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SUMMARY 

Objectives of Study 
The aim of this research was to explore and compare choice behaviours of different consumers for specific domestic 
and overseas destinations offering a particular set of holiday experiences. Our objectives were: (1) to compare how 
different segments of Australian tourism consumers from three different metropolitan areas (Melbourne, Perth, Sydney) 
respond to domestic and overseas holiday travel opportunities, (2) to identify how such responses differ as a function of 
the way in which their existing destination image (as conveyed through the destination’s name) or particular holiday 
experiences are presented. We test if destinations would gain (or lose) choice share if they promote particular 
experiences. We also test how the perceived value of typical holiday offers, and anticipated travel behaviours when 
choosing these offers, vary between destinations. An additional objective was (3) to assess how these processes vary 
across broad segments in the population of Australian tourism consumers based on behavioural variables and travel 
experience.  

Methodology 
To pursue these objectives, we undertook an online survey involving almost 4000 respondents. The survey included an 
experimental task in which respondents were presented with a holiday choice scenario in which they received a 
hypothetical voucher for a holiday to be selected from a limited set of options. After reading an explanation of the 
voucher conditions, respondents indicated their initial destination preferences given the scenario conditions. Half the 
respondents could initially only choose between named destinations while the other half could choose only between 
experience types. Having initially selected either a preferred destination or a preferred tourism experience, subsequent 
stages in the controlled choice experiment provided additional information about each choice alternative in a way that 
enabled us to examine how information and vacation attributes shaped decisions through the choice process. Additional 
questions gathered information about the expected travel period, length of stay and expected expenditure over and 
above the voucher budget. Questions were also asked about destination familiarity and visitation history for selected 
destinations, stage of current holiday plans, holiday motives and socio-demographic variables.  

 
The principal advantage of the experimental methodology used in this study is that response data could be obtained 

across choice scenarios and alternatives that are not necessarily restricted to current or past market conditions and 
circumstances. An appropriate experimental design for the hypothetical choice options and attributes allows an efficient 
decomposition of the choice drivers and an assessment of their separate effects.  

Key Findings 
• There was a significant link between interest in visiting a particular destination, and visitation in the recent past 

to various destinations for a holiday. The results displayed a pattern of positive and negative influences that 
impact on travel interest. 

• A respondent’s past engagement in a travel experience was related to a continued interest in that experience for 
future travel. Moreover, the results indicated that there are clusters of experiences that are either congruent or 
incongruent with individual travel motives and interests. 

• In terms of the principal motivations behind tourism, the five strongest motives reported by respondents were 
found to be: to have fun, to visit new places, to relax mentally, to get away from everyday life, and to 
do/experience something new. In contrast, the five weakest motives were to master a skill, to engage in 
challenging physical activities, to improve self-confidence, to engage in nature-based activities, and to engage 
in non-challenging physical activities. 

• An analysis of tourism motivations revealed seven dimensions of variation in tourism consumer motivations. 
These dimensions are as follows: 1. Nature, 2. Social and self enhancement, 3. New experiences and 
knowledge, 4. Health, exercise and skill, 5. Relaxation and escape, 6. Adventure and excitement, 7. Family, 
friends and fun. These motivations were included with other variables in the model analysis to determine how 
motivations affect destination choice.  

• While there was reasonable evidence to support an information presentation sequencing effect for destinations, 
i.e. initial exposure to destination names has an ‘anchoring’ effect on final destination choice, the evidence was 
weak for a similar effect in relation to experiences. 
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• When given the opportunity to travel (in this case, by way of a travel voucher), respondents had a preference for 
overseas destinations rather than domestic destinations. 

• An increase in holiday budget (in this case, an increase in voucher value) had no differential effect on 
willingness to travel to an overseas destination compared with a domestic destination. 

• Respondents expected to spend between $500 and $600 (median values) of their own money on their vacation 
trips if they would receive a ‘voucher’ budget between $600 and $1000 for a three- or five-night trip. Expected 
expenditure varied as a function of the type of local experience and the type of destination, with a range of up to 
$200 and over $400 respectively.  

• For each ‘free’ dollar received in the form of the voucher towards a holiday budget, respondents expected to 
pay up to an additional 25 cents out of their own pocket. 

• The expected additional expenditure was higher when travelling to an overseas destination than when travelling 
to a domestic destination. 

• The expected extra spend varied also significantly with initial interest in, and with previous visits to a 
destination or experience, and with travel motive.  

• Of the eight travel destinations (plus a ninth ‘home destination’ option) modelled in this research, New Zealand 
was consistently the most popular destination. Margaret River was the most popular regional destination (for 
travellers from Melbourne or Sydney).  

• Of the eight experience types included in the experimental task, relaxation was the most popular choice. For 
Melbourne and Sydney this was followed by a nature experience while among the Perth sample entertainment 
was the second most popular choice.  

• Sydney respondents were more likely than respondents from Melbourne or Perth to choose not to travel and 
instead spend their voucher on local experiences in their own metropolitan area without an overnight stay. 

• In terms of the overall outcomes of the study, the findings indicate that the initial judgments made by tourism 
consumers in terms of preferred destination or the type of travel experience, tend to carry through the stages of 
the decision process. Thus initial impressions are of some importance in influencing a tourism consumer’s 
ultimate decisions. This ‘anchoring effect’, however, is not particularly strong. Subsequent information and 
promotional influences have the opportunity to change preferences prior to the finalisation of the holiday 
decision. 

• Although these order and focus effects may be minor, the results do also emphasise the importance of market 
segmentation and targeting. Distinct destination and experience preference patterns were observed in the results, 
and these patterns suggest that targeted marketing programs need to pay particular attention to differences in the 
market in terms of geography, destination and experience travel interests and previous choice behaviour, travel 
motivations, and changes in the competitiveness of overseas destinations and travel experiences. 

Future Research 
The present study explored a novel approach to assessing the effects of attribute presentation sequencing on destination 
choice. Due to limitations imposed by the experimental design, the research examined tourism consumer choice 
involving sets of eight travel destinations and eight travel experiences. The selected eight destinations represent the 
whole range of option types for short trip vacation travel from or within Australia: overseas (Asia/Pacific), domestic 
metropolitan interstate, regional interstate, local regional (intrastate) and local ‘home’ destination. Future studies could 
incorporate different real destinations and sample from different origin zones to estimate similar models for different 
areas and destinations. Future work could also include a stronger manipulation of the attribute sequencing, either by 
allowing for a longer separation between initial exposure and final choice (in the present study both stages were 
simulated in one survey session) and by implementing exposure to a more pronounced and richer stimulus, for example 
in the form of travel magazines, ads, or even video material. Naturally, the use of hypothetical voucher money is also a 
limitation; future studies could introduce real vouchers and follow respondents’ real travel decisions.  

 
The implementation and modelling of consumer choice experiments such as this provides a powerful method for 

deconstructing and understanding how tourism consumers make decisions. Many factors affect tourism choice and 
consumption. It is a complex and difficult area of human behaviour to study, given the wide range of variables and 
circumstances at play. No single study can be expected to provide answers to all (or even many) of the questions which 
tourism marketers might seek to understand.  

 
The best approach is to design studies such as this by focusing on particular elements or variables or circumstances, 

and to develop a research design that is tailored to addressing just such topics of interest. Collectively, over time, the 
results of tourism choice experiments can help to build a more complete understanding of tourism consumer behaviour 
overall. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The most fundamental decisions made by tourism consumers are: whether to travel, where to travel and what to do, 
when to travel, how long to stay, and how much to spend. While destination marketers have a strong interest in how 
tourism consumers make all of these decisions, the most significant of these concerns where to travel; that is, the choice 
of destination. For this reason, most marketing activity at the level of the destination is aimed at persuading potential 
tourists of the best place they could visit on their vacation. A significant part of this persuasion centres on the vacation 
experience that a visitor to the destination can enjoy. 

 
The nexus between the choice of destination and the choice of vacation experience presents a challenge to tourism 

marketers. A tourist may decide initially that they wish to visit a particular destination and then, having made that 
decision, they may then set about deciding what type of experience they wish to create for themselves during their visit. 
Alternatively, a tourist may reverse this order by deciding that they wish to engage in a particular type of vacation 
experience and then subsequently decide which destination would best enable the fulfilment of that desire. Regardless 
of the order, both decisions occur in the context of individual characteristics, situational circumstances and 
environmental conditions. It is important to recognise that while we may simplify the decision-making process into a 
linear series of decisions, it may often be the case that such decisions are more haphazard and variable, evolving as 
decision triggers arise, and events and outcomes unfold. 

 
This project aimed to gain a better understanding of the interplay between the tourism consumers’ preferences for 

domestic and/or overseas travel destinations and their preferences for vacation experiences in determining destination 
choices and travel behaviours. A better understanding of the role of the destination name or type and the experiences on 
offer can provide destination marketers a basis for developing more effective promotional strategies and can help 
tourism policy makers to better understand the determinants of policy outcomes.  

 
This report is structured as follows. The remainder of this chapter presents a brief overview of the main issues 

concerning tourism in Australia, in order to explain the relevance of the modelling approach employed in this study. 
Next is an overview of the main objectives, research questions and procedure. Chapter two reviews relevant literature 
regarding the destination choice process, resulting in a proposed conceptual framework for understanding the role of 
destination and experience attributes in destination choice. This is followed by a presentation of the main hypotheses. 
Chapter three outlines the methodology including the experimental design, sampling and survey details. Chapter four 
presents descriptive findings and Chapter five progresses to present the modelling results. A final chapter presents the 
main conclusions and discusses implications and issues for future research.  

 

Policy Background and Market Trends 
One of the main issues for tourism in Australia is the relative decline of domestic tourism. In Australia over three 
quarters of tourism gross domestic product (GDP) has been attributed to domestic tourism (Australian Bureau of 
Statistics 2006)1. However, over the past decade domestic travel has declined. Given the importance of domestic travel, 
Tourism Australia and the Federal Government have spent considerable time exploring the drivers of change with 
regard to the reduced level of domestic travel. Overall, a number of reports have indicated that domestic travel has been 
erratic and is exposed to national and global forces. For example, between 1985 and 2004, domestic tourism activity 
was relatively flat with 2005 seeing the greatest fall. Over that period Australians were travelling less with trips per 
capita falling from 5 in 1998 to 4.3 in 2005. Although domestic tourism expenditure did not fall dramatically over this 
same period (only 0.4 per cent in real terms) a smaller portion of household consumption was being allocated to tourism 
(in 2005 tourism contributed 14.3 per cent of household consumption, down two percentage points from 1998). 
Whereas decline has been evident, the 2007 TRA report highlighted that it was not necessarily due to fewer people 
travelling but instead they were travelling less and for fewer days. 

                                                 
1 Australian Bureau of Statistics 2006, Australian National Accounts: Tourism Satellite Account, 2004-05, ABS Cat. 
No. 5249.0, ABS, Canberra. 
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Tourism Research Australia (TRA), in research commissioned by the Department of Industry, Tourism, and 

Resources, has identified a number of aspects affecting domestic tourism. Important aspects include that people travel 
shorter periods and seek higher quality experiences. Moreover, Australians appear to perceive domestic destinations as 
poor value and not as able to provide quality experiences relative to overseas destinations.2  

 
Domestic tourism also seems to suffer from the increased popularity of home entertainment and daytrip activity. In a 

previous study by the current authors (Crouch, Oppewal, Huybers, Dolnicar, Louviere and Devinney, 2007) it was 
found that an average of 9.3 per cent of additional income in the form of an AUD 2000 windfall gain would be spent on 
a domestic holiday, and 11.3 per cent on average would be spent on an overseas holiday. 

 
The negative outlook for domestic tourism is exacerbated by external factors such as the Global Financial Crisis 

(GFC). A recent analysis commissioned by the Tourism and Transport Forum (TTF) predicted significant reductions in 
(inbound and) domestic visitor numbers and tourism expenditure, especially in regional Australia.3 

 
Declining levels of domestic travel are not unique to Australia. Key drivers of the worldwide trend for the decline in 

domestic travel are: smaller allocation of household consumption to travel, cheaper airfares for short-haul travel, poor 
value for money with regard to domestic products, variable weather (UK) and lack of surprise or excitement with 
domestic products (TRA 2006).  

 
A key issue for the Australian tourism industry is the need to understand the specific reasons for the poor 

performance of Australian domestic tourism and to explore ways in which tourism demand can be increased and 
domestic, especially regional, destinations can be better promoted in the light of these trends. 

 
This project aims to contribute to achieving such an improved understanding of some of these issues. The study 

complements existing and ongoing research by TRA. Recent TRA research projects include the ‘stage 2 project’ (TRA 
2007). This project analysed the Australian domestic tourism market using existing quantitative and qualitative 
research. Its findings suggested that travel choice is largely driven by consumers’ attitudes. For instance, the use of 
disposable income and spare time are affected by a combination of psychographic profile and/or life stage. The present 
study therefore explicitly incorporates variables that allow assessing how destination choices vary with socio-
demographic and motivational factors.  

 
TRA research conducted in 20084 looked at emerging issues and how they may affect future tourism activity in 

Australia. This study noted generational differences with regard to travel choices and proposes that in the future, 
without changes to domestic marketing and product offerings, tourism will lose out to other products and services. It 
suggests that Generation Z will not have learnt the habit of domestic travel as Australians have been choosing to travel 
overseas rather than domestically for a number of years. ‘Destinations overseas are perceived to offer a more diverse 
experience, a different cultural experience and are better value for money than destinations in Australia’ (TRA, 2008, p. 
20). This trend may increase in the future. Furthermore, the travel activity by the Baby Boomer generation is expected 
to increase as they begin to retire and have more leisure time on their hands. Given these observations, the present study 
will look into the appeal of different destination types and vacation experiences as drivers of destination selection and 
(anticipated) travel behaviours.  

