is possibleotiserve how the paths which are not
invariant behave when calculated without any retstm.

After testing the partially restricted model (impagsequivalence on the parameters that
showed no differences and with no restrictionsharsé which proved to be different) the
results listed in Table 5.8 were obtained.

Table 5.8- Differences in Path Coefficients (Lisboand Algarve).

Lisbon (L) Algarve (A)

T s on T o
Hal SAT <« MOT 0.587 0.002 11.730 ek 0.651 0.002 11.730 rrk
Ha2 COM « SAT 0.221 0.037 24995  ** 0.118 0.150 5.435 i
Ha3LOY « COM 0.151 0.002  11.730  *** 0.077 0.002  11.730 i
Ha4 LOY <« SAT 0.198 0.004 12.609 ok 0.224 0.004 12.609 Frk
Ha5LOY < VS -0.330 0.054 -10.555 *** -0.289 0.076  -4.356 EE
Ha6 VS — INC -0.117 0.108 -6.836  *** 0.003 0.105 0.072  0.942
Ha7 VS — MOT 0.452 0.002 11.730 ok 0.450 0.002 11.730 rrk
Ha8 VS «— SAT 0.789 0.043  26.682  *** 0.729 0.089  10.435 i
Ha9COM « IS -0.338 0.038 -17.369 *** -0.292 0.083 -5.645 EE

SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Seeking; IS: InvesimtSize; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Motivations; INC: Inecoe; COM: Commitment
Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * palue < 0.10 SE: Standard Eff@R: Critical Ratios

Source: Own elaboration, from AMOS output.

Previous Table shows the values of standardizedtstial coefficients, standard error,
critical ratios and th@-value. Through the standard error value (equale)alhe paths

which proved invariant with respect to the two aegions (Lisbon and Algarve) can be
identified. It is also possible to observe non-gigant relationships, where the p-value

of the standardized paths were higher than 0.05.

The first refers to the influence of variety segkion loyalty, in which the intensity
between the variety seeking and loyalty was sigaifily different between the two
regions. Concerning the influence of variety seglon loyalty, in Lisbon{a5=-0.330
p=0.000)andAlgarve (a5= -0.289,p=0.000 the results revealed that these relations

are significant for both regions, however in a negasense. That means that the
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motivations for variety-seeking overwhelm the efff@c loyalty. This negative relation is
in accordance with Niinineat al (2004) in which tourists with a high variety-saek
propensity will show a varied pattern of destinatahoice. In this sense, the increase of
variety searching behaviour ceases their loyadipforcing the authors Howard & Sheth
(1969) who postulate that the boredom with a ch@ceslated to purchase frequency.
This implies that the more frequently a product/ser or related experience is purchased,
the more bored the customer becomes with that ehwikich stimulates variety seeking

behaviour.

Concerning the influence of income on variety segkiin Lisbon ga6= -0.117,
p=0.000 and in the Algarve pa6:= 0.003,p=0.942) it was shown that the socio-
demographic concerning income plays a role in dateng the level of variety tourist
seek in the Lisbon but not in Algarve. In fact, ®vé Zscores recorded significant
differences, the reasoning for this differenceabn a significant effect in Lisbon, even
in a negative sense) and a non-significant effetté Algarve. This result may reinforce
the economists Stigler and Becker (1977), who patshat all changes in behaviour are
explained by changes in price and incomes. THatsay that Lisbon as a city destination,
as stated previously, has more attractions andeplé@ consume, so the tourists are
probably aware that they have the opportunity teereavariety of experiences, but at the

same time, they are conscious about the expenseaibs.

Finally, Zscores recorded significant differenceghe relation between the investment
size and commitment, in LisbopgQ =-0.338 p=0.000 and the Algarvefa% = -0.292,
p=0.000. The effect of the investment size on the comreitts negative; however this
relation in both regions is not rejected. This lesuggested that the investments that
tourist made on the destinations were importaniyever the investment size, i.e., any
tangible or intangible resources attached to dioglship may be lost or diminished once

the relationship is being dissolved (Rusbult, 1991)
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5.5.3 Azores and Madeira Islands— Multigroup Analys

The Azores island destination is described by d@sriem Regional Authority as “nature
all around you”. The archipelago offers unmatchaatitions for nature tourism by virtue
of its unique natural heritage, which influenced Huilt and cultural heritage that is full
of singular features. This heritage has been predeand classified, and includes marine
biodiversity, flora and fauna, volcanic caves areblgndscapes, nature parks and
botanical gardens, as well as natural resourcdasaxe to each island.

Madeira Island enjoys a very favourable geogranydurism practices, particularly in
terms of climate and natural heritage. These twmehts form the basis of the region’s
tourist attraction. Thdevadas and the various nature reserves are assumed as a
differentiating factor and, together with the proily of the mountain to the sea, form
the basis of the target value of this tourism aesion.

In the same vein, this part of the results aimgetd and examine for similarities and
differences on the different path relationshipstied structure model, among loyalty
process and its determinants, from a destinatigiomal perspective; however in this
case, comparing the Atlantic archipelagos of theorAz and Madeira, which are
autonomous regions of Portugal.

Invariance tests for the Azores and Madeira weneethout following the same steps as
those performed to test the invariance betweenpgromho visited Lisbon and the
Algarve.

Thus, the following hypothesis was formulated:

Hb: B(Azores) = B(Madeira)

Hbb: at least one beta is different between groups

As shown in Table 5.9, the likelihood-ratio tedti{square difference) scored 195.205
(df = 19, p = 0.000), suggesting that structuratdes were different between the two
groups. Based on the results obtained, Hb wastegjetce. it can be concluded that at
least one of the structural coefficients is diffarbetween the two groups. Next, with
differences existing between the two groups in joeswe proceeded with the next step
in order to identify the source and intensity ohfanvariance.

To identify the parameters of the paths where thdats differ, we analysed the values

of the critical indexes (critical ratios) of theffdrences between all pairs of free
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parameters. The criterion is the abovementionedihe absolute values of the Z-score is
> |2| and allows us to reject Hb and conclude thatparameters are significantly

different.

The Z test enables us to ascertain the degreerinpity or distance that exists between
the structural factors in the different groups. &hsen this information, it is possible to
deepen the analysis, by maintaining the restristion relations which are considered

equivalent and freeing relations that have provédrént from this imposition.

Table 5.9- The Likelihood Ratio — Azores and Maded.

Groups Azores and Madeira

Chi-square  df p-value Invariante?
Unconstrained 1859,251 252
Fully constrained 2054,456 271
Difference 195,205 19 0,000 No

Source: Own elaboration, from AMOS output.

The constant data in the following table presentedvalues of standardized structural
coefficients, the p-value and Z-values (criticdlag indicating the relationships which

are shown to be non-invariant between the two ggdnyarked with an asterisk).

As shown in Table 5.10, six structural paths wegeicantly different across the two
destinations, namely the path from “motivations™satisfaction” (z= 11.174); the path
from “commitment” to “composite loyalty” (z= -2.15)as well as the path from
“satisfaction” to “composite loyalty” (z= -2.377)the path from “income “ to “variety
seeking” (z= -2.744) and “motivations” to “variesgeking” (z=8.798) and finally the
path from “Satisfaction” to “ “variety seeking” (4=658).
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Table 5.10- Z Score (Critical Ratios for Difference) — Azores and Madeira.

Notes: SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Seeking; IBvestment-Size; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Motivations; I Income; COM:

Azores (A) Madeira (M)

Standardized p  Standardized Z-score

Coefficients Coefficients
Hbl saT —  MOT 0.487 0.000 0.629 0.000  11.174%*
Hb2 com —  SAT 0.132 0.002 0.118 0.000 1.567
Hb3 | oy — COoMm 0.165 0.000 0.136 0.000 -2.15%
Hb4 | oy —  SAT 0.179 0.000 0.141 0.000  -2.377*
Hb6 vs — INC -0.158 0.000 -0.300 0.000  -2.744%*
Hb7 vs —  MOT 0.895 0.000 0.832 0.000  8.798**
Hb8 s —  SAT 0.704 0.000 0.722 0.000  4,658**
Hb9 com — IS -0.062 0.089 -0.045 0.010 0.417
Commitment

*** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value &.10
Source: Own elaboration, from AMOSpuit

Having presented the non-invariant relationships, proceeded to the analysis of the
partially restricted model. Based on the restrictemtiel, the non-invariant relationships
were freed after checking that there were no sigamt relationships in both groups

simultaneously (Azores and Madeira).