 

                                                 
2 See Questions on Notice House of Representatives Standing Committee on Employment, Workplace Relations and 
Workforce Participation - Workforce challenges facing the Australian Tourism Sector, Thursday 29 March 2007 
http://www.aph.gov.au/HOUSE/committee/ewrwp/tourism/subs/sub55.1.pdf accessed on 13 July 2009. 
3 See TTF, Australian Tourism and The Recession: Joint Government/Industry Recovery Strategy - April 2009, p 1, 
http://www.google.com.au/search?q=reduced+domestic+travel+tourism+australia&hl=en&cr=countryAU&start=0&sa=N accessed 
on 13 July 2009; 
4 See TRA, Through the looking glass: The future of domestic tourism in Australia -A consultancy project for the 
Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism – 2008. 
http://www.tra.australia.com/content/documents/Domestic%20Stage%203/FINAL%20-
%20Through%20the%20looking%20glass.pdf accessed on 10 July, 2009; 
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Another key issue for the tourism industry is how to remain in touch with the changing needs and behaviours of 
tourists in a world where consumers are very media savvy due to the internet and, as a result, have quick and easy 
access to information it provides. There is evidence that tourists now know more about tourism destinations than ever 
before. How do tourism consumers fulfil their need for information, how do they utilise different types of search 
options, how do they cope with information overload, and are they sensitive to different ways in which destinations can 
be described and promoted? An improved understanding of the choice of destination and choice of vacation experience 
may be particularly relevant for achieving a more effective promotion of domestic tourism destinations.  

Research Goals and Procedure 
The aim of this research, therefore, was to explore and compare choice behaviours of different consumers for specific 
domestic and overseas destinations offering a particular set of holiday experiences. The aim in particular was (1) to 
compare how different segments of Australian tourism consumers from three different metropolitan areas (Melbourne, 
Perth, Sydney) respond to domestic and overseas holiday travel opportunities that are either promoted by (2) appealing 
to their existing destination image (as conveyed through the destination’s name) or by presenting particular holiday 
experiences. We test if destinations would gain (or lose) choice share if they promote particular experiences and we test 
how the perceived value of typical holiday offers vary between destinations. We (3) also aim to assess how these 
processes vary across broad segments in the population of Australian tourism consumers based on socio-demographic 
variables and travel experience.  
 

To achieve this objective, surveys of Australian tourism consumers were conducted in which the principal factors of 
interest were experimentally manipulated. The advantage of this approach is that it is possible to decompose choice 
decisions as a function of the various factors that influence choice (such as destination attributes, travel cost and 
personal characteristics) and the various situational conditions that frame choice (such as the stage of the decision-
making process). Without experimental control it is difficult to isolate the individual affects of the many factors that 
shape choice.  

 
The survey that was developed introduces consumers to a situation where, for any consumer regardless of their 

income or other constraints, an opportunity arises to go on a vacation. This is accomplished by providing respondents 
with a (hypothetical) travel voucher. The voucher conditions specify the travel constraints in terms of available travel 
time slots, geographical destinations, holiday experience, accommodation and other attributes. The initial voucher 
information comprises only headlines, for example, ‘you have an opportunity to go on a vacation’ and we measure and 
monitor respondents’ preferences and information search given this start information. We then test the effect of the 
initial attribute configuration (representing different marketing communication strategies) with which consumers start 
the task of selecting a vacation destination. For each of the various conditions an experimental choice task is 
administered that allows the measurement of respondents’ attribute preferences early and later in the decision process 
(in this study limited to a single online session). As the task evolves, increasingly more information is released about the 
available destinations, possibly requiring respondents to adjust their plans and preferences if the released information 
differs from what they anticipated.  

 
The availability of destinations varies across conditions, reflecting the situation for real settings where consumers 

may be forced to book early to ensure a place or price, and hence run the risk of losing out on their preferred option, as 
well as the counter-situation where respondents may have made up their mind but then encounter some last-minute offer 
that seems more attractive and hence is selected even though it did not appear in the initial or early consideration set.  

 
The available destination options consist of intrastate, interstate and/or overseas destinations. The presence of each 

of these is experimentally varied in order to allow an assessment of how potential travellers perceive and make trade-
offs between different destination types. In particular, it allows us to study whether for example a domestic alternative 
can be a substitute for an overseas destination, offering either a similar or different experience type.  

 
The approach and methodology is based on several research projects that members of the team conducted 

previously, including work on destination choice and framing conducted by Oppewal while in the UK (see e.g., 
Oppewal and Holyoake, 2004; Oppewal and Simon, 2002; Rewtrakunphaiboon and Oppewal, 2004, 2008), destination 
choice modelling for a project funded by STCRC (see Huybers, 2003a,b; Huybers, 2005), and information search and 
choice modelling conducted for projects funded internally by the authors’ institutions or by the Australian Research 
Council (e.g., Oppewal, Tojib and Louvieris, 2008; Waller, Wang, Oppewal and Morrison, 2007).  
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The approach also builds on a previous project by the authors conducted with funding from STCRC (see Crouch, 
Devinney, Dolnicar, Huybers, Louviere and Oppewal, 2006; and Dolnicar, Crouch, Devinney, Huybers, Louviere and 
Oppewal, 2008). 

 
The members of the industry reference group who contributed to this research included representatives from 

Tourism Australia, Tourism Victoria, Tourism New South Wales, and the Tourism Western Australia.  
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 Chapter 2 

DESTINATION CHOICE AND VALUATION: LITERATURE REVIEW 
AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

There is a large body of literature dealing, directly or indirectly, with the issue of tourism destination choice behaviour. 
The purpose of this chapter is to first briefly and broadly overview this literature in order to provide a foundation for 
this current research study. The chapter then proceeds to develop our hypotheses regarding the effects of destination and 
experience consideration order and regarding the differences in perceived value between domestic and overseas holiday 
destinations.  

Destination Choice 
The existing literature on destination choice addresses specific aspects of destination choice behaviour, such as travel 
motivations and destination image, as well as more general, overall models of the destination choice decision-making 
process. It is helpful, first, to consider the more general conceptual models, and subsequently to examine specific 
aspects of choice behaviour. 

 
Woodside and Lysonski (1989) developed a general model of the destination choice process which recognised the 

central role of perceptions and preferences. Their model, illustrated in figure 1, suggests that the destination chosen for 
a vacation is the outcome of a series of explicit and implicit decisions which progress from an initial state of destination 
awareness conditions from which particular destination preferences arise and a travel intention is formed. 

 
The model indicates that the choice of destination actually visited on a vacation may differ from the intended 

destination due to certain situational variables. For example, a family may have decided to vacation in Mexico and may 
have made some arrangements for air travel when the recent fears of a swine influenza pandemic, originating from 
Mexico, broke in the news. This situation may lead to the family altering its travel plans deciding instead to visit South 
America hoping to avoid the flu and the travel chaos that would have occurred had they proceeded with their plans to 
vacation in Mexico. Their original intention to vacation in Mexico, according to the conceptual model, was a function 
of a process that leads to the formation of particular preferences for different destinations. These preferences are 
governed by certain affective associations that people hold toward different countries and places. They also depend on 
the characteristics of the traveller(s) such as their values, motivations, and attitudes as well as their prior image or 
impression of destinations which individuals possess and which effectively categorise different destinations into 
positive, negative and neutral mental affective states, known as choice sets. In turn, how an individual forms these 
perceptual choice sets depends upon their own knowledge, experiences, attitudes and characteristics under the influence 
of marketing strategies and stimuli. 

 
This notion that consumers mentally form choice sets, which in a sense help them to organise their thoughts 

regarding the possible destination alternatives with which they are aware, provides a more efficient and less taxing 
means of processing the burden of information across a large number of alternatives. Woodside and Sherrell (1977), 
Thompson and Cooper (1979), Crompton (1992), Thill (1992), Crompton and Ankomah (1993), and Crompton, Botha 
and Kim (1998) have studied the role of choice sets in tourism destination decision-making in some detail. In summary, 
choice set theory contends that consumers initially mentally categorise the alternatives of which they are aware into a 
number of sets. 

 



Modelling consumer choice 
 

6 

Figure 1: Woodside and Lysonski’s General Model of Destination Choice 
(from Woodside and Lysonski, 1989) 

 

 
 
 
Woodside and Lysonski (1989) conceive of four such sets. The unavailable/aware set of destinations includes 

destinations which a consumer knows about but which are ruled out of consideration because they are unavailable for 
one reason or another (e.g., on the basis of cost and travel budget, visa restrictions, etc.). The inept set of destinations 
includes those of which the tourism consumer has a negative perception and are therefore ruled out early in the 
decision-making process. By comparison, inert destinations are not associated with significant positive or negative 
perceptions. They neither deter nor attract. This leaves the consideration set consisting of destinations which the tourism 
consumer decides to consider in greater detail before making a final choice. 

 
Crompton (1992) and Crompton and Ankomah (1993) conceive of a similar arrangement of mental choice sets but 

they elaborate these sets in greater detail and envisage a filtering process which whittles down the initial consideration 
set through a number of stages before a final destination is selected. Figure 2 illustrates Crompton’s (1992) conception 
of the structure of destination choice sets.  

 
Woodside and Lysonski (1989) and Crompton, Botha and Kim (1998) estimated the size or number of destinations 

in the various choice sets. Woodside and Lysonski (1989) found an average of 4.2, 1.7, 2.2, and 1.6 destinations in the 
consideration set, inert set, unavailable set, and inept sets respectively. Crompton, Botha and Kim (1998) found that 
tourism consumers will not consider more than four destinations in the late consideration set. Their research found 
average set sizes of 4.02 and 3.54 for the early and late consideration sets respectively. These results suggest that 
although some whittling down of the alternatives may occur at each stage of the process, most of the rejection of 
destinations occurs at the final choice stage. Interestingly, Crompton, Botha and Kim (1998) concluded that a 
significantly greater amount of effort went into acquiring information about destinations which remained in the late 
consideration set. 

 



How do Australians choose holiday destinations and experiences? 
 

 7

Figure 2: Crompton’s Structure of Destination Choice Sets 

(Crompton, 1992) 

 
Apart from the conceptualisation of general models of the destination choice process, as noted earlier, there is a 

wealth of other research which has examined more specific aspects of why and how a tourism consumer chooses a 
particular vacation destination. As this literature is too extensive to discuss in any detail here, we will confine the 
discussion to a selected overview and examples. Broadly previous research has addressed such factors as motivations 
(Crompton, 1979), destination image (Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu and McCleary, 1999; Hong, Kim and Lee, 
2006), destination loyalty and attachment (Changuk Lee and Allen, 1999; Changuk Lee, 2000), the role of hedonic 
experience, novelty and fantasy (Bello and Etzel, 1985; Gray and Herbert, 1983; King, 2002), inhibitors and facilitators 
(Um and Crompton, 1990), price and cognitive distance (Nicolau and Mas, 2006), attitudes and preferences (Goodrich, 
1977 and 1978; Um and Crompton, 1990), the stages in the decision-making process (Bettman and Park, 1980; 
Crompton, 1978), the effect of advertising (Johnson and Messmer, 1991), and behavioural intentions (Lam and Hsu, 
2006), among other topics. 

 
It is evident that the destination choice process is complex and multifaceted. A large number of potential variables 

and factors can potentially influence why and how a tourism consumer or consumers may arrive at a particular decision. 
Equally complex and variable is the process by which these decisions are made. In some cases a tourism consumer may 
engage in a process spread out over several months and entail a great deal of information search, acquisition and 
analysis before eventually a decision is made. In another case, the decision may be rapid and truncated. For example, a 
tourism advertisement seen on television might be enough to collapse the whole process (from trigger through to 
choice) into a single decision event when, there and then, a decision is made not only to take a vacation, but to take it as 
one complete package requiring little else to decide except perhaps when. 
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We do not claim that our experimental task fully represents the wider contexts in which tourism consumers make 

their decisions. To illustrate this, and simply as a means of conceptualising the factors involved and their possible and 
plausible connections and interactions, figure 3 is an attempt to identify and integrate the concepts from the literature 
into a schematic depiction of the issues involved. The purpose of this figure, it must be stressed, is not to suggest that 
this is typical of individual cases of destination choice. Rather, considering broadly the multifaceted ideas and concepts 
involved overall, the figure serves to integrate these into a visual sense of the issues involved. 

Sequential Attribute Processing (H1) 
The traditional choice-set approach, as discussed above, assumes that decision makers, once they recognise having a 
decision problem, start out by making a broad selection of (acceptable) alternatives from among the many available 
alternatives. This activity assumedly continues until they have gathered sufficient information, after which they spend 
time inspecting more closely the alternatives selected in this consideration set. After making their final trade-offs, 
decision makers choose what alternative to purchase (Crompton, 1978 and 1992; Crompton and Ankomah, 1992; 
Woodside and Sherrell, 1977; Woodside and Lysonski, 1989). This view of destination choice as a narrowing down, or 
funnelling, of options has been widely adopted in tourism and marketing and continues to be a useful method for 
pragmatic market research purposes. However, the idea that consumers at one point in time construct a list of 
destinations and then start pruning this list to a manageable size in isolation from further market influences is a mere 
assumption that may not reflect reality, especially not in an age where consumers can go online almost any time to 
conduct further information search (Kaplanidou and Vogt, 2006), and where they may encounter or search new 
alternatives any time during this process. It therefore seems proper that researchers take a step back to study the various 
stages of the choice process.  

 
Especially in the online environment, attribute search, consideration and choice seem an integrated activity. New 

alternatives are encountered and explored at any time while earlier explored alternatives may disappear from the 
horizon. Information about alternatives can easily be kept open in a browser window while another browser window is 
used to search for other possible alternatives, or to follow up and find information about particular attributes, be it price, 
distance or accommodation options. Or the visited site may offer a ‘shopping trolley’ or ‘wish list’ option to assist users 
in preselecting the options they wish to further consider. 

  
This sequential and somewhat haphazard nature of the destination decision-making process provides opportunities 

for destination marketers to enhance the probability that a tourism consumer will seriously consider a destination when 
it comes to making a booking. However, whereas there is a large literature on consideration sets and the importance for 
a marketer to have their alternatives shortlisted for final selection, a somewhat neglected area is the role of attribute 
consideration and attribute sequencing. This study therefore firstly aims to contribute to this field of research, by 
studying the effect of attribute sequencing on destination choice.  
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Figure 3: Conceptual Model of Destination Choice 

 
 
The first research question regarding the decision making process is therefore: How does the sequence in which 

decision-makers process decision attributes affect the destination decision outcome? We specifically focus on the 
condition where information is made available in stages but the final, complete information is the same for each 
decision-maker.  
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We propose that, in a situation where tourism consumers sequentially access and receive information about 

destination attributes, choices will vary depending on whether destination names are received first (with its brand 
associations) or if vacation experience information is presented first. Information that is received earlier in the process 
by consumers will be a basis for inferring the characteristics of the remaining (yet unrevealed) attributes. These 
inferences will be based on the consumer’s prior knowledge and their image of the destination (or experience). For 
example, if they first consider a destination and the destination has a negative association, the destination may be 
rejected. But if ‘forced’ to consider additional information about the alternative, the decision maker may come to 
appreciate the alternative and reconsider. Conversely, an alternative that initially seems quite appealing and for which it 
is inferred that the option will have particular features, the additional information may not live up to expectations, 
resulting in the option not being selected from the final choice set.  

 
We therefore hypothesise that destination and experience importances (attribute parameters) differ in destination 

choice models estimated for the different stages of the decision making process and for the different sequences in which 
attribute information is presented: 

 
• H1.1. Destination names will have a greater importance (have larger attribute parameters) in a condition where 

destination names of vacation travel options are revealed prior to revealing the full information of the travel 
options than in a condition where local experiences are revealed prior to the full information of the travel 
options.  

• H1.2. Local experience attributes will have a greater importance (have larger attribute parameters) in a 
condition where the local experiences available at destinations are revealed prior to revealing the full 
information of the travel options than in a condition where destinations names are revealed prior to the full 
information of the travel options. 

 
The experimental choice modelling task that we developed reflects the decision stages and attribute sequencing 

processes and will allow testing this hypothesis. To provide further background to the approach, that also underlies our 
testing of differences in destination valuation, we will present a brief review of experimental choice modelling.  

 
The differences in attribute importance based on order of attribute processing addresses only one aspect of the 

complexity of the decision making process. Although the general models of destination choice portray a linear decision 
process there has been little empirical testing that such a linear approach is common or typical. There is good reason to 
suspect that tourism consumers may return to previous stages of the decision in the light of new information, or the need 
to re-evaluate plans as the outcome of a learning process. Our study experimentally investigates one particular cycle of 
this information search and evaluation process. We impose a high level of experimental control to maximise the 
opportunities for investigating our research questions.  

Destination Valuation (H2) 
Our second aim in this project was to investigate if domestic destinations are perceived as less ‘value for money’ than 
overseas destinations. Our study adopts random utility theory as a basis for assessing ‘value’. Random utility theory 
proposes that decision makers associate a certain level of utility Ui with each of the choice alternatives i available to 
them in choice set A. This utility is composed of stochastic (or random) component εi and a systematic component Vi 
(Ben-Akiva and Lerman, 1985; Louviere, Hensher and Swait, 2000) This systematic utility is typically assumed a linear 
function of the features, or attributes, of the choice alternatives:  

 
Vi = b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + …..+ bkXk 
 
where the Xi are the attributes of alternative i (e.g. destination name, destination type, price, accommodation, 

number of nights, etc.) and bi are parameters to be estimated. The bk parameters indicate how much the utility Vi will 
change with one unit change in attribute bk. Changes in utility result in changes in choice probability as expressed in the 
following equation based on the multinomial logit model (MNL): 

 

p(i | A) =
exp(Vi)

exp(Vi' )
i,i'
∑
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This theoretical framework underlies the majority of choice modelling studies, including those conducted in tourism 
(e.g., Ewing and Haider, 1999; Eymann and Ronning, 1997; Huybers, 2003; Seddighi and Theocharous, 2002). 

 
Based on this framework we can assess three types of value and spending intentions for the case of domestic and 

overseas holiday destinations.  
 
The utility modelling framework allows inferring an attribute’s perceived ‘value’ in terms of the decision maker’s 

willingness to pay for an improvement in any particular attribute. In the context of our hypothetical voucher task the 
trade offs are not based on price as a cost but on the retail value of the voucher as received. In our case the measure 
therefore concerns the willingness to spend voucher money on a particular attribute. Our models will allow estimating 
separate price parameters for each destination and experience. This therefore allows us to assess if destinations (e.g. 
domestic vs. overseas destinations) differ in how consumers value them relative to the retail value of the voucher. This 
assessment will provide insight and possible confirmation of ideas suggested by industry experts that Australian 
consumers perceive domestic destinations as representing less ‘value for money’ (see discussion above under Reasons 
for Decline in Intrastate and Interstate Tourism). We will thus be testing our second hypothesis, which is formulated as:  

 
• H2.1. All else equal, for a given holiday budget, Australian tourism consumers are more willing to choose 

overseas vacation destinations than domestic vacation destinations. 
 
In addition to assessing ‘value for money’, we can derive the marginal increase in an alternative’s utility as a 

function of the amount made available as a holiday budget (this is based on our experimental task where respondents 
assume they have won a prize). Because of a greater travel distance the travel component of an overseas trip is typically 
more expensive than for a domestic destination. This will have two consequences: for small (voucher) budget amounts 
people will be less likely to choose overseas destinations as they will not deem the amount likely to cover all costs (or 
they may doubt the quality of the package, even if endorsed by a reputable brand airline). Conversely, if they travel to 
overseas destinations they will expect they will have to (or want to) spend more than on a similar trip to a domestic 
destination. 

 
Consequently we hypothesise: 
 
• H2.2. All else equal, when travel budgets are larger (smaller), Australian tourism consumers will be more (less) 

likely to choose overseas destinations, even when all basic holiday components can be covered by the available 
travel budget. 

 
Because of the perceived greater cost and value of travelling to overseas destinations, tourism consumers will be 

more inclined to stay longer at their holiday destinations and spend more at their destination. We therefore also 
hypothesise:  

 
• H2.3. Australian tourism consumers expect to spend more money when travelling to an overseas destination 

than when travelling to a domestic destination. 

Variation Across the Population 
In addition to testing how promoting destinations or experiences affects tourism consumer choices and their valuations, 
we also wished to assess if these effects vary across sections of the population. A large literature on grouping 
individuals into categories, or market segmentation, exists in tourism (see, e.g., Dolnicar 2004). Segmentation studies 
often focus on socio-demographic characteristics of tourists (such as age, income or country of origin) or holiday 
related behaviours such as travel motivations. The authors have been involved in a tourism segmentation study based on 
tourist expenditure (Dolnicar, Crouch, Devinney, Huybers, Louviere and Oppewal, 2008). In this current study, we 
concentrate on three travel related tourist features: a priori interest in destinations and experiences, previously visited 
destinations and undertaken experiences, and travel motivations. 
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Chapter 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Overview of Methodology 
The survey included an experimental task in which respondents were presented with a holiday choice scenario in which 
they received a hypothetical voucher for a holiday. The use of a voucher scenario facilitates a situation where all 
respondents have an equal opportunity to purchase the presented options, regardless of their income and other 
constraints (see Oppewal and Holyoake, 2004; Rewtrakunphaiboon and Oppewal, 2008). After reading an explanation 
of the voucher conditions they received a first trade-off task, having to choose from among four vouchers (holidays) 
that were described in only very broad terms (general evaluative attributes only). For half the respondents this 
information included the names of the voucher destinations; for the other half it mentioned the types of local experience 
or activity that could be undertaken at (yet to be disclosed) voucher destinations.  

 
After indicating their initial voucher preference they moved to additional screens that gradually revealed more 

information about the holiday options. When all attributes had been revealed (i.e., those who had seen the destination 
names now also saw the local experiences, and conversely those who saw the experiences now also knew the 
destinations) they made their final choice between the vouchers and answered some additional questions about the 
expected travel period, length of stay and expected expenditure over and above the voucher budget. Questions were also 
asked about destination familiarity and visitation history for selected destinations, preference and destination choice for 
each decision stage in the voucher task, holiday travel history for overseas and intrastate destinations, stage of current 
holiday plans, holiday motives and socio-demographic variables. A final question presented a list of destinations and 
asked the probability of the respondent visiting these destinations within the next twelve months.  

Sampling  
Data was collected in the first weeks of November 2008 via an online panel. In total 3926 people completed our survey. 
A research company was used to recruit participants from three metropolitan areas: Melbourne, Perth, and Sydney. The 
research company hosts a large online panel across Australia; participants were randomly sampled for each area after 
applying weights for age and income to better represent the area’s population characteristics. After sampling 100 
respondents as a pilot test, the completion targets were set at 2000 for Melbourne and 1000 for each of Perth and 
Sydney. A larger sample was collected for Melbourne to allow more detailed analysis of subgroups for at least one 
origin area. The number of completed surveys was 1915 for Melbourne, 852 for Perth and 1059 for Sydney.  

Procedure and Survey Design 
The survey was introduced as a holiday destination choice study that had the purpose ‘to better understand how 
different types of people make these decisions and how they weigh-up various features of holiday destinations.’ The 
survey was announced to take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  

 
It was explained that the survey was about holiday trips. Respondents were instructed that  ‘A holiday trip is a trip 

mainly for pleasure and recreation involving travel away from home for at least one night. A trip for a holiday might 
include other purposes as well, such as business, visiting friends and relatives, etc., but the primary purpose is a 
holiday.’ This definition corresponds with the customary practice in tourism research to focus on trips that have 
holidaying as the main purpose.  

 
The survey then introduced the study setting: respondents were to assume that ‘in a raffle, you have won a prize 

consisting of a holiday for two people in Australia or the Asia Pacific region. The prize includes travel and three to five 
nights accommodation at one of eight different holiday destinations (experiences in the other experiment variant). They 
are listed in the table below.’ 
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Then followed a list of eight destinations or eight ‘experiences’, depending on the experimental condition. 
Respondents indicated which of the destinations (or experiences) they would be interested in choosing (maximum of 
three) [q1.1] and for each they indicated if they had visited the destination over the last five years for holiday purposes 
[q1.2].  

 
So far respondents had only had a general description of the voucher scenario. The next screen provided more 

details about the voucher conditions (Figure 4). 
 

Figure 4: Introduction to the Voucher Task 

 
Imagine that you have won a prize in the form of a voucher for a holiday.  
 
The holiday vouchers that you can choose from vary in value.  
They cover cost of transportation to and accommodation in selected destinations up to a certain dollar value.  
 
The vouchers also include pre-booked arrangements for selected types of local holiday experiences, up to a certain 
value.  
 
All vouchers have the same base conditions. These conditions are:  
 
- You can use the voucher only for yourself plus one travel companion of your choice: The voucher will be in your 
name and is not transferable to another person or exchangeable for other goods and services and cannot be redeemed as 
cash or other goods and services.  
 
- The vouchers cover costs of transportation, accommodation and tours to local attractions for two people. Spending 
money, and items of a personal nature are not included.  
 
- The vouchers are valid for 12 months from today.  
 
Details in terms of destinations, travel arrangements and access to local holiday experiences covered by the voucher 
will be revealed as you go through this survey.  
 
 

It was next asked: ‘If the vouchers covered travel and accommodation for up to one week to one interstate 
destination, what would be your preferred interstate destination? (list any that comes to mind)’ and a similar question 
asked for the most preferred overseas destination. [q1.3] In the ‘experience’ condition these same questions were asked 
for the respondent’s ‘preferred type of holiday activity’.  

 
Next on a new screen the same eight destinations (experiences) were listed again and respondents indicated which of 

these they would first like to receive more information about before finalising their choice. It was not specified if 
information would be received and if information for other destinations would be made available at all. [q1.4] 

 
The next screen presented a table with four voucher options. The heading for each voucher was either the 

destination name or the experience, depending on the experimental condition. There were always four destinations (or 
experiences) out of the eight previously shown but for each respondent there was a different set of four. (For details see 
‘experimental design’ section). At this stage, the additional attribute information was limited to only the total retail 
value of the voucher (per person) and an overall quality rating of the option. Respondents could click a pop-up box for 
background information about these attributes.  

 
The pop-up box for the retail value attribute explained that ‘the total value can be $600, $800 or $1000 (per person) 

for trips that involve overnight stay and travel to a destination outside of your own metropolitan area; vouchers for 
experiences within your metropolitan area can be $200 or $400 (per person). For the quality rating the pop-up said ‘The 
overall rating for this option is determined by an independent motoring organisation such as the RACV, NRMA or 
RACWA. The quality ratings are out of five. The overall rating for this trip can be 3, 4 or 5 stars’. For an explanation 
why these values were selected, see the ‘experimental design’ section below. 

 
Respondents rated the attractiveness of each voucher option on a four category rating scale (‘like very much’, ‘quite 
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a lot’, ‘a little’, ‘not at all’) and indicated which voucher they would choose. 
 
The following screen presented the same table with the same four vouchers but now expanded to include more 

attribute information. The new, more detailed information concerned the duration of the trip, name of the air carrier 
and/or car rental company, the quality of the accommodation, the retail value of the accommodation and transport and 
the quality of the local experience (see experimental design for details). The destination name, general retail value and 
quality were presented as before and had the same values as on the previous screen.  

 
Respondents answered similar questions as before (attractiveness ratings and voucher choice) and then moved to the 

‘final stage’ of the voucher selection task: ‘We now reveal one final detail for each of the voucher alternatives; that is, 
the actual experience at the destination (the actual destination of your holiday trips). In the table below, you will now 
see the same combinations of vouchers again, but with the type of holiday experience (name of holiday destination in 
other experiment variant) indicated in bold in the table.’ 

 
As shown in Figure 5 the screen displayed the same table but with the actual experience (destination) revealed. 

Participants answered the same attractiveness and choice questions again but in addition also indicated how soon they 
would expect to conduct their voucher travel (5 time intervals), who would be their most likely travel partner (using 
precoded categories), and how much they expected to spend on this holiday beyond the voucher value. 

 
After completing this task respondents moved to a new set of four vouchers. This second set was not gradually 

revealed but instead presented all attribute information at once, in a similar template as used for the final display of the 
first set of vouchers. The same questions were asked again.  

 
Respondents then moved to a new section (Section 2) about ‘holiday and travel intentions and experience’. The first 

question concerned whether the respondent expected or considered to travel overseas for holiday in the next twelve 
months, and if so, what was the main overseas destination; then the same question was asked for interstate holiday 
travel and for intrastate holiday travel.  

 

Figure 5: Example of the Final Voucher Selection Task 
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The next questions asked about overseas travel in the last five years: number of trips, number of these being holiday 

day trips and main destinations. The same question was asked for interstate travel and intrastate travel. The latter 
question only asked about holiday trips after reiterating that ‘a holiday trip is a trip mainly for pleasure and recreation 
involving travel away from home for at least one night. A trip might include other purposes as well, such as some 
business, visiting friends and relatives, etc., but the primary purpose is a holiday.’  

 
Section three asked general demographic questions (gender, age, type of employment, number of children in 

different age groups, highest education and income category). It was also asked when the person had first arrived in 
Australia. Then followed a 24-item scale measuring holiday motives. The scale was adapted from Mehmetoglu (2005) 
and expanded using Table 10 from Horneman, Carter, Wei and Ruys (2002). The question asked respondents how 
important each motive is when they travel on a holiday. The total list of items is shown in Table 1. Each of the items 
scored on a four-category importance scale (not at all important, somewhat unimportant, somewhat important, very 
important). 