According with the Table 5.11, the first differentes in the intensity between the
motivations and satisfaction whose relation wasiigantly different between the two
islands. This path is more intense in Madeffal(= 0.629; p<0.00) than in the Azores
(Bb12=0.490; p<0.00) suggesting that even with slighlfedences the more highly
motivated tourists are, the higher the satisfactidns finding can be justified referring
to some previous studies results (Swan & Combs6;19ysal & Noe, 2003), in which
the authors stated that tourist evaluation of phgsical products of a destination
(instrumental performance) as well as the psychcébgnterpretation of a destination
product (expressive attributes) are necessary donam actions. Considering that the
authors postulate that the expressive is moreegkledt emotion, whereas instrumental
performance is more cognitively oriented, expressxperiences truly motivate and

contribute to increasing the level of satisfaction.
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Table 5.11- Differences in Path Coefficients (Azoseand Madeira).

Azores (A) Madeira (M)

Standardized Standardized

Coefficients SE R P Coefficients SE R P
Hbl SAT « MOT 0.490 0.032 13.073 *** 0.629 0.025 35.287 ***
Hb2 COM « SAT 0.221 0.037 24,995 0.118 0.150 5.435 ok
Hb3 LOY «+ COM 0.305 0.004 6.702  *** 0.036 0.002 6.491  ***
Hb4 LOY <« SAT 0.174 0.014 4210 *** 0.141 0.004 6.570  **
Hb6 VS «— INC -0.071 0.032 -1.903 0.05 -0.300 0.025 14.694 **
Hb7 VS «— MOT 0.487 0.061 12.089 *** 0.832 0.054 29.785  ***
Hb8 VS «— SAT 0.179 0.323 10.528  *** 0.722 0.421 12540 ***
Hb9COM «— IS 0.580 0.037 24,995 -0.045 0.023 -2571  0.01

Notes: Notes: SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Segkils: Investment-Size; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Mativatis; INC: Income;
COM: Commitment; SE: Standard Error; CR: Criticaltigs
*** n-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value .10

Source: Own elaboration, from AMOS output

Concerning the influence of commitment on compdseialty, the results suggested that,
as predicted, tourist loyalty was positively infheed by commitment; however this
influence is stronger in the Azorefb@.=0.305; p<0.01) than in Madeirfl3u= 0.036;
p<0.01). In this context is important to explaiattimany of the tourists that visit Azores
Island are descendants of natives of the islarmlsjissting friends and relatives is a
potential and emotional motivation for choosing Amres, which means that the family
life cycle influences their choice of holiday destiion. Accordingly, their socio
demographic and tripographic profile (see Tableah@ 4.3, Chapter 1V), revealed that
tourist travelling to Azores are older (more thany®ar old), they travelled more for
visiting family and friends purposes when compai@dadeira (Azores= 18.6% and
Madeira = 6.5%) and as a consequence were mofg lkstay in family/ friend’s house
(18,9%). Those travelling to Madeira travelled mfmmevacation/leisure purposes and as
a consequence were more likely to stay in commem@tzommodation, notably
aparthotels. This results are in line with thoskieed by the author Dias, Correia &
Martinez (2014) who suggest that the more inforitie type of lodging the more

comfortable the tourists may feel (away from horaefbeling at home.

In this context, it can be considered that the @nat reactions to the tourism experience
are fundamental determinants of post-consumptidm\ieurs such as, intention to
recommend, attitude judgments and choice, but thiabexperiential process such as
imaging, daydreams, and emotions play an importdatin destination choice behaviour
(Gnoth, 1997; Goossens, 2000).
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In the same vein, satisfaction also influencesligyat a slow pace. In fact even with
significant differences, the coefficients are pasibut very low (Azores $b4.=0.174;
p<0.01 and Madeirfb4v= 0.141; p<0.01) this suggests that a high dedrsatsfaction
does not always lead to loyalty, which is in linghathe authors Petrick (1999); Hellier
et al. (2003) and Skogland & Siguaw (2004). Moreover, std@ring that consumers
accumulate domain expertise through encounter$peonsumption experiences as the
relationship with the service provider unfolds @ear al.,1994), the impact of cognition
and effect on loyalty are likely to decrease owmet Therefore, the association between
perceived value, satisfaction and loyalty may degnate over time. Finally, this result
are partially in line with those achieved by théhaws Correieget al. (2015) who states
that the expected number of visits decreases withigts’ satisfaction, especially in the

case of Nordic tourists visiting Azores.

At a moderate level, the Azores and Madeira islamdsved significant differences in the
relation between income and variety-seeking. Thogosdemographic profile of tourists
measured by income is significant in MadeiffoGu= -0.300; p<0.01) moderating
variety-seeking in a negative sense, whereas inAbheres the coefficient is not
statistically significantf{b6s=-0.071, p=0.05). This suggests that medium-hightagh-
income groups are more likely to take part in défe tourist activities (Hay &
McConnell, 1979; Walshkt al.,1992) and to spend more on them (€&al.,1995; Fish
& Waggle, 1996; Cai, 1998; Cannon & Ford, 2002; agiothers).

However, in a contextual setting, nature is assuased vector of essential importance in
the configuration of Madeira Island as a territdoy recreation and tourism, if one
considers the idea of a nuclear mix and hierardhattoactions stated by Leiper (1990).
In the case of Madeira, the nuclei the tourist essto experience is nature, as landscape,
flora, climate and théevadaswalks, (Oliveira & Pereira, 2008). In this senaad
considering the context of this destination’s tenrioffer, the results are in line with
Wang (2004) considering that repeat tourists sybainl time more intensively, engage
in activities related to local culture and lifegfer participating in more social activities
such as shopping, dining or visiting friends ankhtrees, and are destination-aware
visitors who are knowledgeable regarding the rasfgeetivities available.

Nevertheless in the Azores this is not so relesarte they are mostly motivated to visit

family and relatives.
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The Azores and Madeira Island showed significaffeinces in the relation between
motivations and variety-seeking. Motivations playsegative role in explaining variety-
seeking, in particular in Madeirgl{7m=-0.832; p<0.01) whereas in Azores this effect is
positive and lower fb72=0.487; p<0.01). This result is in line with theepious
argument. That is to say that Madeira in comparisothe Azores is an island with a
more favourable geographic area for tourism prasticombining climate with heritage
and with the proximity of the mountain to the sedjch forms the basis of the target
value of this tourism destination. As a complemémig result is supported by previous
research carried out by Kahn (1995) in which vgrgeteking behaviour does not occur
for all products to the same extent due to varfmasluct category-level determinants of
variety-seeking behaviour which is generated thinougrinsic and and/or extrinsic
motivations. Moreover, the average length of stayamiliar destinations may lead to a
wish to stay longer, suggesting an increase of malrgutility or the non-satiation
principle of revealed preference. An increasinggima utility is expected in destinations
where innovations and emerging activities feedadpimal level of the novelty tourists

seek, even in familiar destinations (Correia, Pimg&rouch, 2009).

Finally, the results revealed that satisfactiomiienced by variety seeking. According
with the standardized coefficients this path iatieely more intense in Madeirg3{{8u=
0.722; p<0.01) than in Azorefl8=0.179; p<0.01). These results revealed that tburis
variety-seeking behaviour is derived by their lesEkatisfaction in Madeira, meaning
that the tourists perceived the island as an atteacplace, with different but
complementary tourism attractions and experientis. statement is in line with Kahn
(1995) who postulates that if there are more braadeties in the category, the
phenomenon will increase consumers’ need for sttrarl in that product category, even

when they are given the option of repeating congionp

Lastly, contradictory to the results expected réiation that posits that composite loyalty
is influenced by variety-seeking was not suppoftedoth destinations, suggesting the

need to continue researching the intensity relatlmetween these two constructs.
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5.5.4 Years: 2009/10 — 2010/11- Multigroup Analysis

In tourism studies is has been postulated thatique\experiences with a destination can
have a significant impact on present and futuregsbbehaviour (Beerli & Martin, 2004;
Chi, 2012; Pefnat al., 2013; among others). In line with this statemehg authors
Gundlach & Murphy (1993) and Jang & Feng (2007 stplate that time is a critical
ingredient of strong, committed relationships, tsis also important to observe tourists’

revisits intentions from a time perspective becansmtion often changes over time.

Bearing in mind the previous perspective, the nahijective of the present analysis is to
test and examine for similarities and differencethie path relationships of the structure
model, and to assess the extent to which the detamts of loyalty vary over time
between the loyalty process and its determinartie. fime period that embodied the
present analysis is the IATA year 2009/10 (yeanAd 2010/11 (year B).

The invariance tests for Year A and B for the Yware carried out following the same

steps that were performed to test the invarian¢learprevious analyses.
Thus, the following hypothesis was formulated:

Hc: C (2009/10) = C (2010/11)

Hcc: at least one beta is different between groups.