 
Table 1: Holiday Motives Scale 

1. To be close to nature 9. To learn about new 
things/places/cultures 17. To get away from everyday life 

2. To experience nature 10. To gain experience/knowledge 18. To experience something 
adventurous 

3. To visit natural attractions 11. To relax mentally 19. To have fun  
4. To engage in nature-based 
activities 12. To have time for myself 20. To be with friends and relatives 

5. To engage in non-challenging 
physical activities 13. To spend time with my family 21. To have social contact/meet 

new people 
6. To engage in challenging 
physical activities 

14. To obtain some physical 
exercise 

22. To have experiences to talk 
about 

7. To do/experience something new 15. To improve my health 23. To improve my self-confidence 

8. To visit new places 16. To master a skill 24. To obtain a feeling of 
achievement 

 
The very last questions returned to asking about destination choice but now concerned the respondent’s real life 

intentions and was the same for all respondents, regardless of the experimental condition they had been assigned to. The 
same destinations as used in the voucher task appeared but with extra alternatives added (Brisbane, Broome, Hobart) to 
allow assessing if destinations that had been considered in the voucher task would be more likely to be selected. The 
question was whether the respondent ‘would consider it as a possible holiday destination, if you were to go on a holiday 
within the next 12 months (at your own expense).’ Each destination was first rated on a four-category scale (not at all 
likely, not so likely, quite likely, very likely). The respondent then chose the one destination from this set they would be 
most likely to visit if they had to choose one of these for a holiday within the next 12 months. Note this final measure 
concerned the same set of destinations in all conditions (for both attribute sequence conditions and regardless of what 
subsets of destinations or experiences the respondents had been exposed to in the voucher task). 

Experimental Design 
For each of the three origin areas (samples) there were two between-participant conditions: respondents were either 
primed to consider destinations (place names) and were shown destination names before the type of experience was 
revealed (d-to-e) or they were primed to consider experience types and only gradually found out which destinations 
(places) the vouchers implied (condition e-to-d). Respondents were randomly assigned to one of these two conditions.  

 
The four voucher options that a respondent received were generated using a combination of two designs. Firstly we 

used a choice set design to determine which destinations (or experiences) would appear in each particular set of four 
voucher options. Secondly, we used an attribute design to determine for each destination (or experience) the detailed 
attribute descriptions that were to be presented to a particular respondent. Respondents were randomly assigned to one 
of the 72 choice sets described below. After completing their task they received a second choice set which was the next 
one in the design table. 
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Choice Set Design 
We used a Balanced Incomplete Block Design (BIBD, Cochran and Cox, 1957, Plan 11.11) to create 18 different sets of 
four options; across sets the options comprised nine different named alternatives (8 destination names or experiences, 
plus the ‘home’ destination). Each of these named alternatives appeared eight times.  

 
This choice set design was replicated four times to create 72 different choice sets; each named alternative now 

appeared 32 times. Named alternatives selected for a set were randomly allocated to positions on the screen; only the 
home destination, if it appeared, was always placed in the most right hand column of the voucher table.  

 
The nine different destinations (including ‘home’ destination for each sample) are shown in Table 2.  

 
Table 2: The Nine Destinations Used in the Voucher Task 

1 Bali 
2 Bangkok 
3 Hunter Valley (NSW) 
4 Margaret River (WA) 
5 Melbourne* 
6 New Zealand 
7 Perth* 
8 Sydney* 
9 Yarra Valley (VIC) 

Note: * home destinations for the respective samples 
 

The nine destinations comprised the three sampled metropolitan areas (Melbourne, Perth and Sydney) each of which 
had one regional (intrastate) destination located at a few hours drive, at most, from the main urban centre (Yarra Valley, 
Margaret River and Hunter Valley, respectively,). These three regional destinations each have their own image but are 
somewhat similar in overall profile (with a focus on nature and food and wine), which makes the three samples (studies) 
more comparable. We also assumed these destinations to be well enough known that most respondents would have at 
least some familiarity with them and not query the relevance of the task when encountering these destination names. In 
addition there were three overseas destinations, with different types of appeal (Bali, Bangkok and New Zealand) and 
associated with different typical experiences.  

 
The total number of destinations was set to nine based on the design considerations (9 being a particularly suitable 

number for using the selected BIBD design, which allowed a good fit with the attribute design) and on allowing the 
structure of one metro and one regional destination for each of the to be sampled areas, plus a selected number of 
overseas destinations, hence allowing to explore destination choices from among a mix of intrastate, interstate and 
overseas destinations.  

 
The total number of experiences was set to eight based on similar design considerations. The identification of these 

eight experience categories also drew from research by Tourism Australia into the relative importance of destination 
experiences Tourism Australia 2007.in various key origin markets, as well as on explorations of tourism websites (see 
Table 3). 

Table 3: The Eight Local Experiences Used in the Voucher Task 

1 Indigenous culture 
2 Arts, culture, history and heritage 
3 Entertainment, nightlife and shopping 
4 Event and festival 
5 Food and wine 
6 Nature (beaches, waterways, wilderness and wildlife) 
7 Relaxation, health and indulgence 
8  Sports, outdoors and adventure 
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The named ‘slots’ in the 72 choice sets were next filled with attribute profiles that had been generated using an 

orthogonal main effects plan in 32 treatments for eight attributes (7 with 2 levels, 1 with 8 levels). (The plan comprised 
a foldover of an 8*27 in 16 main effects plan, so as to ensure that all main effect estimates would be independent of first 
order interactions). This means that 32 profiles were generated for each of the nine named alternatives (destinations or 
experiences). The eight attributes for each destination (or experience) name are shown in Table 4: 

Table 4: Overview of Attribute Levels 

  Level 1 Level 2 
 Accommodation*:   
1 Duration  3 nights  5 nights 
2 Air  Qantas  Virgin 
3 Car  Hertz  Thrifty 
4 Quality  3-star  5-star 
5 Value (including breakfast)  $400   $600  
    
 Local experience   
6 Experience (or destination**) type 8 types (levels) 
7 Quality  3-star  5-star 
8 Value  $200   $400  

 
Notes:  * Accommodation and travel attributes kept constant and defined as ‘not applicable’ for 9th (=home) 

destination; the home destination only presented local experience attributes. 
** destination treated as 8 level attribute; ‘home’ destination was designed as a separate ninth alternative 
for both conditions. 

 

Defining the Overall Value and Quality Attributes 
To be able to also provide the total value and overall quality of the vouchers to respondents, we combined the relevant 
levels into two new attributes: total voucher value (per person) and overall quality (star rating). The total voucher value 
was derived by summing the two component values, as shown in Table 5. The overall quality star rating was obtained 
by ‘averaging’ of the star ratings of the accommodation and transport component with the experience component star 
rating, as shown in Table 6. 

 
Note the total voucher value and overall star rating were not separate design factors; they are directly based on the 

underlying component attributes. In any analysis we can therefore only have either the component values or the total 
value.  

Table 5: Total Voucher Values 

VAL TR&ACC VAL EXP VAL TOT 
$400 $200 $600 
$400 $400 $800 
$600 $200 $800 
$600 $400 $1,000 

 
 

Table 6: Overall Quality Star Rating 

QUAL ACC QUAL EXP QUAL TOT 
3-star accommodation 3-star local experience 3-star 
3-star accommodation 5-star local experience 4-star 
5-star accommodation 3-star local experience 4-star 
5-star accommodation 5-star local experience 5-star 
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Chapter 4 

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF TOURISM BEHAVIOUR 

Introduction 
As explained in Chapter 4, this research entailed six surveys comprising two survey versions (destinations-to-
experiences, and experiences-to-destinations) to each of three city-based samples (Melbourne, Perth and Sydney). In 
this chapter, the descriptive results of the analysis are presented and discussed. More detailed descriptive results are 
contained in the six Appendices C to H corresponding to each of the separate surveys. Chapter 6 reports and discusses 
the findings from the experimental voucher treatments in the surveys. 

Profile of Respondents 
In total, 3,926 respondents participated in the research. The number of responses from Melbourne, Perth, and Sydney 
for the destinations-to-experiences survey version was 997, 485, and 531 respectively. The equivalent figures for the 
experiences-to-destinations version were 922, 467 and 528 respectively. Table 7 summarises the overall profile of all 
respondents. The corresponding figures for each of the six surveys can be found in Appendices C to H. 
 

Table 7: Overall Profile of Respondents 

Gender %  Employment % No. of Children Average 
Female 62  Full-time employee 52.5  <= 5 years old 0.36 
Male 38  Part-time employee 13.7  6 – 14 years old 0.56 

   Casual employee 4.8  15+ at home 0.58 
Age %  Full-time home duties 6.8   

15 – 24 years 19.6  Retired 4.0 Education % 
25 – 34 years 17.8  Full-time student 9.8  < Year 12 16.4 
35 – 44 years 27.9  Unemployed/seeking work 1.5  Year 12 21.3 
45 – 54 years 19.5  Employer/contractor 6.0  Diploma/certificate 26.7 
55 – 64 years 12.2  Other 0.9  Undergraduate 22.2 
65 – 74 years 3.1     Postgraduate 12.7 
75+ years 0.1  Married/de facto %  Other 0.7 

   Yes 65.7   
Background %  No 34.3 Income % 

Born Australia 76.5     < $20,000 3.6 
Arrived >20 yrs. ago 11.9  Partner Employment %  $20,000 - $40,000 6.5 
11 – 20 yrs. 5.0  Full-time employee 59.6  $40,001 - $60,000 12.9 
6 – 10 yrs. 2.7  Part-time employee 9.0  $60,001 - $90,000 19.5 
2 – 5 yrs. 2.4  Casual employee 3.2  $90,001 - $120,000 17.2 
<2 yrs. 1.5  Full-time home duties 5.4  $120,001 - $150,000 9.0 

   Retired 5.2  $150,001 - $180,000 5.1 
English 1st Lang. %  Full-time student 2.8  > $180,000 5.2 

Yes 93.7  Unemployed/seeking work 1.2  Would not say 20.9 
No 6.3  Employer/contractor 12.3   

   Other 1.4   
 

General Holiday Preferences and Behaviour 

Destinations 
The initial series of questions in the survey sought to gauge travel interests and recent activity. In the case of the 
destinations-to-experiences survey version, these were focused on which destinations respondents would be interested 
in visiting (question 1.1 permitted up to three to be selected from the list provided) and, from the same list, which 
destinations they had visited on a previous holiday in the past five years (question 1.2). Tables 8 and 9 show these 
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results respectively, aggregated across the three destinations-to-experiences surveys in Melbourne, Perth and Sydney. 
Further details for the three surveys are available in Appendices C to E. 
 

Table 8: Interest in Visiting Destinations 

Percentage of Respondents Interested 
Destination Aggregate Melbourne Perth Sydney 

Bali 31.0 30.4 36.9 26.7 
Bangkok 38.7 41.0 35.7 37.3 
New Zealand 69.7 70.5 69.7 68.4 
Melbourne 31.4* - 38.1 25.2 
Perth 33.5* 35.3 - 30.1 
Sydney 18.9* 16.0 24.7 - 
Yarra Valley 8.0 8.6 8.2 6.6 
Margaret River 31.1 35.0 19.2 34.7 
Hunter Valley 15.2 11.8 15.7 20.9 
None 1.0 1.1 0.4 1.3 

 
Note: * These percentages have been calculated from only 2 of the 3 surveys 

in which the destination was available as an option. 
 

Table 9: Past Holiday Visitation to Destinations 

Percentage Who Had Visited Destination in Past 5 Years Destination Aggregate Melbourne Perth Sydney 
Bali 13.5 10.0 25.4 9.0 
Bangkok 15.6 15.5 15.3 16.0 
New Zealand 18.9 20.3 13.4 21.5 
Melbourne 54.3* - 53.0 55.6 
Perth 19.4* 20.8 - 16.9 
Sydney 51.5* 56.3 41.6 - 
Yarra Valley 19.2 32.2 6.2 6.6 
Margaret River 21.9 9.6 62.9 7.3 
Hunter Valley 16.6 7.1 4.7 45.2 
None 19.9 22.0 13.4 22.0 

 
Note: * These percentages have been calculated from only 2 of the 3 surveys in which 

the destination was available as an option. 
 

Interest was highest in the case of New Zealand. Interest was also strong in the case of the other two overseas 
destinations (Bali and Bangkok) as well as two of the three capital cities in the list (Melbourne and Perth). There is also 
a strong interest in the Margaret River region. By comparison, Melbourne and Sydney dominate the results with respect 
to past holiday visitation in the previous five-year period (from Sydney and Perth respondents, and Melbourne and 
Perth respondents respectively). As cost is a major factor in travel behaviour, it is not surprising that interest in the three 
overseas destinations is comparatively much higher than actual previous travel to these destinations confirming that 
overseas travel is a strong desire for Australians. 

 
These results point to the interdependence between past holiday travel behaviour and interest in visiting destinations 

for future travel. In order to examine these relationships, a series of cross-tabulation correlations was undertaken in 
which destination-interest was cross-tabulated against recent destination-visitation for each combination of destinations. 
As Tables 8 and 9 include ten destination options, the cross-tabulation combinations form a 10 x 10 matrix. Tables 10, 
11 and 12 present the direction and the statistical significance value for each calculated Pearson chi-square statistic in 
this series of cross-tabulations for the Melbourne, Perth and Sydney surveys respectively. Full details of the results from 
the series of cross-tabulations are available in Appendices C, D and E. 

 
Tables 10 to 12 highlight where there was a statistically significant correlation between interest in visiting a 

destination and recent past visitation to the destination for a holiday in the previous five years. Those cells shown in 
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green denote a positive association (i.e. past visitation and interest in visiting the destination tended to occur together 
across respondents). In contrast, those shown in orange indicate a negative association. 

 
By examining these tables it is possible to observe some interesting relationships. Not surprisingly, while there is 

variability in the results across respondent origins, there are also some consistent patterns as well. Interest and visitation 
to each of Bali and Bangkok showed very strong positive associations in each of the three samples. Those who have 
previously visited Bali and Bangkok maintain a strong interest in returning and those who have not been to these 
destinations display a reduced interest in visiting them in the future. In the case of the Melbourne and Sydney samples, 
there is also a strong, positive cross-correlation between interest and visitation between Bali and Bangkok. 

 
There are also a number of interesting relationships among the different wine regions in the three states. For 

example, among Perth residents, interest in visiting the Hunter Valley was strong when they had visited previously one 
or more of the wine regions (the Hunter Valley, Margaret River, and the Yarra Valley). There was also an interest 
among these respondents in visiting the Yarra Valley when they had previously visited the Margaret River region. But 
Perth residents showed a lower interest in the Margaret River region when they had previously visited the Hunter and 
Yarra Valleys. This is open to possible alternative explanations but this result might arise because Perth residents who 
had previously visited the Hunter and Yarra Valleys may therefore have a higher travel experience or propensity to 
travel and may therefore have selected other destinations over the nearby Margaret River region in terms of their 
interests. Some caution is therefore required when attempting to interpret the reasons behind the correlations displayed 
in these tables. For Perth residents there was a strong, positive relationship also between a previous visit to Melbourne 
and an interest in returning to Melbourne using the travel voucher. 
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Table 10: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Melbourne:  
Destinations ► Experiences 

 

 Bali 
been 

Bangkok 
been 

Hunter 
Valley 
been 

Margaret 
River 
been 

Melbourne 
been 

New 
Zealand 

been 

Perth 
been 

Sydney 
been 

Yarra 
Valley 
been 

Not visited 
any of these 
destinations 

Bali interest +   
0.000 

+   
0.005 

+   
0.517 

-   
0.330 NA -   

0.561 
-   

0.746 
-   

0.836 
+   

0.422 -   0.276 

Bangkok 
interest 

+   
0.001 

+   
0.000 

+   
0.472 

+   
0.313 NA +   

0.035 
+   

0.109 
+   

0.014 
+   

0.199 -   0.001 

Hunter 
Valley 
interest 

-   
0.211 

-   
0.240 

+   
0.322 

+   
0.381 NA +   

0.610 
+   

0.546 
-   

0.636 
+   

0.021 +   0.798

Margaret 
River 

interest 

-   
0.184 

-   
0.130 

+   
0.018 

+   
0.150 NA +   

0.000 
+   

0.284 
-   

0.934 
+   

0.053 -   0.219 

Melbourne 
interest NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

New 
Zealand 
interest 

-   
0.002 

-   
0.049 

-   
0.577 

+   
0.587 NA -   

0.348 
-   

0.612 
-   

0.358 
+   

0.151 +   0.548

Perth 
interest 

-   
0.067 

-   
0.007 

-   
0.038 

-   
0.046 NA -   

0.228 
-   

0.005 
-   

0.179 
-   

0.009 +   0.062

Sydney 
interest 

-   
0.245 

-   
0.356 

-   
0.032 

-   
0.681 NA -   

0.168 
-   

0.963 
-   

0.724 
-   

0.013 +   0.153

Yarra Valley 
interest 

-   
0.082 

-   
0.174 

-   
0.171 

-   
0.914 NA -   

0.689 
+   

0.551 
-   

0.587 
+   

0.013 +   0.164

No interest 
in above 

destinations 

-   
0.917 

+   
0.808 

+   
0.798 

-   
0.952 NA -   

0.093 
-   

0.832 
-   

0.467 
-   

0.725 +   0.246

 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
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Table 11: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Perth: Destinations ► Experiences 

 

 Bali 
been 

Bangkok 
been 

Hunter 
Valley 
been 

Margaret 
River 
been 

Melbourne 
been 

New 
Zealand 

been 

Perth 
been 

Sydney 
been 

Yarra 
Valley 
been 

Not visited 
any of these 
destinations 

Bali interest +   
0.000 

+   
0.482 

+   
0.821 

-   
0.487 

-   
0.360 

+   
0.780 NA -   

0.767 
-   

0.675 -   0.098 

Bangkok 
interest 

-   
0.683 

+   
0.000 

+   
0.723 

-   
0.256 

+   
0.312 

+   
0.289 NA +   

0.056 
+   

0.906 -   0.244 

Hunter 
Valley 

interest 

-   
0.714 

-   
0.110 

+   
0.046 

+   
0.017 

+   
0.092 

+   
0.033 NA +   

0.271 
+   

0.001 -   0.423 

Margaret 
River 

interest 

-   
0.224 

-   
0.021 

-   
0.064 

+   
0.717 

-   
0.000 

+   
0.856 NA -   

0.070 
-   

0.072 +   0.231

Melbourne 
interest 

-   
0.291 

-   
0.174 

-   
0.734 

-   
0.156 

+   
0.015 

-   
0.298 NA -   

0.127 
-   

0.343 +   0.545

New 
Zealand 
interest 

-   
0.398 

-   
0.326 

+   
0.167 

+   
0.928 

-   
0.983 

+   
0.173 NA -   

0.877 
+   

0.970 +   0.839

Perth 
interest NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Sydney 
interest 

-   
0.556 

-   
0.333 

-   
0.403 

+   
0.323 

-   
0.901 

-   
0.029 NA +   

0.828 
-   

0.290 -   0.980 

Yarra Valley 
interest 

-   
0.664 

-   
0.154 

+   
0.392 

+   
0.098 

-   
0.948 

-   
0.861 NA +   

0.146 
+   

0.664 +   0.757

No interest 
in above 

destinations 

-   
0.409 

+   
0.171 

-   
0.752 

-   
0.705 

-   
0.932 

-   
0.577 NA +   

0.810 
-   

0.716 +   0.128

 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
 



How do Australians choose holiday destinations and experiences? 
 

 23

Table 12: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Sydney: Destinations ► Experiences 

 

 Bali 
been 

Bangkok 
been 

Hunter 
Valley 
been 

Margaret 
River 
been 

Melbourne 
been 

New 
Zealand 

been 

Perth 
been 

Sydney 
been 

Yarra 
Valley 
been 

Not visited 
any of these 
destinations 

Bali interest +   
0.000 

+   
0.013 

-   
0.531 

-   
0.197 

+   
0.028 

+   
0.401 

-   
0.589 NA -   

0.887 -   0.008 

Bangkok 
interest 

+   
0.001 

+   
0.000 

-   
0.242 

-   
0.852 

+   
0.588 

+   
0.445 

+   
0.193 NA +   

0.286 -   0.316 

Hunter 
Valley 
interest 

-   
0.259 

-   
0.049 

+   
0.695 

-   
0.637 

-   
0.063 

-   
0.209 

-   
0.606 NA -   

0.571 +   0.052

Margaret 
River 

interest 

-   
0.841 

-   
0.718 

+   
0.000 

+   
0.000 

+   
0.031 

+   
0.437 

+   
0.001 NA +   

0.155 -   0.011 

Melbourne 
interest 

-   
0.969 

-   
0.010 

-   
0.006 

-   
0.009 

+   
0.129 

-   
0.246 

-   
0.000 NA -   

0.254 +   0.281

New 
Zealand 
interest 

-   
0.027 

-   
0.039 

+   
0.355 

+   
0.632 

+   
0.950 

-   
0.115 

+   
0.538 NA -   

0.469 +   0.366

Perth 
interest 

-   
0.072 

-   
0.148 

-   
0.802 

-   
0.174 

-   
0.262 

+   
0.542 

-   
0.073 NA -   

0.176 +   0.393

Sydney 
interest NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Yarra Valley 
interest 

-   
0.054 

-   
0.445 

+   
0.443 

+   
0.021 

+   
0.845 

-   
0.284 

+   
0.018 NA +   

0.233 +   0.587

No interest 
in above 

destinations 

-   
0.401 

-   
0.245 

-   
0.374 

+   
0.479 

-   
0.496 

+   
0.645 

+   
0.409 NA -   

0.479 +   0.024

 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
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Melbourne respondents displayed a greater interest in visiting the Margaret River region if they had 

previously visited the Hunter and Yarra Valleys. Having previously visited the Yarra Valley, Melbourne 
respondents also displayed a greater interest in returning to the Yarra Valley as well as in visiting in the future 
the Hunter Valley and Margaret River region. The Melbourne sample also displayed a lower interest in visiting 
New Zealand if they had previously visited Bali and Bangkok. This relationship was also observed for the 
Sydney sample but not for the Perth sample. A possible interpretation of these results is that east coast 
Australians who have not been to Bali and/or Bangkok prefer to visit New Zealand over Bali or Bangkok. 
Compared to Melbourne and Sydney residents, Perth respondents appear to have a different attitude toward Bali, 
Bangkok and New Zealand as tourism destinations. This might reflect differences in geographical proximity or 
culture. Melbourne respondents tended to show a stronger interest in visiting Perth when they had not previously 
visited each of several of the other destinations. This suggests that Melbourne respondents who had more travel 
experience in the past five years were interested in visiting destinations other than Perth or that Melbourne 
respondents who had little previous travel had a greater interest in visiting Perth. 

 
This pattern can also be observed for Sydney respondents and their attitude to visiting Melbourne. An interest 

in visiting Melbourne tended to be negatively correlated with the level of previous visitation to other destinations 
(most particularly Bangkok, the Hunter Valley, the Margaret River region and Perth). Broadly there seems to be 
a suggestion in the results that there is a higher interest in visiting geographically proximate destinations when 
previous travel was lowest, and travelling further afield when respondents have more past travel experience. 

 
Respondents were asked for which one of the voucher destination options they would first want to receive 

additional information before finalising their choice of destination. Again, Appendices C, D and E provide an 
analysis of these responses for each of the three respondent samples. The aggregated responses, however, are 
summarised in Table 13 which indicates the percentage of respondents who expressed a desire for additional 
information about each of the destinations (question 1.4 of the survey) dependent upon their expression of 
interest in visiting the destination (question 1.1). The overall figure is the result regardless of interest in the 
destination. 

Table 13: Additional Destination Information Desired 

Percentage Who Desired Additional Destination Information Destination When interested When not interested Overall 
Bali 36.4 4.0 14.0 
Bangkok 44.4 9.7 23.2 
New Zealand 45.7 13.0 35.9 
Melbourne 10.0* 1.4* 4.1* 
Perth 20.1* 2.4* 6.3* 
Sydney 12.9* 0.8* 3.1* 
Yarra Valley 4.3 1.6 1.8 
Margaret River 16.5 2.3 6.7 
Hunter Valley 13.4 2.3 4.0 
None 30.0 3.5 3.7 

 
Note: * These percentages have been calculated from only 2 of the 3 surveys 

in which the destination was available as an option. 
 
The three overseas destinations produced the strongest desire for additional information. This could be 

attributed to the combination of a generally stronger interest in these destinations and a comparative lack of 
knowledge of these destinations. Some care should be exercised in interpreting Tables 8, 9 and 13 as these are 
aggregated figures across the three respondent samples in Melbourne, Perth and Sydney. Differences in sample 
size as well as differences in proximity of the nine destinations to each sample will have an influence on these 
aggregated figures. The disaggregated figures in Appendices C, D and E avoid these problems. 

 

Experiences 
The same set of analyses was then repeated for the three experiences-to-destinations surveys. In this case the 
difference is that the various types of travel experiences now take the place of particular destinations. Nine 
experience alternatives were available as shown in Tables 14 and 15. The question that dealt with interest in 
choosing a tourism experience (question 1.1) again permitted up to three experiences to be selected. The 
strongest interest (Table 14) was in nature; relaxation, health and indulgence; and entertainment, nightlife and 



How do Australians choose holiday destinations and experiences? 
 

 25

shopping. The least interest was indicated for experiencing indigenous culture. Table 15 indicates that the pattern 
of past tourism experiences is somewhat similar—that is, nature; relaxation, health and indulgence; and 
entertainment, nightlife and shopping are again the most common experiences in recent past travel, and 
indigenous culture is the least prevalent in this table. 
 

Table 14: Interest in Types of Tourism Experiences 

Percentage of Respondents Interested Experience Aggregate Melbourne Perth Sydney 
Arts, culture, history and heritage 33.9 32.9 36.2 33.7 
Entertainment, nightlife and shopping 44.5 39.5 53.5 45.3 
Events and festivals 26.5 24.8 28.7 27.5 
Food and wine 28.8 30.6 30.4 24.4 
Indigenous culture 6.8 7.4 4.9 7.6 
Nature (beaches, waterways, wilderness and 
wildlife) 54.3 56.5 46.0 57.8 

Relaxation, health and indulgence 51.2 53.4 53.1 45.1 
Sports, outdoors and adventure 24.0 25.1 18.8 26.9 
None 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 

 

Table 15: Past Tourism Experiences 

Percentage of Undertook Experience1 
Experience Aggregate Melbourne Perth Sydney 

Arts, culture, history and heritage 41.4 41.6 39.4 42.8 
Entertainment, nightlife and shopping 49.1 45.3 55.9 49.8 
Events and festivals 27.8 29.4 24.8 27.7 
Food and wine 32.0 31.9 34.0 30.5 
Indigenous culture 12.1 14.0 7.5 12.9 
Nature (beaches, waterways, wilderness and 
wildlife) 62.7 65.8 56.5 62.7 

Relaxation, health and indulgence 52.1 53.3 51.6 50.4 
Sports, outdoors and adventure 32.0 31.1 29.3 36.0 
None 4.8 4.7 5.6 4.4 
Note: 1. In past 5 years. 

 
As above, the cross-tabulation analyses, pairing combinations of interest in an experience with recent past 

engagement in an experience, was repeated. While the detailed results of these cross-tabulations are available in 
Appendices F, G and H, Tables 16, 17 and 18 again present the summary results. The most notable pattern in 
these results is the generally strong positive association which runs along the main diagonal in these three tables 
indicating that a respondent’s past engagement in a travel experience tends to occur also with the respondent 
continuing to have an interest in the experience for future travel. 