The likelihood-ratio test (chi-square differencayg a result of 47.503 (df =1;8:0.000),
suggesting that structural factors were differegtirieen the two groups (Table 5.12).
Based on the results obtained, Hc was discardegditican be concluded that at least one
of the structural coefficients is different betwdhbr two groups. Then, with differences
existing between the two groups in question, weg@eded to the next step in order to

identify the source and intensity of non-invariance

To identify the parameters of the paths where tbdats differ, we analysed the values
of the critical indexes (critical ratios) of theffdrences between all pairs of free

parameters.
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Table 5.12 -The Likelihood Ratio — Years 2009/10 an?010/11.

Groups Years 2009/10 and 2010/11

Chi-square df p-value Invariant?
Unconstrained 983,197 252
Fully constrained 1030,7 271
Difference 47,503 19 0,000 No

Source: Own elaboration, from AMOS output

The absolute values of Z above Z=0.975=1.96 allswoueject Hc and conclude that the
parameters are significantly different. The follagitable (non-restricted model) shows
the structural coefficients, the p-values and thHes values (critical ratios) indicating
the relationships that are revealed as non-invabietween the two groups (marked with
an asterisk). Based on this information, it is ja@eso deepen the analysis, maintaining
the restrictions on relations considered equivadent freeing relations that have proved
different from this imposition.

As illustrated in Table 5.13 the path from “motieais” to “satisfaction” (z=-1.699); the
path from “satisfaction” to “commitment” (z= -2.15he path from “satisfaction” to
“loyalty” (z=2.744); the path from “motivations” ttvariety seeking” (z=-2.157) as well
as the path from “satisfaction” to “variety seeKif@= 3.103), are significantly different
between 2009/10 and 2010/11.

Table 5.13- Z Score (Critical Ratios for Difference) — 2009/10 and 2010/11.

2009/10 2010/11
Standardized P Standardized P z-score
Coefficients Coefficients

Hcl SAT — MOT 0.608 0.000 0.686 0.000 -1.699*
Hc2 COM — SAT 0.165 0.000 0.136 0.000 -2.15**
Hc3 LOY — COM 0.044 0.122 0.084 0.237 0.542
Hc4 LOY — SAT 0.158 0.000 0.300 0.000 2.744***
HeS Loy — VS -0.071 0.113 -0.093 0.289  -0.244
Hcé VS — INC -0.132 0.002 -0.118 0.000 1.567
Hc7 VS — MOT 0.834 0.000 0.790 0.000 -2.157*
Hc8 VS — SAT 0.076 0.038 -0.253 0.010 3.103***
Hc9 COM — IS -0.206 0.824 -0.231 0.637 0.275

Notes: SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Seeking; I8vestment-Size; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Motivations;
INC: Income; COM: Commitment
*** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value €.10 Source: Own elaboration, from AMOS output
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After identifying the paths that differ in the tvgooups, we went on to the next step. For
this, the parameters that had proved invariant oth lgroups remained fixed and

restrictions were removed from the parameterdthdiproved different so that they could
be freely calculated. Thus, it is possible to obsdrow the paths which are not invariant

behave when calculated with no restrictions.

Having tested the partially restricted model (imipgequivalence on the parameters that
showed no differences and with no restrictionshmsé which proved to be different) the

results listed in Table 5.14 were obtained.

Table 5.14- Differences in Path Coefficients (20080 and 2010/11).

Year A (2009/10) Year B (2010/11)

Tz e on  p G e o
Hcl SAT <« MOT 0.607 0.052 14.814  *** 0.686 0.028 33.583 ***
Hc2 cOM < SAT 0.305 0.004  6.702  *** 0.136 0.002 6.491  ***
He3Loy <« COM 0.207 0.004  12.609  **=* 0.205 0.004  12.609  ***
Hc4a LOY <« SAT 0.071 0.032 1903 0.05 0.300 0.025 14.694  ***
Hc5LOY « VS 0.198 0.004 12.609 ok 0.224 0.004 12.609 Frk
Hc6 VS — INC -0.221 0.037 -24.995  *= -0.118 0.150  -12.435 ***
Hc7 VS «— MOT 0.864 0.035 26.536 *** 0.790 0.017 44.962 ***
Hc8 VS «— SAT 0.459 0.068 15.396  *** 0.215 0.169  3.199  ***
HcOCcoOM <« IS -0.205 0.004 -23.185  *** -0.315 0.004  35.626  ***

Notes: Notes: SAT: Satisfaction; VS: Variety Segkils: Investment-Size; LOY: Loyalty; MOT: Mativatis; INC: Income;
COM: Commitment: SE: Standard Error; CR: Criticaities
*** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value 8.10 Source: Own elaboratioom AMOS output.

Previous Table shows the values of standardizedtsnal coefficients, standard error
critical ratios and the p-value. Through the staddaror value (equal value) the paths
which proved invariant with respect to the two dedtons (2009/10 and 2010/11) can
be identified. It is also possible to observe nigmificant relationships, where the p-

value of the standardized paths were higher théf. 0.

The first refers to the influence of motivations sattisfaction, in which the intensity
between the motivations and satisfaction was saamtly different between the two
years. According to the standardized coefficiehts path is relatively more intense in
2010/11 fcls= 0.686; p<0.01) than in the year 2009/1frlk= 0.607; p<0.01),

suggesting that even with slight differences theertaghly motivated tourists are, the

higher the satisfaction. This relation is in aceorce with Gitelson & Crompton (1984);
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Mohr et al. (1993) and Kozak (2000), suggesting that repestové are more satisfied
than that first time visitors. Moreover, accordingh Swan & Combs (1976); Uysal &
Noe (2003) the evaluations of the physical produsfsdestination (instrumental
performance) as well as the psychological integti@h of a destination product
(expressive attributes) are necessary for humaonactSince the expressive is more
related to emotion, whereas instrumental performailscmore cognitively oriented,
expressive experiences truly motivate and conteibusatisfaction. It has been suggested
that the instrumental and expressive attributeskworcombination to produce overall
satisfaction (Uysal & Noe, 2003).

Satisfaction and commitment were significantly eliéint between the years A and B.
Specifically, these differences rely on a relagvhigh significant effect in 2009/10
(Bc2a= 0.305; p<0.01) than in 2010/1fc@==0.136; p<0.01). In this regard, time plays
an important role since the effect of customerséatiion seems to decay over time, and
repeaters might have a lower level of satisfadtiecause of higher expectations in some
cases (Anwar & Sohail, 2004; McKercher & Wong, 2002ubT & Morgan (1998)
argued that satisfaction may be stable over tinspite the fact that emotional and
cognitive aspects could change from one encounténg next. The role of cognitive
evaluation processes degrades with continued rbasecdecisions (Gefen, 2003), and
satisfaction may not be a core element of loyaligeoloyalty has been established
(Oliver, 1999). Moreover, according with Corregd al. (2015) when tourists have
moderate expectations about Portugal and whenititeimtions to return are not tacitly

assumed, the past frequency of revisit is likelgdéorease.

In the same vein, satisfaction also influences ltgyr both years: 2009/1B¢4-=
0.071; p<0.05) and 2010/1c4s= 0.300; p<0.01). These results are in line withtilpes

of tourists suggested by Schmidhauser (1976) thahis case may be considered as
continuous switcher’s tourists who do not come baakn though they are satisfied with
the destination in their current visit. Moreoveccarding with DubT & Morgan (1998)
satisfaction may be stable over time; despitedhethat emotional and cognitive aspects
could change from one encounter to the next. Theeafocognitive evaluation processes
degrades with continued repurchase decisions (G28&3), and satisfaction may not be

a core element of loyalty (Oliver, 1999).
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The results from 2009/10 and 2010/11 showed sianti differences in the relation
between motivations and variety-seeking. Motivagiprays a role in explaining variety-
seeking, in particular in Year A¢7,= 0.864; p<0.01) where the coefficient is higher
than in the Year Bpc78=0.790; p<0.01). That is to say that in 2009/10rists’
motivations were higher which in turn influence itheariety search behaviour. This
behaviour was also confirmed by different authokewar & Sohail, 2004; Lau &
McKercher, 2004; among others) revealing that -firsers and repeat visitors have
significantly different motives for traveling. Fanstance, first-time visitors were
motivated to explore, while repeat visitors camedasume; first-timers participated in
geographically dispersed activities, while repasiters tended to shop, dine, and spend
time with family and friends. In terms of intendedtivities, most findings seem to
suggest that repeat visitors prefer to participataore social activities such as shopping,
dining, and visiting friends and relatives, whilest-time visitors seem to enjoy visiting
major iconic attractions that may help satisfy rtyweeeking motivations (Fallon &
Schofield, 2003; Lau & McKercher, 2004). Wang (2pako showed that repeat visitors
were more likely to stay longer, take part in fewetivities and be involved in local life-

related activities than first-time visitors.