 
The other interesting pattern in Tables 16, 17 and 18 occurs off the main diagonal. These tables indicate a 

mix of positive and negative associations between interest and past engagement in the various tourism 
experiences. Rather than interest across the different types of experiences occurring randomly from respondent 
to respondent, the results indicate that there is some correlation between experiences suggesting clusters of 
experiences that are either congruent or incongruent with individual travel motives and interests. A number of 
observations are worth noting Those respondents who have a stronger interest in arts, culture, history and 
heritage are significantly more likely to have engaged in this experience in the past or to have previously 
experienced indigenous culture (at least for the Melbourne and Perth respondents). Similarly, and interest in 
experiencing indigenous culture was associated positively with past engagement in arts, culture, history and 
heritage oriented experiences. Respondents who had engaged in arts, culture, history and heritage experiences 
displayed lower interests in entertainment, nightlife and shopping; relaxation, health and indulgence; and sports, 
outdoors and adventure pursuits. 
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Table 16: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Melbourne: Experiences ► 
Destinations 

 

 
Arts, 

culture, 
history & 
heritage

Entertainment, 
nightlife & 

shopping done 

Event & 
festival 
done 

Food & 
wine done

Indigenous 
culture done

Nature 
done 

Relaxation, 
health & 

indulgence 
done

Sports, 
outdoors & 
adventure 

done

None of 
these 

activities 
done

Arts, culture, 
history & 
heritage 
interest

+   
0.000 -   0.144 +   

0.544 
+   

0.207 +   0.000 -   
0.607 -   0.007 -   0.000 -   

0.707 
Entertainment, 

nightlife & 
shop-ping 

interest

-   
0.023 +   0.000 +   

0.038 
-   

0.243 -   0.338 -   
0.000 -   0.290 -   0.018 +   

0.744 

Event & 
festival interest 

+   
0.685 +   0.087 +   

0.000 
+   

0.873 +   0.833 -   
0.159 -   0.000 -   0.231 +   

0.230 

Food & wine 
interest 

-   
0.948 -   0.119 -   

0.163 
+   

0.000 -   0.359 -   
0.192 +   0.121 -   0.000 +   

0.531 

Indigenous 
culture interest 

+   
0.006 -   0.013 +   

0.779 
-   

0.319 +   0.000 +   
0.951 -   0.417 +   

0.821 
-   

0.484 

Nature interest +   
0.685 -   0.000 -   

0.008 
-   

0.000 +   0.984 +   
0.000 -   0.390 +   

0.120 
-   

0.176 
Relaxation, 

health & 
indulg-ence 

interest

-   
0.001 -   0.182 -   

0.001 
+   

0.197 -   0.024 +   
0.879 +   0.000 -   0.044 -   

0.030 
Sports, 

outdoors & 
adventure 

interest

-   
0.000 -   0.677 -   

0.325 
-   

0.000 -   0.001 -   
0.330 -   0.170 +   

0.000 
-   

0.318 
None of the 

above 
interests 

-   
0.498 -   0.413 -   

0.196 
-   

0.170 -   0.419 -   
0.084 -   0.256 -   0.178 +   

0.000 
 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
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Table 17: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Perth: Experiences ► Destinations 

 

 
Arts, 

culture, 
history & 
heritage

Entertainment, 
nightlife & 

shopping done 

Event & 
festival 
done 

Food & 
wine done

Indigenous 
culture done

Nature 
done 

Relaxation, 
health & 

indulgence 
done

Sports, 
outdoors & 
adventure 

done

None of 
these 

activities 
done

Arts, culture, 
history & 
heritage 
interest

+   
0.000 -   0.290 +   

0.074 
-   

0.184 +   0.007 +   
0.928 -   0.417 -   0.008 +   

0.277 
Entertainment, 

nightlife & 
shop-ping 

interest

-   
0.071 +   0.000 -   

0.814 
-   

0.827 -   0.335 -   
0.000 

na5 
0.998 -   0.089 -   

0.113 

Event & 
festival interest 

-   
0.868 +   0.522 +   

0.000 
+   

0.169 -   0.427 -   
0.026 -   0.038 -   0.944 +   

0.257 

Food & wine 
interest 

-   
0.065 -   0.783 +   

0.385 
+   

0.000 -   0.530 -   
0.386 -   0.206 -   0.010 +   

0.967 

Indigenous 
culture interest 

+   
0.085 -   0.001 +   

0.887 
-   

0.029 +   0.000 +   
0.196 -   0.424 +   

0.906 
+   

0.109 

Nature interest +   
0.532 -   0.003 -   

0.008 
-   

0.017 -   0.695 +   
0.000 -   0.269 +   

0.850 
-   

0.108 
Relaxation, 

health & 
indulg-ence 

interest

-   
0.098 -   0.765 -   

0.103 
-   

0.099 +   0.884 -   
0.036 +   0.000 -   0.017 +   

0.938 
Sports, 

outdoors & 
adventure 

interest

-   
0.002 -   0.448 -   

0.611 
-   

0.013 -   0.243 +   
0.591 -   0.419 +   

0.000 
-   

0.643 
None of the 

above 
interests6 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  5. No relationship. Expected and actual counts identical. 
  6. No respondent indicated that they had none of the above interests. Cross-tab therefore was not applicable in this 
case. 
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Table 18: Cross-Tabulation Pearson Chi-Square Significance Measures for Sydney: Experiences ► Destinations 

 

 
Arts, 

culture, 
history & 
heritage

Entertainment, 
nightlife & 

shopping done 

Event & 
festival 
done 

Food & 
wine done

Indigenous 
culture done

Nature 
done 

Relaxation, 
health & 

indulgence 
done

Sports, 
outdoors & 
adventure 

done

None of 
these 

activities 
done

Arts, culture, 
history & 
heritage 
interest

+   
0.000 +   0.243 -   

0.648 
-   

0.649 -   0.597 +   
0.158 -   0.020 -   0.001 -   

0.429 
Entertainment, 

nightlife & 
shop-ping 

interest

-   
0.007 +   0.000 +   

0.708 
-   

0.264 -   0.131 -   
0.020 -   0.441 -   0.466 -   

0.302 

Event & 
festival interest 

+   
0.854 +   0.260 +   

0.000 
-   

0.639 -   0.174 -   
0.234 -   0.078 -   0.396 -   

0.529 

Food & wine 
interest 

-   
0.803 +   0.448 +   

0.152 
+   

0.000 +   0.675 -   
0.000 +   0.015 -   0.016 +   

0.850 

Indigenous 
culture interest 

+   
0.051 -   0.000 -   

0.135 
-   

0.433 +   0.000 +   
0.513 -   0.479 -   0.132 +   

0.311 

Nature interest +   
0.663 -   0.080 -   

0.101 
-   

0.251 -   0.941 +   
0.000 +   0.952 +   

0.252 
-   

0.324 
Relaxation, 

health & 
indulg-ence 

interest

-   
0.005 -   0.786 -   

0.127 
-   

0.625 +   0.725 -   
0.447 +   0.000 -   0.164 -   

0.310 
Sports, 

outdoors & 
adventure 

interest

-   
0.252 -   0.186 -   

0.474 
-   

0.028 -   0.503 +   
0.225 -   0.763 +   

0.000 
-   

0.929 
None of the 

above 
interests5 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 
Note: 1. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 

at the 5% level. 
  2. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a positive association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  3. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 5% level. 
  4. Interest in destination and prior visit to destination share a negative association, statistically significant 
at the 10% level. 
  5. No respondent indicated that they had none of the above interests. Cross-tab therefore was not applicable in this 
case. 
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. 
 
Entertainment, nightlife and shopping experiences do not fit well with nature-based experiences particularly. 

Event and festival experiences seem to be somewhat inconsistent with relaxation, health and indulgence 
experiences. Food and wine experiences and sports, outdoors and adventure experiences are also typically not 
found within the same respondents. Similarly, those most interested in indigenous culture typically had not 
engaged in entertainment, nightlife and shopping experiences in recent past travel. Respondents most interested 
in experiencing nature typically had not engaged in entertainment, nightlife and shopping; events and festivals; 
and food and wine experiences in previous travel (more so in the case of Melbourne and Perth respondents than 
Sydney respondents).  

 
Consistent with the destinations-to-experiences survey version, respondents were also asked to indicate for 

which one of the voucher experiences they would most desire to obtain additional information before choosing 
the experience. Appendices F, G and H provide an analysis of these responses for each of the three respondent 
samples. The aggregated responses, however, are summarised in Table 19. 
 

Table 19: Additional Experience Information Desired 

Percentage Who Desired Additional Experience 
Information Experience 

When interested When not 
interested Overall 

Arts, culture, history and heritage 47.6 4.2 22.0 
Entertainment, nightlife and shopping 29.3 4.0 15.2 
Events and festivals 17.1 4.3 7.7 
Food and wine 10.3 0.7 3.4 
Indigenous culture 12.2 1.6 2.3 
Nature (beaches, waterways, wilderness and wildlife) 31.4 6.1 19.8 
Relaxation, health and indulgence 29.6 4.6 17.3 
Sports, outdoors and adventure 34.3 4.1 11.4 
None 50.0 0.7 0.8 

 

Descriptive Responses to Holiday Vouchers 
The main section of the survey (questions 1.5 to 1.8) presented a number of voucher options to each respondent. 
Part of this task (questions 1.7 and 1.8) asked respondents to indicate, for the voucher they had selected, how 
soon they might expect to use the voucher (within the 12 month period of validity), with whom they would be 
most likely to travel when using such a voucher (since the voucher was for a travel party of two), and how much 
additional money they would expect to spend beyond the value of the voucher. Tables 20, 21 and 22 present the 
aggregated results from Appendices C to H. 
 

Table 20: How Soon the Voucher Would be Used? 

Voucher would be used Aggregated Results 
Within the next 4 weeks 3.5% 
2 – 3 months from now 23.5% 
4 – 6 months from now 37.8% 
7 – 9 months from now 19.8% 
10 – 12 months from now 15.5% 
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Table 21: With Whom Would You Travel? 

Travel Companion Aggregated Results 
Partner or spouse 69.4% 
Parent 2.2% 
Child 3.4% 
Other relative 3.2% 
Friend 19.9% 
Colleague 0.0% 
No one 1.7% 

 
Table 22: Mean Additional Expenditure in Excess of Voucher Value 

Respondent Origin Aggregated Results 
Melbourne $1,445 
Perth $1,729 
Sydney $1,448 

 
The differences between the destinations-to-experiences surveys and the experiences-to-destinations surveys 

were insignificant. While the majority of respondents indicated that they would use the voucher in four to six 
months time, the responses to this question were quite spread. Almost 70% of respondents would prefer to travel 
with a partner or spouse. Travelling with a friend was the other main preference. 

Holiday and Travel Intentions and Experience 
Respondents were asked about the state of their current overseas, interstate and intrastate travel intentions 
(question 2.1). In addition, they were asked about their overseas, interstate and intrastate travel experience over 
the last five years. Tables 23 to 26 summarise these aggregated responses. Appendices C to H provide the details 
by survey version and respondent sample location. 

 
At the time of the surveys, the majority of the respondents (80% or higher) had either made plans, or were 

expecting or considering travel overseas, interstate and intrastate. The differences in the figures across the three 
levels of travel are relatively minor. Almost 70% of respondents had travelled overseas in the last five years. The 
corresponding figure for interstate and intrastate travel was 90% and 85% respectively. The majority of the 
survey respondents display significant travel experience. 

 
Table 23: State of Travel Intentions 

State of Travel Intentions Overseas 
Travel 

Interstate 
Travel 

Intrastate 
Travel 

Arrangements to travel have been made 15.6% 19.1% 19.5% 
Expecting to travel, no arrangements made 28.7% 35.7% 35.5% 
Considering travel 35.8% 32.6% 25.8% 
Not expecting or considering travel 20.0% 12.6% 19.3% 

 

Table 24: Overseas Travel Experience in Last 5 Years 

Travel Experience % 
No 31.2% Travelled overseas in last 5 years? 
Yes 68.8% 
1 30.0% 
2 25.4% 
3 18.5% 
4 – 10 22.5% 

For those who had travelled, the percentage who had taken # 
separate overseas trips 

> 10 3.6% 
Mean 2.71 For those who had travelled, the number of trips for the 

purpose of a holiday Standard deviation 2.15 
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Table 25: Interstate Travel Experience in Last 5 Years 

Travel Experience % 
No 10.4% Travelled interstate in last 5 years? 
Yes 89.6% 
1 13.6% 
2 18.0% 
3 18.9% 
4 – 10 37.0% 

For those who had travelled, the percentage who had taken # 
separate interstate trips 

> 10 12.5% 
0 3.4% 
1 17.8% 
2 19.8% 
3 19.4% 
4 – 10 33.4% 

For those who had travelled, the number of trips for the 
purpose of a holiday 

> 10 6.2% 
 

Table 26: Intrastate Travel Experience in Last 5 Years 

Travel Experience % 
0 14.8% 
1 9.2% 
2 13.7% 
3 14.5% 
4 – 10 35.5% 

The number of separate intrastate trips for the purpose of a 
holiday in the last 5 years 

> 10 12.3% 

Holiday Preferences and Motives 
Using a four-point scale (1=not at all important, 2=somewhat unimportant, 3=somewhat important, 4=very 
important) the survey asked respondents to indicate how important each of a list of 24 motives was when 
travelling for a holiday. Table 27 summarises the mean scores for each motive. Appendices C to H provide 
further statistics on these responses by survey version. 

 
Overall, the five strongest motives were to have fun (3.81), to visit new places (3.68), to relax mentally 

(3.62), to get away from everyday life (3.59), and to do/experience something new (3.52). In contrast, the five 
weakest motives were to master a skill (2.06), to engage in challenging physical activities (2.21), to improve 
self-confidence (2.46), to engage in nature-based activities (2.56), and to engage in non-challenging physical 
activities (2.60). 

 
Table 27 demonstrates that there is considerable stability of the mean scores in these results across the two 

survey versions and three sample locations. However, within each sample there is considerable variability in 
responses indicative of heterogeneous holiday motives. In order to investigate the underlying response patterns 
across the 24 motivation items, the responses were analysed using Factor Analysis. Factor Analysis (using 
principal component analysis with varimax rotation) was applied to each of the six data sets as well as to the 
combined data set. Table 28 summarises the findings for the combined data set. The separate results for each of 
the six data sets can be found in Appendices C to H. With only minor differences, the factor analysis results for 
each of the six data sets accords closely with the findings from the combined data shown in Table 28. 

 
The analysis on the combined data identified seven principal factors. The blue cells in this table indicate the 

principal loadings of each motive item to these factors. By examining the nature of the loaded items to each 
factor, the seven factors in the table have been labelled to reflect the essence of the loaded items. 

 
The Factor Analysis also provided factor scores for each respondent. These scores serve as a measure of how 

well each respondent aligns with each of the seven motivation factors. These factor scores have been used in the 
choice modelling analyses (Chapter 5) in order to examine variations in the choice of preferred 
destination/experience vouchers as a function of individual motivations and preferences. 
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Table 27: Travel Motives 

Destinations ► Experiences Experiences ► Destinations Motive Melb. Perth Sydney Melb. Perth Sydney 
Aggregated 

Results Rank 

1. To be close to 
nature 

2.64 2.59 2.63 2.69 2.59 2.67 2.64 19 

2. To experience 
nature 

2.71 2.67 2.70 2.80 2.69 2.74 2.73 16 

3. To visit natural 
attractions 

3.05 3.08 3.09 3.10 3.08 3.11 3.08 12 

4. To engage in 
nature-based activities 

2.55 2.54 2.49 2.62 2.51 2.63 2.56 21 

5. To engage in non-
challenging physical 
activities 

2.61 2.60 2.60 2.62 2.54 2.62 2.60 20 

6. To engage in 
challenging physical 
activities 

2.26 2.21 2.22 2.21 2.08 2.22 2.21 22 

7. To do/experience 
something new 

3.50 3.59 3.53 3.53 3.47 3.52 3.52 5 

8. To visit new places 3.66 3.73 3.68 3.66 3.70 3.67 3.68 2 
9. To learn about new 
things/places/cultures 

3.43 3.49 3.41 3.40 3.41 3.44 3.43 6 

10. To gain 
experience/knowledge 

3.41 3.45 3.42 3.42 3.40 3.38 3.41 7 

11. To relax mentally 3.64 3.67 3.63 3.61 3.60 3.53 3.62 3 
12. To have time for 
myself 

3.25 3.22 3.23 3.22 3.25 3.16 3.22 10 

13. To spend time 
with my family 

3.33 3.44 3.38 3.38 3.41 3.33 3.37 8 

14. To obtain some 
physical exercise 

2.74 2.74 2.66 2.79 2.66 2.72 2.73 16 

15. To improve my 
health 

2.79 2.75 2.71 2.81 2.72 2.76 2.77 15 

16. To master a skill 2.07 2.05 2.03 2.06 2.07 2.09 2.06 24 
17. To get away from 
everyday life 

3.57 3.63 3.59 3.60 3.60 3.58 3.59 4 

18. To experience 
something 
adventurous 

2.95 2.94 2.98 2.95 2.86 2.98 2.95 13 

19. To have fun  3.77 3.85 3.82 3.83 3.82 3.80 3.81 1 
20. To be with friends 
and relatives 

3.24 3.36 3.24 3.23 3.26 3.29 3.26 9 

21. To have social 
contact/meet new 
people 

2.85 2.99 2.85 2.86 2.86 2.83 2.87 14 

22. To have 
experiences to talk 
about 

3.14 3.24 3.15 3.16 3.19 3.14 3.16 11 

23. To improve my 
self-confidence 

2.46 2.51 2.40 2.47 2.50 2.44 2.46 23 

24. To obtain a feeling 
of achievement 

2.70 2.74 2.66 2.72 2.73 2.69 2.71 18 
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Table 28: Factor Analysis of Travel Motives – Combined Data 

Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Motive 

Nature Social & 
self 

enhance-
ment 

New 
exper-
iences 

& 
know-
ledge 

Health, 
exercise 
& skill 

Relax-
ation 

& 
escape 

Adven-
ture & 
excite-
ment 

Family,  
friends 
& fun 

1. To be close to nature .883 .019 .045 .089 .050 .082 .026 
2. To experience nature .903 .040 .088 .081 .018 .099 .026 
3. To visit natural attractions .768 .057 .286 .013 .026 .012 .063 
4. To engage in nature-based activities .811 .056 .069 .144 -.013 .258 .050 
5. To engage in non-challenging phys. activ. .393 .097 .084 .115 .235 -.038 -.141 
6. To engage in challenging phys. activities .233 .094 .032 .300 -.070 .749 -.005 
7. To do/experience something new .135 .073 .711 -.031 .123 .375 .031 
8. To visit new places .086 .084 .828 -.067 .135 .157 .061 
9. To learn about new things/places/cultures .187 .158 .833 .113 -.008 -.102 .020 
10. To gain experience/knowledge .143 .229 .804 .170 -.008 -.042 .026 
11. To relax mentally .087 -.032 .061 .133 .804 -.108 .181 
12. To have time for myself .045 .169 -.005 .251 .737 -.067 -.022 
13. To spend time with my family .048 -.082 .044 .367 .223 -.172 .681 
14. To obtain some physical exercise .169 .096 .074 .784 .080 .245 .132 
15. To improve my health .146 .220 .057 .785 .205 .026 .105 
16. To master a skill .135 .451 .025 .532 .010 .350 .006 
17. To get away from everyday life .047 .108 .130 -.101 .673 .296 .145 
18. To experience something adventurous .129 .328 .184 .109 .081 .739 .056 
19. To have fun  .006 .091 .326 -.149 .357 .321 .469 
20. To be with friends and relatives .007 .288 .008 .060 .043 .107 .791 
21. To have social contact/meet new people .009 .701 .170 .070 .011 .124 .227 
22. To have experiences to talk about .004 .696 .274 -.024 .078 .080 .170 
23. To improve my self-confidence .101 .842 .023 .182 .107 .052 -.041 
24. To obtain a feeling of achievement .092 .817 .104 .173 .084 .129 -.043 
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Chapter 5 

CHOICE MODELLING ANALYSIS OF THE VOUCHER 
EXPERIMENT 

Introduction 
In Chapter 2, the main study hypotheses were developed. For ease of reference, they are briefly reviewed here. 
Hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 deal with the issue of sequential attribute processing; that is, does the sequence in which 
holiday makers obtain and process information affect their destination choice decision? The focus is on the 
sequencing of information about the destination names (and brand associations) and the holiday experiences, 
both leading to the same final stage with identical information for each decision-maker. It should be noted that, 
while the information was identical, the presentation was different: in the task in which the destination was 
shown first, the destination name remained the header in the final presentation table while in the other task, the 
experience name appeared in the header. The specific hypotheses are: 
 

• H1.1. Destination names will have a greater importance (have larger attribute parameters) in a condition 
where destination names of vacation travel options are revealed prior to revealing the full information of 
the travel options than in a condition where local experiences are revealed prior to the full information of 
the travel options.  

 
• H1.2. Local experience attributes will have a greater importance (have larger attribute parameters) in a 

condition where the local experiences available at destinations are revealed prior to revealing the full 
information of the travel options than in a condition where destination names are revealed prior to the 
full information of the travel options. 

 
The second set of hypotheses developed in Chapter 3 relates to how holiday makers value domestic and 

overseas destinations; that is, are there differences in valuation between domestic and overseas holiday 
destinations? The hypotheses are: 

 
• H2.1. All else equal, for a given holiday budget, Australian tourism consumers are more willing to 

choose overseas vacation destinations than domestic vacation destinations. 
 
• H2.2. All else equal, when travel budgets are larger (smaller), Australian tourism consumers will be 

more (less) likely to choose overseas destinations, even when all basic holiday components can be 
assumed the same. 

 
• H2.3. Australian tourism consumers expect to spend more money when travelling to an overseas 

destination than when travelling to a domestic destination. 
 

In addition to these two sets of hypotheses, we explore heterogeneity within the population of holiday 
makers; that is, we the identify factors that can be used to define different market segments. The results relevant 
to each of the hypotheses and the heterogeneity aspects are discussed in the following sections of this chapter. 

The Sequencing Effects of Destinations and Experiences 
The effects of the sequencing of the destination and experience attributes is tested by way of the study’s 
experiment in which half of respondents were exposed to the destinations first (the ‘destination-to-experience’ 
part of the experiment or ‘dTe’) and the other half was exposed to the experiences first (the ‘experience-to-
destination’ part of the experiment or ‘eTd’). We, therefore, concentrate on Question 1.7 since that question 
contained the full information for all respondents: destination names, experience names and the other attribute 
levels. If there is a sequencing effect of first exposure, ‘anchoring’ should result in higher part-worth utilities in 
the dTe experiment for the destination attributes compared with eTd, and higher part-worth utilities in the eTd 
experiment for the experience attributes compared with dTe. The associated hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 were 
investigated in a number of stages the details of which are now presented. 
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Estimation of Separate MNL Models 
In the first instance, MNL models were estimated for each of the three origin samples (Melbourne, Perth and 
Sydney) for both the dTe and eTd experiments. In each of the resulting six cases, the destinations and 
experiences were dummy coded (1, 0) and all attributes were effects coded (-1, 0 1) except for the value 
attributes (value of transport and accommodation, ‘VALTA’, and value of experience ‘VALEXP’) whose actual 
numerical values were included in the data set. Bali was arbitrarily chosen as the base destination while 
indigenous culture was the base experience. This implies that all estimated utilities are relative to the base cases 
of Bali and an indigenous experience. 

 
A summary of the estimation results for Question 1.7 of the experiment is shown in Table 29. The estimated 

parameters are shown and they are bolded or italicised if they are statistically significant at levels of 0.95 or 0.90, 
respectively (this visualisation is used throughout the chapter). While Question 1.7 comprised all information 
about destinations, experiences and attributes, it should be remembered that respondents in the dTe experiment 
arrived at this stage via the ‘destination-to-experience’ route, that is, they saw the information about the 
destinations first (in Questions 1.5 and 1.6), while respondents in the eTd experiment had followed the 
‘experience to destination’ sequence and saw the information about the experiences first (in Questions 1.5 and 
1.6). 

 
While the focus of the analysis is on the destination and experience parameters, it is worthwhile assessing the 

estimated parameters for the other variables. The airline and the rental car providers have no significant effect on 
utility. For the other attributes, the signs of the significant parameter estimates make sense intuitively. The 
marginal utility for a three-night stay (3NS) is lower compared to five nights, three-star accommodation (A3S) 
provides lower marginal utility compared to a five-star rated one, and the marginal utility for a three-star 
experience (EXP3S) is less than that of a five-star experience. Also, utility increases with the dollar values of 
transport and accommodation (VALTA) and the experience (VALEXP) although some effects are insignificant. 
The value parameters are the effects for one dollar increases so they appear small in magnitude. 

 
All destinations in the experiment appear in all three origin samples (Melbourne, Perth and Sydney). Hence 

there are three origin-destination combinations for which origin and destination are the same; that is, the 
destination is the ‘home’ destination. In five of the six cases, the home destination shows a significant negative 
marginal utility which, as expected, implies that respondents prefer to use the voucher to go on a holiday outside 
their own metropolitan area. In two cases, there is also a significant negative utility for the origin’s intra-state 
destination (Margaret River for the Perth sample in the dTe experiment, and Yarra for the Melbourne 
respondents in the eTd experiment). In general, New Zealand is the most strongly preferred destination as is, to a 
smaller extent, Bangkok.5 As said earlier, all the above utility implications of the destinations are to be 
interpreted as relative to the Bali base. 

                                                 
5 The survey was carried out before the April 2009 riots against the Thai government in Bangkok. 
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Table 29: MNL Results of Q1.7 by Origin and Experiment 

 dTe experiment  eTd experiment 
 Melbourne Perth Sydney  Melbourne Perth Sydney 

BALI 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 
BANGKOK 0.771 0.124 0.539  0.260 0.846 0.142 

NZ 1.334 1.284 1.278  0.710 1.129 0.303 
MARGRIV 0.560 -0.538 0.688  0.042 0.020 -0.266 

HUNTER -0.175 -0.072 0.141  -0.082 -0.191 -0.200 
YARRA -0.107 -0.425 0.120  -0.749 -0.131 -0.321 
PERTH 0.729 -2.222 0.979  -0.023 -1.476 0.047 

SYD 0.013 -0.161 -0.217  -0.532 0.235 -2.406 
MELB -2.218 0.448 0.111  -1.674 0.469 -0.554 

QANTAS 0.006 -0.010 0.093  0.016 0.074 0.054 
HERTZ 0.069 -0.021 0.004  0.022 -0.020 0.014 

3NS -0.202 -0.262 -0.101  -0.116 -0.211 -0.225 
A3S -0.282 -0.304 -0.340  -0.210 -0.195 -0.231 

VALTA 0.000 0.002 0.002  0.001 0.002 0.000 
ARTS 0.503 0.471 0.336  0.823 0.288 0.470 

ENTER 0.659 1.541 0.068  0.957 0.981 0.538 
EVENT 0.701 0.796 0.585  1.049 0.615 0.510 

FOOD 0.353 0.748 0.617  0.853 0.473 0.348 
INDIG 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 

NAT 0.753 0.952 0.523  1.360 0.780 0.994 
 RELAX 1.096 1.518 1.131  1.296 1.115 0.785 
SPORT 0.634 0.590 0.214  0.774 0.088 0.687 
EXP3S -0.144 -0.173 -0.183  -0.169 -0.137 -0.065 

VALEXP 0.001 0.000 0.001  0.001 0.002 0.000 
        

LLB -900.786 -438.608 -533.570  -958.108 -475.507 -560.570 
LLC 1074.950  -553.288  -617.395   -1075.762  -541.334  -615.090  

R2 adj .154 .193 .122  .101 .106 .074 
# obs 805 413 460  806 414 463 

Figures in bold: p<0.05, Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 
 

As for the experiences in the experiment, many have a significant positive effect on utility, in particular event 
and festival and nature based and relaxation type experiences. Once again, these values are in relation to the base 
category which is indigenous culture. 

 
To assess the hypotheses, we now look at the differences between the dTe and eTd experiments in terms of 

the destination and experience attributes. The differences between the dTe and eTd parameters (dTe to eTd) are 
shown in Table 30 for each of the three origin samples. As discussed, if there is a sequencing effect, we would 
expect to see a positive difference between dTe and eTd for the destinations (hypothesis 1.1) and a negative 
difference for the experiences (hypothesis 1.2). As suggested by the figures in the table, hypothesis 1.1 is 
supported for the Melbourne sample and, particularly, the Sydney sample while support is weak for the Perth 
case. Similarly, hypothesis 1.2 is not supported for Perth, but it is supported for the two other samples, in 
particular the Melbourne one. 

 
The above results provide a first assessment of the hypotheses. However, one needs to be careful in relation 

to the above conclusion that the Sydney and Melbourne samples are generally consistent with the hypotheses as 
opposed to the Perth sample. This is because the parameters that are used to calculate the differences are not all 
statistically significant (as can be seen in Table 29). Hence, an alternative model is required which explicitly 
allows for the testing of attribute parameter differences between the dTe and eTd experiments. We call this the 
‘differences model’ and it is discussed in the next section. 
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Table 30: Parameter Differences (dTe minus eTd) by Origin 

(destinations and experiences only) 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney 
BANGKOK 0.511 -0.722 0.396 

NZ 0.624 0.155 0.975 
MARGRIV 0.517 -0.558 0.954 

HUNTER -0.093 0.118 0.340 
YARRA 0.642 -0.294 0.441 
PERTH 0.752 -0.746 0.932 

SYD 0.544 -0.396 2.189 
MELB -0.544 -0.022 0.665 
ARTS -0.320 0.183 -0.134 

ENTER -0.298 0.560 -0.471 
EVENT -0.348 0.181 0.075 

FOOD -0.501 0.275 0.270 
NAT -0.606 0.172 -0.471 

RELAX -0.201 0.403 0.345 
SPORT -0.140 0.502 -0.473 

Figures in bold: cases that support hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 

 

The Differences Model 
The set-up of the data set for the differences model involves introducing a variable to indicate the difference 
between dTe and eTd. This difference variable was coded -1 for the dTe experiment and +1 for the eTd 
experiment. New variables were created by interacting (multiplying) the destination and experience variables 
with the difference variable. That allowed the identification of the contribution to utility of destinations and 
experiences depending on the experiment sequence. The coding of the remaining variables was unchanged from 
the initial MNL models including the dummy coding of the destinations and experiences. The latter now 
provided their ‘main’ effects as opposed to the new ‘difference’ effects. 
 

In what follows, we present the results from MNL model estimations for the three origin samples for Q1.7. 
For each of the specifications, heteroscedastic extreme value (HEV) models were estimated in the first instance 
to test for scale differences between the dTe and eTd experiment variants (Louviere, Hensher and Swait, 2000). 
However, the estimated scale parameter in each HEV model was not significantly different from one. Hence, the 
estimation results of MNL models are reported in Table 31. 

 
The difference variable, as the indicator for the dTe and eTd experiment variants, was coded -1 for dTe and 

+1 for eTd. If a sequencing effect towards destinations or experiences is present, the destination difference 
attributes would be expected to be negative (hypothesis 1.1) while the experience difference attributes would be 
expected to be positive (hypothesis 1.2). 

 
The right half of Table 31 shows that all the significant destination difference parameters in the Melbourne 

and Sydney samples have the expected negative sign in accordance with hypothesis 1.1. This aligns with the 
conclusion drawn from Table 30. The results in Table 31 suggest an anchoring effect of New Zealand, Margaret 
River, Sydney and Perth (for the Melbourne and Sydney samples), Bangkok and Yarra Valley (for the 
Melbourne sample), and Melbourne (for the Sydney sample). Hence, of the three ‘home’ destinations, only 
Sydney has a positive sequencing effect. Hypothesis 1.1 is not supported for any of the destinations in the Perth 
sample. 

 



Modelling consumer choice 
 

38 

Table 31: MNL Differences Model of Q1.7 by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney  Melbourne Perth Sydney 
ARTS 0.663 0.379 0.403 DARTS* 0.160 -0.092 0.067 

ENTER 0.808 1.261 0.303 DENTER 0.149 -0.280 0.235 
EVENT 0.875 0.706 0.548 DEVENT 0.174 -0.090 -0.038 

FOOD 0.603 0.611 0.483 DFOOD 0.250 -0.137 -0.135 
NAT 1.056 0.866 0.759 DNAT 0.303 -0.086 0.236 

RELAX 1.196 1.316 0.958 DRELAX 0.100 -0.201 -0.173 
SPORT 0.704 0.339 0.450 DSPORT 0.070 -0.251 0.237 

QANTAS 0.011 0.032 0.074 DQANT 0.005 0.042 -0.020 
HERTZ 0.045 -0.020 0.009 DHERTZ -0.024 0.000 0.005 

3NS -0.159 -0.236 -0.163 D3NS 0.043 0.025 -0.062 
A3S -0.246 -0.250 -0.286 DA3S 0.036 0.054 0.055 

VALTA 0.001 0.002 0.001 DVALTA 0.000 0.000 -0.001 
BANGKO

K 0.516 0.485 0.340 
DBANGKO

K -0.255 0.361 -0.198 
NZ 1.022 1.206 0.790 DNZ -0.312 -0.078 -0.488 

MARGRIV 0.301 -0.259 0.211 DMARGRIV -0.259 0.279 -0.477 
HUNTER -0.129 -0.131 -0.029 DHUNTER 0.047 -0.059 -0.170 

YARRA -0.428 -0.278 -0.100 DYARRA -0.321 0.147 -0.220 
PERTH 0.353 -1.849 0.513 DPERTH -0.376 0.373 -0.466 

SYD -0.259 0.037 -1.311 DSYD -0.272 0.198 -1.094 
MELB -1.946 0.459 -0.221 DMELB 0.272 0.011 -0.332 
EXP3S -0.156 -0.155 -0.124 DEX3ST -0.013 0.018 0.059 

VALEXP 0.001 0.001 0.000 DVALEX 0.000 0.001 0.000 
        

LLB -1858.895    -914.1150    -1094.142     
LLC -2151.692  -1098.769  -1233.212      

R2 adj .128 .153 .098     
# obs 1611 827 923     

Figures in bold: p<0.05 
Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 
*) DARTS = Difference between Arts constant in eTd and dTe based models 

In terms of hypothesis 1.2, only two experiences display the sequencing effect; both are in the Melbourne 
sample (but recall the Melbourne sample was larger than the other two). Food and nature, whose difference 
attributes have the expected positive sign with a view to hypothesis 1.2, are the experiences which were most 
sticky in the Melbourne sample. 

 
Overall, there is contrasting evidence in relation to the two sequencing hypotheses; while there is reasonable 

evidence to support the sequencing effect for destinations, meaning that the destination names discriminate more 
between choices in dTe than in eTd, the evidence is weak for a similar effect in relation to experiences: whether 
experiences were shown first and used as alternative headings did not affect respondents’ final trade offs. Recall 
that the final stage in the choice task contains destination-experience combinations that are identical in both 
experiment variants (dTe and eTd) except that the destination attribute was presented as the header in dTe while 
the experience attribute was the header in eTd. The presence of a relatively strong sequencing effect for 
destinations suggests that the appearance of the destination name in the final decision stage of eTd is not 
sufficient to yield the same destination importance in the holiday decision as in dTe. For experiences, on the 
other hand, it appears that the introduction of the local experience in the final stage of dTe has enough of an 
effect to equalise the experience importance in both experiment variants. Hence presenting a destination name 
early or later in the decision making process seems to matter more than whether the experience type is revealed 
earlier or later in the decision process. 

 
The ‘main effects’ in the left half of Table 31 are broadly in line with those of Table 29. They are also 

illustrated in Figure 6. The air and road transport attributes are insignificant, and the star rated and dollar value 
attributes have the expected signs. The experiences that have the greatest positive effect on utility (relative to the 
indigenous base case) are relaxation and nature (all three samples) and entertainment (Perth sample). Across the 
three samples, New Zealand and Bangkok contribute most to utility (relative to Bali) while the three home 
destinations have a significant negative marginal utility effect. The Yarra valley is the only intra-state destination 
whose marginal utility effect is significantly negative while that of Margaret River is significantly positive (both 
for Melbourne sample). 
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Figure 6: Main Attribute Effects, MNL Differences Model of Q1.7 by Origin 
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Illustrations 
We now show a number of examples to illustrate how the results of a model like this can be used for destination 
promotion purposes. In these simulations, we show a number of different hypothetical cases of various 
competing destination-experience combinations and we assess the differences in choice probabilities. These 
illustrative examples demonstrate the practical implications of the study results for destination promotion 
agencies. 

 
The sequencing effect of ‘first exposure’ to either destination or experience was studied by comparing the 

outcomes of the dTe and eTd experiments. The main policy implication is in relation to the way in which 
destination organisations attempt to attract visitors to certain experiences at their destination. In that respect, the 
main insight that follows is what the initial or main focus of promotion (information and persuasion) should be 
in targeting the three origin markets: the destination or the experience. 

 
Table 32 displays four example cases using the differences model of Table 31. In the table we show the signs 

of the difference in the choice probabilities for a number of sets of competing destination-experience 
combinations. (The derivation of the choice probabilities is provided in the discussion below but only for the 
first case.) The probability differences are identical irrespective of the levels of the other attributes if the latter 
are all held constant. 

Case 1 
The first case is one in which Margaret River tries to attract tourists for a food and wine experience in 
competition with an entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience in Melbourne. The choice probabilities are 
obtained by first taking the respective coefficient values from Table 31 to obtain utility values. For instance, the 
utility of the Margaret River – Food combination for the Sydney origin market in eTd is 0.483*1 + 0.211*1 – 
0.135*1 – 0.477*1 = 1.089461. (Note that the difference variables are multiplied by one since eTd was coded as 
-1 in the dataset.) In the dTe case, the utility is 0.483*1 + 0.211*1 – 0.135*(-1) – 0.477*(-1) = 1.305. Similarly, 
the eTd and dTe utilities of the Melbourne – Entertainment combination for the Sydney market are -0.016 and 
0.178, respectively. Using the MNL choice probability expression, shown in chapter 3, this yields dTe choice 
probabilities of 76% and 24% for Margaret River and Melbourne, respectively, while the eTd probabilities are 
52% and 48%, respectively. So the difference between the dTe probability and the eTd probability for Margaret 
River is greater than zero (76% minus 52%) for those Sydney tourists choosing between the above two 
destination-experience arrangements. The implication is that to draw those Sydney visitors to Margaret River for 
a food/wine related experience, its destination authorities should focus mainly on Margaret River as a destination 
rather than the food/wine experience. In contrast, to attract those Sydney visitors to the Melbourne – 
Entertainment option, the Melbourne authorities would be advised to focus its promotional efforts on the 
characteristics of the entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience rather than concentrating on Melbourne as the 
destination.  
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Table 32: Illustrative Cases - Differences in Choice Probabilities by Origin 

Competing destination – 
experience combinations 
 

Probability dTe 
minus 

Probability eTd 

Recommended focus for the 
three origin markets 

 Mel Per Syd Destination 
focus for: 

Experience 
focus for: 

Case 1 
 
Margaret River - Food 
Melbourne – Entertainment 
 

 
 
> 0 
< 0 

 
 
< 0 
> 0 

 
 
> 0 
< 0 

 
 
Mel, Syd 
Per 

 
 
Per 
Mel, Syd 

Case 2 
 
Margaret River - Food 
Melbourne - Entertainment 
Sydney – Entertainment 
 

 
 
> 0 
> 0 
> 0 

 
 
< 0 
< 0 
< 0 

 
 
> 0 
< 0 
> 0 

 
 
Mel, Syd 
Per 
Mel, Syd 

 
 
Per 
Mel, Syd 
Per 

Case 3 
 
Melbourne - Arts 
Perth - Arts 
Sydney - Arts 
 

 
 
< 0 
> 0 
> 0 

 
 
> 0 
< 0 
< 0 

 
 
< 0 
< 0 
> 0 

 
 
Per  
Mel  
Syd 

 
 
Mel, Syd 
Per, Syd 
Per, Mel 

Case 4 
 
Bali – Relaxation 
Bangkok – Relaxation 
New Zealand – Relaxation 
Margaret River – Relaxation 
Hunter – Relaxation 
Yarra – Relaxation 
 

 
 
< 0 
> 0 
> 0 
> 0 
< 0 
> 0 
 

 
 
> 0 
< 0 
> 0 
< 0 
> 0 
< 0 

 
 
< 0 
< 0 
> 0 
> 0 
< 0 
> 0 
 

 
 
Per 
Mel 
Mel, Per, Syd 
Mel, Syd 
Per 
Mel 

 
 
Mel, Syd 
Per, Syd 
 
Per 
Mel, Syd 
Per, Syd 

 
 
For both destinations, the same implications would hold for the Melbourne origin market whereas the 

opposite would be the case for the Perth market. This implies that prospective inter-state visitors from 
Melbourne and Sydney are attracted to Margaret River by way of the destination overall. On the other hand, the 
intra-state Perth market would have to be approached by concentrating on the food/wine experience rather than 
the overall destination, perhaps since Margaret River as an overall destination is better known to the Perth 
market. A similar reasoning may be behind the recommended focus on the entertainment/nightlife/shopping 
experience component of the Melbourne – Entertainment package for the Melbourne market. 

 
Case 2 
The second case is a situation where prospective visitors consider the same two options as in case one but also 
Sydney as a second destination for an entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience. The results show that the 
recommended foci for Margaret River and Melbourne are unchanged from case one while those for the Sydney 
destination are the same as those for Margaret River. In contrast to the Melbourne market, Sydney residents are 
best enticed to remain in their home city by focusing on the home destination rather than the nature of the 
entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience. 

Case 3 
Case three considers the choice between three arts/culture/history/heritage related experiences in the three origin 
cities. The results suggest that the best way to entice Melbourne and Perth residents to enjoy an arts type 
experience in their home city is to do that by concentrating the promotion on the experience. In contrast, and 
consistent with the second case, Sydneysiders are best attracted by focusing on the home destination overall. 
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Case 4 
The final illustrative case concerns the competition between the three overseas destinations and the three non-
capital domestic destinations in relation to a relaxation/health/indulgence experience. While the Melbourne and 
Perth residents are best attracted to Bangkok and Bali, respectively, on the basis of the destinations on the whole; 
that is, regardless of the experience, the best way to entice Sydney people to visit the two Asian destinations is to 
emphasise the relaxation aspect. The recommended way for New Zealand to go about attracting visitors from all 
three Australian cities is by focusing on the destination generally rather than the specific experience. 

The Value of Domestic and Overseas Destinations 
In this section, we discuss the findings in relation to the three valuation aspects of domestic and overseas holiday 
destinations as per hypotheses 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, each of which is discussed in turn. For the purposes of testing 
these hypotheses, the responses to survey questions 1.7 and 1.8 (both with complete attribute information) across 
the dTe and eTd conditions were pooled and used for model estimations. 

Valuations at Given Budget 
Hypothesis 2.1 concerns the differential willingness to travel to overseas and domestic destinations for a given 
travel budget. The experiment contains separate attribute levels for each of the destinations which allows a 
model specification with separate destination constants and price parameters. To assess if constants should be 
estimated for subgroups of destinations instead of separately for each destination, a series of log-likelihood ratio 
tests was carried out to assess model specifications with different levels of destinations aggregation (aggregation 
into overseas-domestic-home destinations; aggregation into overseas-interstate-intrastate-home, and aggregation 
to estimate only one overall destination constant). The original specification with separate destination constants 
was found to be superior to any of these alternative aggregation alternatives. If Australian tourists