Finally, the years 2009/10 and 2010/11 showed ®ogmt differences in the relation
between satisfaction and variety-seeking. The tesuggest that satisfaction plays a role
in explaining variety-seeking, in particular in ZO00 Bc8:= 0.495; p<0.01), where the
coefficient is higher than in 2010/1Bcgs= 0.215; p<0.01). In this regard, Lau &
McKercher (2004); Let al., (2006); and Oppermann (1997) and Wang (2004) stiowe
that repeaters spend their time more intensivatgage in activities related to local
culture and life, prefer participating in more sd@ctivities such as shopping, dining or
visiting friends and relatives, and are destinatimrare visitors who are knowledgeable
regarding the range of activities available. Alsmsistent with previous studies (Barroso
et al.,2007; Kahret al. 1986; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; Sanchez-Gasta. 2012;
Tang & Chin, 2007), tourists choose alternatives irotational way that provides the
most enjoyment on a specific consumption occasian éhough the alternatives are
familiar. Moreover, an increase in the number ipistto a specific destination can cause
an individual to be relatively more involved withat destination compared to a traveller

with fewer or no previous trips. However, it is ioffant to consider that in 2010/11,
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tourist satisfaction has a weaker impact on vaisetgking, which may be explained in
that tourist derived varied behaviours, that iggered by changes in the external
environment rather than internal motivation. Thigeenal environment may be a
consequence of the global crisis that redefinedswarers’ priorities, and they have

become more cautious regarding their variety clsoteholidays.
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CHAPTER VI: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTI ONS.

6.1 Introduction

The main purpose of this research was to developngprehensive destination loyalty
model able to shed light on the most important meteants of tourist loyalty. It
investigated the theoretical and empirical evideorethe causal relationships among
satisfaction, motivations, variety seeking, comneitrtj investment size, income and

loyalty.

The research also examined whether the destinlatyatty model was invariant across

different destinations in Portugal (Lisbon and Fand the Azores and Madeira, as well
as over the years 2009/10 and 2010/11. The regammbihe yearly analyses reinforce the
understanding of loyalty process patterns and a&&ithe determinants that persist under

different contexts and over the years.

Having undertaken a thorough literature review dfeént theoretical and empirical
marketing and tourism studies that have been peapas the conceptualization of
loyalty, a conceptual tourist loyalty process maoslas proposed, based on the perspective
of the Investment Model (IM). The conceptual stamat model was framed in nine
research hypotheses, categorizing two types olupsecs to customer loyalty (customer
satisfaction, variety seeking and commitment) amdvise/product-related factors
(investment size and motivations). The model wapieaally tested with data collected
from the study INITIATIVE:pt with a total of 899Iniernational leisure tourists. Data
analysis in terms of data description measuremexetn hypothesis testing (SEM) and
a comparison of different perspectives (multipleugr analysis) was applied to test

hypotheses considering the different objectivethefpresent research.

This chapter reviews the findings reported in Caaptl. In addition, this chapter also
addresses how the research findings contributestexisting body of knowledge in terms
of methodological, theoretical and practical apphes. Limitations of the research are

also discussed including future research directions

140



Chapter VI — Conclusions and Future Research Dares

6.2 Conclusions

The purpose of this research was to gain an uradetistg of the structure and formation
of tourist destination loyalty. Specifically, thendset that sets off the aim of this research
was to examine loyalty as a process where sevarables intervene in its formation,
that is to say in an integrated perspective, camsid that in the loyalty research, different
constructs were found to contribute separatelyxfgagning tourists’ loyalty, but none

used all of them simultaneously.

This dissertation postulated that motivation is #t@rting point, influencing tourists’
assessment of the place visited (satisfaction)isf@ation determines the level of
commitment that depends on the investment tounisesd to make, and both explain
loyalty whether it be from an attitudinal or belmawial perspective. Loyalty is also
explained by the promise of tourists to risk newtoiations or to engage in the same
ones to avoid surprises (variety seeking). Thellef@ariety seeking in which tourists
are willing to engage is also explained by motmasi and satisfaction, as well as by their
socio-demographic profile.

The analysis of these relationships concludes &lsgtyedicted, tourists’ push satisfaction
(emotional) and pull satisfaction (cognitive) leves positively influenced by push and
pull motivations, indicating that the influence ofiotivations on satisfaction is
remarkable, which means that it meets touristseetations. The results also determined
that the level of commitment is determined by tneel of satisfaction, and that tourist
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty is influencegdtheir level of satisfaction. This relation
means that the tourist’s high levels of satisfactovides the tourist with repeated
positive reinforcement, thus creating commitmeiltdicing bonds. However, in line with
tourist commitment, the results revealed that ther@egative relation between the
investment size and the commitment. On this poiistimportant to highlight thah the
history of tourismthe year o2009/10, was marked by a global financial crisikjol

redefined tourists’ priorities, and they became enzautious regarding their choices.

The findings also showed that the tousisarch for variety negatively influences loyalty.
The variety-seeking behaviour is more consistent whh ieed to break with routine in

decision-making and to chooserisk new destinations.
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Focusing mainly on the measurement of variety sepind on the motivations that lead
consumers to seek variety in their purchases,stevalent that tourists’ motivations have
a strong influence on tourist variety seeking bétav In line with the results of the latent
construct “motivations” on the measurement moddtA}; this reveals that tourists’
desire to satisfy their intrinsic needs (push naiton)was the more important one. There
Is a distinction made in the literature review begw derived varied behaviour and direct
variety seeking (which depends on whether the $witcbehaviour is extrinsically or
intrinsically motivated), but this study suggedtieak tourists have a direct variety seeking
behaviour (intrinsically motivated) that is influged by their intrinsic motivations and
needs.

It was also possible to conclude that touristsietgirseeking is influenced by their level
of satisfaction. This indicates that tourists weagisfied with the destination attributes
and services and that satisfaction has an impattteanlevel of curiosity. Lastly, it was
possible to confirm tourist variety seeking is negay influenced by income, meaning
that changes in prices and incomes will have anaahpn tourists’ decisions,
conditioning tastes, preferences and desire togaken different tourist activities.

Finally, and in line with the proposed objectiviéee destination loyalty model was tested
across Lisbon and Algarve; the Azores and Madainaed! as over the years 2009/10 and
2010/11, and it was found that some of the modeisitacts and relations exert
differential effects between the various groups tio@ed and in some cases the relations
between the variables was not supported in a ragsde the group. As a summary of
this evidence, it was in the group of islands, nlgitiee Azores and Madeira, that most
of the differential effects were verified. In sutine results revealed that the model works
differently among the regions, and that these difiees rely on the characteristics and
attractions available at each destination, whictuin have an impact on tourist loyalty
behaviour. Moreover, contradictory to the resukpeeted, the relation that posits that
composite loyalty is influenced by variety-seekimgas not supported for both
destinations, suggesting the need to continue reseg the intensity relations between
these two constructs.

In a perspective over time, it is possible to cadel that five relations exert differential
effects over the years. In fact 2009/10 and 201@/@re two years in which Portugal and

Europe had to deal with the implementation of aitgteneasures which in turns led to
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alterations in consumer spending habits. Facing ¢hange in consumers’ habits and
spending, Portuguese travel agencies and tourigyersd were compelled to change their
core strategies reviewing their offer in orderutiif consumers’ increasing sensitivity to

value for money. Moreover, in the Portuguese trawel tourism industry, 2010/11 was
a year of success for city breaks and the yednefffirmation of “escapadinhas” as a
popular touristic product. Despite being differenhcepts, the philosophy of these two
offerings is based on the same principal: shopistto historical and cultural tourism

destinations.

6.3 Theoretical Contributions

Different models were developed conceptually anlidssed empirically in different
cultures, providing an excellent foundation on whto develop a comprehensive but
parsimonious model that can be used in travel andsim research. There are some
theoretical contributions that have been estaltishehis study.

The theoretical significance of the present studg @wrawn from the Investment Model
(Rusbult, 1980a, 1980b, 1983; Li, 2006) to revds process underlying loyalty
formation in the tourism destination context. Thedstment Model in this research also
integrated the seemingly segregated findings rtlaiehe antecedents of loyalty from
the leisure/tourism and marketing literature, ngmalriety seeking, motivations, and

tourist family income.

The findings achieved in this research suggesttttfeatnvestment Model might provide
useful guidance in unifying the seemingly segregjéiterature, because the determinants
of the interpersonal commitment suggested in theedtment Model worked in the
context of this study. The commitment determinagéstified in the Investment Model
applied in this research are reliable with the meixtampirical evidence from marketing
and leisure/tourism literature studies (AndersoBrivasan, 2003; Beerdit al., 2004;
Kyle & Mowen, 2005). The initial Investment Modelgposes satisfaction as a major
determinant of commitment (Chiou, 2004; Yang & P&ta, 2004; Yuet al., 2005;
among others), a relation that was supported sxthse, that is to say, tourist commitment
destination is driven by their level of pull andspusatisfaction. Moreover, satisfaction
has been referred as the most straightforward factoyalty (Anderson & Srinivasan,
2003; Beerliet al.2004; Lamet al.,2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005), which was also proved
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in the context of this research. The Investment dliqubsits investment size as a key
determinant of commitment. However, in this reskaand considering the tourism is an
industry highly competitive, it was postulate thhé investment size had a negative
influence on tourist commitment to the destinatiOnr results were consistent with the
results achieved in the literature (Becker, 1960biR & Brockner, 1975; Staw, 1976;
Teger, 1980). Additionally, the results also supgpdrcommitment as an antecedent of
loyalty, in accordance with the authors Beatty, leoamd Kahle (1988); Dick & Basu
(1994); Havitz & Howard (1999); Iwasaki & Havitzq@4); Gustafssoet al., (2005);
and Evanschitzkgt al.,(2006) who argues that commitment is an anteceademnistomer

loyalty or more specifically to its attitudinal abéhavioural components

Nevertheless, as an extension of the InvestmenteMadlde proposed model for this
research also posits that variety-seeking, tounistivation and tourist family income,
were also important as determinants of loyalty,edaen the extant marketing and
leisure/tourism literature.

Having in mind that the relationship between vagrsteking and loyalty is an under-
researched topic in marketing and leisure/tourigerdture (Bernéet al., 2001), this
research tried to give a new impulse to understamdl model variety-seeking in the
context of destination loyalty. So, this researties that tourist variety seeking was a
negative predictor of composite loyalty and alsat tourist motivations and satisfaction
influence variety-seeking, and finally that tourfatmily income negatively influences
variety seeking. The results supported these stattnand revealed that tourist variety-
seeking behaviour is generated through a rangatrafisic and extrinsic satisfaction and
motivations, but it is not generated by the toufenily income. Moreover variety-
seeking as an individual trait negatively affectsrist composite loyalty. This outcome
is consistent with the outcome of the studies gh&@man, (1997), Niinineet al, (2004)
that tourists’ search for variety is a voluntaryiaty which is directed at breaking with
routine. That is to say, that tourists choose adtives in an alternating way, providing

the most enjoyment on a specific consumption ooca@atneet al.,1999).

The relation between tourist motivation and satisé@ with the destinations has been
widely studied and emphasized by the tourism liteea(Kozak, 2001; Yoon & Uysal,
2005; Correia & Pimpéao, 2008; Prebensanal., 2013). The results supported and
revealed that tourists’ pull and push motivatiom$luence tourist pull and push
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satisfaction. That is to say that tourist intrinsatisfaction and the level of satisfaction
with the services provided at the destination (egic satisfaction), meet their
expectations, and therefore, indirectly influenkeirt destination loyalty (Prebensen
al., 2013; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).

Another contribution of this research is that ibposes a conceptual tourist destination
loyalty formation model (Chapter Ill, Figure 2) thextends the loyalty literature
including some of the most critical antecedentewdlty formation and the interrelations

among these antecedents in a single model.

In the context of travel and tourism, a review lué titerature reveals an abundance of
studies on the antecedents of loyalty: satisfag#arderson & Srinivasan, 2003; Bloemer
& Lemmink, 1992; Yoon & Uysal, 2005), switching ¢®sind investments (Backman &
Crompton, 1991a; Beerdit al.,2004; Morais et al.,2004), perceived quality (Baker &
Crompton, 2000; Olsen, 2002; vt al.,2005), and perceived value (Agustin & Singh,
2005; Chiou, 2004; Lamet al.,2004; Yang & Peterson, 2004). All of them provatth
each of these constructs contributes separatedxpaining tourists’ loyalty, but none
used all of them simultaneously. Furthermore, algio a number of studies have
addressed different concepts and relevant modeisecoing destination loyalty, no
empirical study has developed an integrated mdu#lis capable of investigating the
tourism consumers’ loyalty towards a particular tihegion. Which means that the
structural relationship among tourism consumer$ief®eand attitudes toward tourism
destinations remains unexplored. Aside from thé& laicintegrative models to explain
loyalty, further limitations rely on specificitied the geographical analysis undertaken at
a single destination and for a single and verytiohiperiod (McKercher & Denizci,
2010).

Based on these statements, another theoreticatilmgidn of this research was to
propose an integrated conceptual tourist destin&tigalty formation model (Chapter IlI,
Figure 2) that extends the loyalty literature, inthg some of the most critical
antecedents of loyalty formation and the interrefet among these antecedents, but in a
single model.

The model proposed embraces two streams of vasidiie differ in time span, namely
pre-trip components (tourist motivations and varsteking) and post-trip elements
(tourist satisfaction, tourist investment size @stihation and tourist commitment). The

integrative model assumed that motivation is tletisty point, influencing tourists’
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satisfaction. Satisfaction determines the levelcommitment that depends on the
investment tourists need to make, and both exdaalty whether it be from an

attitudinal or behavioural perspective. Loyaltyalso explained by the promise of the
tourists to risk new destinations (variety seeking)e level of variety seeking which
tourists are willing to engage in is also explaibgdnotivations and satisfaction, as well
as by their socio-demographic profile.

Moreover, as consensus has been reached thatylayitains a behavioural and an
attitudinal component (Cunningham 1956; Pritchetrdl, 1999; Backman & Crompton,

1991b; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Moragt al., 2004; Bigné & Andreu, 2005; Chen &
Wang, 2009), the research operationalizes loyalty @vo-dimensional loyalty construct
(tourist composite loyalty) including four itemsrga@ning to attitudinal loyalty (return to

final destination; return to Portugal; recommenelfthal destination and final destination
expectations) and one pertaining to behaviouraltgy(frequency of visits to the final

destination) in the formation of destination toufwmyalty. This conceptualization was
supported by the data. In sum, this study suppadtedtraditional two-dimensional

conceptualization of loyalty, which argues thatdibty has an attitudinal and a
behavioural component (Backman & Crompton, 19914dy,01969; Dick & Basu, 1994;

Jacoby & Chestnut; 1978; Petrick, 1999; Pritchetrdl.,1999; Seliret al.,1988).

The results obtained from SEM analysis offered supfor the statistically significant

relationships among the variables included in titegrative model.

Finally, and bearing in mind that previous resedrab rarely addressed temporal issues
related to destination revisit (Oppermann, 2008at tchanges over time are rarely
accounted for and that time is a critical ingretiehstrong, committed relationships
(Gundlach & Murphy, 1993), another theoretical cimition of this research was to
observe tourists’ loyalty determinants from a tipggspective. Intention often changes
over time, and without a longitudinal researchoitild be difficult to judge conclusively
the long-term effect of the relationship (Jang &&e2007; McKercheet al.,2012).
Based on the results achieved from the multigrowgdysis that examines the extent to
which the determinants of loyalty vary over timavizeen 2009/10 and 2010/11, it was
possible to verify that in fact there are some mheiteants applied in the model that have
changed over time. The relations which represetitednost remarkable changes over

time were the influence of motivations on satistact the influence of satisfaction on
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commitment; the influence of satisfaction on loyathe impact of variety seeking on
motivations and satisfaction. This variations ovene may reveal that repetition
increased tourists’ motivations and in turn theirdl of satisfaction, however, decrease
the commitment. Finally, tourist’'snotivations impacts on their variety seeking

behaviour.

The destination and yearly analysis allows us tmawt for specificities of tourism at the
destination level, reinforcing the understandindpgflty as a process and validating the
determinants that persist under different contartsover the years.

These theoretical contributions may provide a d¢bation for new research to be
undertaken on destination loyalty models, whichthis research contributes to the

progress in knowledge of the processes which pmetwalty in tourists.

6.4 Methodological Contributions

The methodology used in this research providesedjuiels for further research in this
area of study. This is especially true in the acdd@ortugal.

This research also made some considerable contmisuib methodology in a number of
aspects. In research practice, several statisticahiques are employed to analyse tourist
loyalty as process. Firstly this research has pexvia contribution to methodology
through the use of the structural equation modegnalyse loyalty as a process where
several variables intervene in its formation. Thethod gives considerable contributions.
Firstly, because SEM has the ability to incorporiaent variables, which are not
measured directly in the analysis (Hetiral.,2006) and allows the incorporation of latent
constructs, which are constructs that cannot bectlyr measured (Byrne, 2010). As
Ullman (2006) stated, SEM is the only possible gsialwhen the research of interest is
complex and multidimensional. In this research,cepts of interest in the study cannot
be observed directly, for example, investment sagisfaction, motivations, composite
loyalty and variety-seeking, and could only be nueed indirectly by means of observed

variables such as questionnaire items used td sdgponses related to such variables.

Furthermore, SEM has been widely used in a numbisoiplines; however in the area
of travel and tourism studies, SEM is relativelpew concept (Chi & Qu, 2008) and

tourism researchers are faced with a set of iltga@ questions. Thus it has become
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imminent to apply SEM in tourism in order to promajuality research (Turner and
Reisinger, 2001). At the individual level, SEM iarficularly appropriate for tourism

research because the factors influencing touristmade are linked to personal

determinants of consumer behaviour (Smith, 1988Heéd, given that personal
determinants are latent, the SEM model can be be=t to represent the observed
dimensions of an unobserved structure (Assakeizi\&irO’Connor, 2010).

Secondly, this study uses the multigroup analyestrique in SEM, because it allows
researchers to compare multiple samples acrossaime measurement instrument or
multiple population groups for any identified stwal equation model. Moreover,
comparison of the causal relationship across timepka groups or a multiple group
analysis have recently received more attention @daberg & Lance, 2000). The main
reason is that the findings of a multiple grouplgsia offer an in-depth insight in both
advanced theoretical contribution and managersghts (Nyagaet al.,2010). In fact,
the use of multigroup analysis has enabled theareler to effectively find out if there
were significant differences in the path relatidgpshof the structure model (if the
structural model was invariant), among loyalty atsddeterminants, in a destination
regional perspective, namely between Lisbon andiig and Madeira and the Azores
destinations, but also, in a longitudinal perspec(009/10 and 2010/11).

Finally, and in line with the use of multigroup &rss technique in SEM, and given the
lack of previous studies into the widespread lathoagitudinal data on destination
choice by individuals, this research addressed ¢eahpssues related to destination, to
observe tourists’ revisits intentions from a timergpective, because intention often
changes over time, and time is significant in tsturetention and loyalty (Oppermann,
2000). Destination loyalty essentially places thgkasis on a longitudinal perspective,
looking at lifelong visitation behaviour of travetk rather than just at a cross-sectional
perspective in which today’s visitation is complgtenrelated to previous visitation or,
in a more general perspective, to previous expeei@er se.

The longitudinal perspective adopted in this redeas a method, gives a new perspective
about the changes over time, in tourist loyaltyarbey in mind the notion that past

experience has an influence on future behavioartourism destination choice context.
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6.5 Practical Implications

Nowadays destinations are continuously facing taxaghpetition in the tourism market,
and DMO and destinations operators need to hawdtarhunderstanding when visitors
become loyal to a particular destination and whatlee determinants of loyalty that help
in retaining visitors over long periods and in difnt regions of a destination. The results
provided in this study are a useful tool for desilon managers to evaluate the destination
performances, and try to monitor their touristgdly, which means that this research
also aims to contribute with knowledge that cowdtptDMOs to tackle such a challenge:
gaining and retaining destination visitors.

Tourism marketing strategies are broadly directednaintaining healthy revisitation
levels by enhancing destination loyalty, while ¢ tsame time stimulating demand
through attracting new tourists. These strategies @lated to the relationship
management perspective, in which marketing strasegittempting to attract more
customers are defined as transactional while miakstrategies attempting to get more
business from a select number of existing custoraexditled relational (Dwyeet al.,
1987; Gronroos, 1994). However, contrary to whatrseto be happening in destination
marketing thought, these two paradigms should edténated as independent but rather
understood as situated at opposite ends of a camtir{Dwyeret al, 1987). In destination
marketing, one end of this continuum would haverigtsi engaging in discrete
transactions with the destination, exchanging mdoneyoods and services. The other
end of the continuum would have tourists engageaelationships with the destination,
making tangible and intangible investments and etipg equitable retribution over time.
In between, there would be tourists engaged inirgggin choices involving both

transactional and relational characteristics.

For tourism destinations attempting to keep thairent tourists, this study identifies four
areas that they need to focus on, namely satisfaatiotivation, tourist investment size,
and tourist income and tourist commitment, as a waynvolve transactional and

relational strategies.

Strategically improving tourist satisfaction is nmtnew idea. Therefore, destination
managers should focus on establishing a high visiisfaction level so as to create
positive  post-purchase visitor behaviour and imprfsustain  destination

competitiveness. This research proposes that aetiish is strongly predicted by tourist
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motivations, that is to say that destination atii@s have to confirm and exceed the initial
tourist’s expectations. It is known that touristisfaction is subjective in nature, and that
it may be influenced by many factors beyond marsgemwer. Consequently, from a
managerial perspective, tourism destinations havecdntinue to improve tourist
satisfaction by enhancing the quality and valughaf destinations, but also, of their
tourism services, both of which are under managé&menntrol (Baker & Crompton,
2000; Petrick, 2004).

However, to improve the destination and servicditydt is essential to understand the
benefits sought by their tourists, and move thesources accordingly to improve service
attributes that can satisfy such benefits (Peti@€Q4). That is to say that destinations
managers should invest resources in tourist prafittbehaviour research, in a systematic
way, through a destination marketing informatiorsteyn (DMIS). This systematic
research about tourist behaviour should incorpdrath the attitudinal and behavioural
variables of loyalty, as a useful tool for destioatmanagers to evaluate destination
performances, and try to monitor their touristsydlly, but also as a way to fully
understand tourist loyalty. Moreover, understandirty tourist loyalty fluctuates over
time, its satisfaction, investment size and alsdtality and value, should be analysed
using benchmarking metrics, as a way to compareéndtiens’ performance and help to
identify where the problem is. This kind of resdmais increasingly important for an
effective marketing mix, and comprehensive DMISswaderpin the promotional efforts
of destination marketing organisations (DMOs) amduee a competitive marketing

strategic perspective.

The results achieved from the relation betweenstment size and commitment, which
in this case state a negative relation, suppogtgin that destination operators and DMO
should consider monetary price and non-monetacg@t the destination operations level
to improve the performance and competitiveness hef destination in the wider
competitive market. They should consider not oolgalled monetary pricing of products
and services but also improve the action on nonatawy pricing. By giving more
attention to the components of monetary and nonataoy investments, it becomes a
more alluring factor for travellers to visit thedti@ation. It is known that generally,
monetary investment has a higher evaluation tharmonetary investments but this

might not be true for rich visitors who like to agghysical and mental hassles.
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Portugal as a tourism destination is recognizea esuntry where the regional diversity
is evident as well as the diversity of tourism proi. Buhalis (2000) describes tourism
destinations as a bundle of tourism products ableffer an integrated experience to
consumers and highlights the role that planningraatketing play in its management.
Tourist variety-seeking behaviour has been sugdesteone of the main driving forces
of multi-destination trips, which might lead to mmsg different destinations.
Investigation of multi-destination trips has beengidered as one of the solutions where
the linkage between destinations may provide bdsesdestination bundling or
development of collaborative marketing strategresyder to retain tourists and improve
the whole experience (Tideswell & Faulkner, 199@9sSyadiah, Kono & Morisugi,
2006).

However, bearing in mind that tourism activity isade up of a fragmented structure
requiring the coordination of different actorsveaadl as the development of partnerships,
the competitive advantage of the destination caal®® highly influenced by the ability
to operationalise a complex and integrated finalrigd product that satisfies and is
capable of capturing and retaining tourists indlestination. Moreover, travellers who
are loyal to specific leisure activities or destioas are significantly more likely to select
destinations in which they can participate in thasévities during their “free time”.
Additionally, these loyal individuals are much lessnsitive to changes in costs and
policies associated with these leisure activitidedre & Juaneda, 2006). By identifying
the activity loyalties of travellers, city and t@m planners can develop destination
activities and adopt appropriate policies and ppomts to effectively retain current

visitors as well as attracting new visitors.

This variability provides an excellent opportunity new research to be undertaken on
developing a comprehensive destination loyalty rhdbat not only contributes to
progress in knowledge on the processes which peotiyalty in tourists, but also to
progress in management techniques and marketiagegtes aiming at destination

loyalty.
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6.6 Limitations and Future Research Directions

As with all scientific research of this kind, thexee limitations to our study that should
be explicitly noted, and these limitations pointlicections for future research.

This study was an initial attempt to understandsthecture and antecedents of the loyalty
construct. The results achieved were based onadiected in four of the five most
important airports in Portugal (Faro, Lisbon, theofes and Madeira); so incorporating
data from the tourists who arrived at Porto airpoaty enhance the representativeness of
the present results. Thus, further research isssacg in order to determine whether the
theoretical relationships identified in this studye generalizable to other geographic

regions, and other types of travellers.

The data used in this research followed the repeetetes under the Initiative:pt
program, on 2009/10 and 2010/11 namely, LisborEilm®pean cities: Cork, Helsinki,
Moscow and Warsaw; in Faro; Liverpool, Bremen, icksrf (Niederrhein), Frankfurt
(Hahn), Knock, Kerry, Derry, Madrid, Stockholm (Skta), Paris (Beauvais), Oslo
(Rygge), Memmingen (Mun), Maastricht and Billuhathe Islands, the main European
cities were for Azores: Copenhagen, Stockholm aoiebfito and Madeira Internationa
Airport: Bristol, London (Stansted), London (Gati)ic Manchester, Paris (Orly),
Copenhaga and Stocholm.

Furthermore, this research examines for similarigied differences in the different path
relationships of the structure model, between kyyptocess and its determinants, in a
destination regional perspective, namely betwesbhdn and the Algarve; and Madeira
and the Azores destinations.

In with this limitations, as a future researchté&asl of comparing destination regions, it
will be important to compare the main incoming neaskof Portugal. Effective marketing
considers building a loyal customer importancenafoundation of product or enterprise
success, for loyal customers provide a solid bésegular, heavy users who generate a
reliable revenue stream. They are also thougheétihé most profitable user group, with
the costs of retaining them substantially less tise associated with attracting new
consumers (Haywood, 1989; Rosenberg & Czepiel, 19@permann, 2000).
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Further, several variables in the socio-demogragbittext (age and gender, among
others) have been referred as determinants or @mtmagrin tourists’ propensity to be
loyal. Our research only used family income asrde@dent of variety-seeking, So more
research is necessary in order to explore theofadher socio-demographic variables in
the loyalty process.

The model of this type of research should incor@aalditional and necessary variables
on the basis of context (destination attributeaj thay influence the process of tourism
consumer choice decision-making and loyalty judgm@éfhile it may be too difficult to
build an inclusive model about the tourism consulmgalty judgment process, it may be
possible to develop an acceptable integrated busimpanious model gathering

knowledge from various disciplines.

Concerning the longitudinal research design, thudysonly covers two years (2009/10

and 2010/11) in its analysis. Thus, future rese@raeeded to incorporate a longer period
with a 5-year time frame, to fully understand hawmg tourists persist in the same
destination, but also, to re-define tourist segmon based on tourist destination loyalty.
On the cross regional analysis, one of the statethahposits that composite loyalty is

influenced by variety-seeking was not supportedhasiresearch in Azores and Madeira
islands suggesting the need to continue researthétensity relations between these

two constructs.

Finally, in this research, loyalty measurement vegeerationalized using a two-
dimensional construct made up of an attitudinal armehavioural component, referred
to as tourist composite loyalty. The theoreticahfework proposed comprises these two
dimensions and the results performed well. Ackndgieg that consumer loyalty is
multidimensional, future research should go a &eihhver and begin to investigate the
relation between these two dimensions of the Igyadnstruct.
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stur

Centro de Esfudos do Tursmo.

TN ®
inttiative:pt  ANZ iz pommen W

el
Aeroporto:

Inquiridor:S Data:DDIj Companhia: J Rota:’ J

Dear Mr. /Miss /Mrs.:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to evaluate your trip. To do this we kindly ask you to answer all of the following questions. All information is confidential.
Thank you in advance for your contribution.

Part A

» 1. Where is your permanent place of residence? Portugal Dl City: : Outside of Portugal D o City: ; Country:

» 2. During your travelling trip where have you been/are you going to be? In Portugal D 1 Outside of Portugal D 9 Both in and out of Portugal D 3

» 3. Did you arrive at Portugal through the same route that you are taking to leave?

No Dl Yes Dz
J

3.4) What was/is your destination when you start(ed)

3.1) If not, in which portuguese airport did you enter? 3.2) At the airport you stayed/will stay: your travel?
Lisbon L days; hours Gty
Oporto D 9 Where did you stay: days; nights.
Faro [J 3 3.3) Did you do/are going to do transit within airports?
Madeira (4 No [ ], Yes[J, 3.5) Which mean of transportation did you use/or
Porto Santo D 5 go to use between the airport and the final destination?
Ponta Delgada (Jodo Paulo II) [J 6 3.3.1) If yes, what is your situation? Car [J ., Bus D 5
Horta You stayed/will stay at the airport
[J 7 ou stayed/will stay at the airpor [J 1 Other [ s Which?
Other [ g You went/will go out to a sidewalk [,
Which? You slept/will sleep close to the airport D 3
» 4. At your final destination, which type of accommodation did you choose? » 5. Which regime did you reserve?
Hotel D 1 —> Name of the hotel: : No meals D 1
Aparthotel [Js —> Name of the aparthotel: : Breakfast only L2
Rented house D 3 Half board (2 meals) D 3
Family/friends house D 4 Full board (3 meals) D 4
Own house [Js f Allinclusive (s
Other [ Jg —> Which? :

» 6. What kind of transportation did/will you use more often at your final destination? . B 7. During this trip, besides your final destination, did you visit / plan to

isi ites?
Rented car [ Tai J . visit other sites? o [ )1 ves [ o
Public transportation D 2 Transfer (private bus/van) D 5 7.1) If yes, where and how long: City: : nights: ;
Private car [J 3 Other. Which? D 6 City: ; nights: ;
I City: ; nights: ;
City: ; nights:
» 8. 1In total, how many days were / will you be away from home on this trip? days.
» 9. What is/was the main purpose of your trip? 9.1) What type of holidays did you take?
Vacation/Leisure [_J;  Business[ J, sunandsand [ J1 Golf [J2  sports [ J3 Honeymoon [ Ja  MICE (eg.Congress) [ Js
Visiting family & friends D 3 Health and well-being s Religion D 7 culture [ Jsg Nature [ Jo

other [ J10  Which?

» 10. Whom are/were you travelling with?

Spouse [ ] Family[J , Friends [ J3 Alone [ J4 Excursion group [Js Other [_J ¢ Which?

» 11. How many people are/were travelling (including you)?

Children (0-12 years)+ Teens (13-17 years)+ Adults (+18 years) = (total).



Part B

(The following information will assist us to calculate the tourist economic activity. All information remains confidential and anonymous)

» 13. What was the package cost D€

» 12.Did you buy a travel package? No D 1 (If not, please go to question 15) Yes D 9

» 14. Please indicate which services were included in your vacation package? - P 15. What was the cost of each component of the trip?

Flight D 1  Food and Beverages D 2 Total lj€ Flight € Food and Beverages €

Accommodation ... D3 Entertainment ... D4 Accommodation € Entretainment €

Transports .......... J 5  Other expenses. Which? J 6 Transports € Other expenses €
» 16. Did you make purchases at the airport today? No D 1 VYes D 2 16.1) If yes, how much did you spend? Ijg 16.2) What did you buy?
» 17. Beyond what was paid for the trip, how much pocket money did you spend/ intend to spend daily? D €
» 18. In economic terms, how do you evaluate your final destination?

Very inexpensive [ ] Inexpensive [ J, Fairly priced [_J3 Expensive [ 4 Very expensive [ J5

Part C

P 19. How often do you travel on holidays?

This is my 1sttrip [ ] Onceayear [ J, Twice ayear [ J3 3 or more times per year [ 4
» 20. Have you ever visited your final destination before? No [ ] 1 VYes [ 9 P 21. If yes, what sort of trip was it?

|—> I spend holidays there every year D 1

» 22. When was your first trip to the final destination? (vear) T'am a repeat visitor but not on a regular basis [Ja

And how many times have you been in your final destination?

» 23. How do you distribute your vacation time?

This is a repeat visit but is the last one

T intend to visit other places but return within 5 years D 4

Other. Which? [Js

T always travel to the same destination D 1

T usually choose from 2 or 3 favourite destinations D 2

Half of the time in a new destination and the other half in a known one |_J 3 » 24, Where would you like to travel to on your next trip?

I prefer new destinations even if I repeat some D 4

I never repeat the same destination; I always choose a new site D 5

Part D
) ) ) P 26. How long have you been planning your trip?
» 25. How far in advance did you book your trip? (days) I don’t remember D 0

» 27. How important are the following sources to collect information about your final destination?
(Please, tick the option that best describes your attitude)

Family & friends

Not Somewhat  Moderately Quite Extremely
important  important  important  important  important
1 2 3 4 5
Advertising D D D D D
Brochures & guides D D D D D
Promotions J J J J J
Internet D D D D D
[J [J [J [J [J
[J [J [J [J [J

Travel agent

» 29. How did you book your flight? (Please, choose just one option)

Airline ticket desk [ Call center [ Jo  Travel agent/Tour operator [ 3

» 30. How did you book your trip? (Please, choose just one option)

Internet [ Jq Call center [ ], Travel agent/Tour operator [ 3

No advance planning
Between 1 week & 1month

L
[y

Between 1 month & 3 months D3

» 28. When did you use it?

Not Before I
used left home
1

ggauaaag-

Airline website[ ] ,

Internet
™~ ;
Other website D 5

Other [ J4 Which?

During
my trip

gguuaadg e

More than 3 months
I don’t remember

Other [ Which?

s
s



» 31. Travelling to your final destination was your first option? » 33. How much did you intend » 34. Why did you choose this period to travel?

to spend with this trip .
No[J; Yes[J, (fight, hotel, food & School holidays s
\_) beverages, ...?) Work commitments D 2
2. If not, why di t for that destination then? .
» 3 not, why did you opt for that destination then Less than 5006 D . Weather conditions D 3
Due to the flight price [ 501€ - 1000€ [, Family commitments [Ja
Due to the convenience of flight D 2 1001€ - 1500€ D 3 Good value for money D 5
Due to the whole trip costs % 3 1501€ - 2000€ D A Other. Which? D 6
It was a decision of my travel companion(s) 4 More than 2000€ D s
Other. Which? s
Part E
» 35. Before travelling, what was your expectation towards your final destination?
Verylow[ Low [, No expectations | J3 Moderate [ 4 High [ Js
» 36. When deciding your travel itinerary, how important were the following aspects:
Not Somewhat Moderately Quite Extremely
important important important important important

To do something together with my family
To get away from the usual demands of life
To do what most others have not done, and then tell my friends about it
To try as many things as possible

To visit places unfamiliar for me

To learn about cultures where I travel

To return home with a story to tell that will dazzle my friends
To re-live good times I have had in the past
To seek novelty & change

To have fun

To have an adventure

To visit a region where I haven't been before
To know interesting people

To be at a place with fame & reputation

To go to recommended places

Ability to communicate in foreign languages
Cleanliness

Safety & security

Landscape & nature

Cultural & historical resources

Nightlife

Commerce

Information available

Sports equipment

Transportation facilities

Closeness to home

Accommodation

Gastronomy

Price

Weather

Relaxing environment

Accessibilities

Social life

Hospitality

Originality & Exoticism

Beaches

Sightseeing & excursions

Golf facilities

Hospitals/ Public health services
Hospitals/ Private health services

UUouauouauuuuauauauauaaauauguguuuaduaauaaauad -
UUouuouuuuaudguuouuoauuauuuuguouuauuuugaagg -
UUouuouuuuaudguuouuoauuauuuuguougoauuuugaaugag «
Uuouuouuuuaudguuouuoauuauuuuguougoauuuugaaagyg -
UUouuouuuuuudguuouuoauuauuuuguouaoauuuuagaagg «

Thermal places/ Spa



Part F

» 37. What is your attitude towards each of the following activities?

(Please, tick the answer that best describes your attitude) Ididn’t intend Tintended I didn’t intend Tintended
to participate to participate to participate to participate
and I didn’t but I didn’t but casually I did and I did it
1 2 3 4

Going to the beach [J [J J J
Shopping D D D D
Attending cultural activities (museums, theatre, ...) D D D D
Visiting historical places & monuments D D D D
Golf OJ DJ DJ DJ
Practising other sports D D D D
Nightlife activities (disco, bars, ...) D D D D
Excursions & sightseeing D D D D 37..1) If you |r.1t.ended to participate
Health & well-being facilities (Spa, thermal places, ...) [ [ [ [J:° "f you participated, tell us the

. main reason:
Events & festivals D D D D D

. . Health reasons 1
Nature expeditions (ecology, trekking, ...) D D D D .

) ) i Beauty/aesthetics [,
Wine & gastronomic experiences [J [J [J [J Other reason. Wich?. . [
Conferences & seminars [ [ [ [

Travelling to other places. Which? D D D D
» 38. How satisfied are you with the following attributes Very Very Extremely
of the destination? dissatisfied ~ Dissatisfied Satisfied satisfied satisfied

1 4

To do something together with my family

To get away from the usual demands of life

To do what most others have not done, and then tell my friends about it
To try as many things as possible

To visit places unfamiliar for me

To learn about cultures where I travel

To return home with a story to tell that will dazzle my friends

To re-live good times I have had in the past

To seek novelty & change

To have fun

To have an adventure

To visit a region where I haven't been before

To know interesting people ...
To be at a place with fame & reputation

To go to recommended places........................coiii
Ability to communicate in foreign languages

Cle@NIiNESS ... ..o

Safety & SECUFILY. ..o

Landscape & nature ...
Cultural & historical resources

Nightlife ...

Commerce

Information available..............ooooooi
SPOrts @QUIPMENT ..o
Transportation facilities

Closeness to home

AccommOdation. ...

Relaxing environment ... ..
Accessibilities ...
Social life

Hospitality

Originality & EXOtICISM ...

Beaches

Sightseeing & excursions

QUuuuuuuuauauuuut auuuuuauauuuua auauauauaaaaadg
QUouuuuUuguaududuguauuuauuauauuda auaauayguauaadag -
QUouuuuuguuaduduguauuuauuaauuda auuauuayaguauaadag «
QUuuuuuUuyguaduuuaauuuuuayguudu auguaudayaguaaaad
QUuuuuudyguaduuuuauguauauauudau auauauaaaaag «

Golf facilities



» 39. Which is the degree of your overall satisfaction with the destination?

» 40. What did you like the best in your final destination?

dissatisfied

[J [J [J [J [J

Very Very Extremely
Dissatisfied Satisfied satisfied satisfied
1 2 3 4 5

» 41.1f you have used health & well-being facilities, what is your level of satisfaction with:

Very Dissatisfied Satisfied Very Extremely
dissatisfied satisfied satisfied
Hospitals/ Public health services D D D D D
Hospitails/ Private health services D D D D D
Thermal places/ Spa D D D D D
> Ly‘/%.u:-{:t\:iltjc?e)you rate it: (Please, tick the answer that best describes P 43. Do you intend to: (Please, tick the answer that best describes your attitude)
Worse than Exactly what Better than Idon't For  TIlivein
I expected T expected I expected No know Probably syre Portugal
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5
F|na|l destlnatlorhl ) % % % Return to your final destination D D D D
Service of the airline D D D Return to Portugal D D D D D
Servi t the ai t . -
ervice atthe airpor Travel with the same airline D D D D

» 44. Would you recommend to friends and relatives? (Please, tick the answer

that best describes your attitude)
No

Final destination

1
Portugal as a tourism destination D
The airline used on this trip D

Tdon’t Tlivein . . .
know Probably Definitely Portugal » 45. Do you intend to buy a vacation house in Portugal?
> No[J;  Idontknow[ J,  Probably[ J3

Lalready have one [ ]

D

aaag -~
QU] «
aaag -

Definitely [ ] 4

Tlive in Portugal [ J

Part G
> 46. Agelj » 47.Gender:  Female [ ], Male [ ], P> 48. Nationality:
P 49.Social status:  Single [ ] Married / Living together [ J 5 Divorced [_J 3 Widowed [ J 4
» 50. Do you speak the language of the country you are visiting?  No D 1 Yes D 9

» 52. Family average monthly income:
Less than 2000€ 1
2001€ - 3500€ [,

3501€ - 5000€ s
5001€ - 8000€ L4
8001€ and above [Js

» 53. Employment situation:

Employed D 1 Unemployed D 2

StudentDz} RetiredDS Other Dé
Which?

Not ActiveD 3

» 54. Job:

With underage children (0-12 years) D 5

» 51. Education:

Elementary D 1
Secondary D 2
University/College [J 3
Pos/graduate D 4

Other. Which? [ Js

» 55. Are you an emigrant at your place of residence?  No

[J; Yes[J,

Please help us to ensure the reliability of your responses. Give us your e-mail, if you are willing to assist in the validation process of this data collection.

E-mail:




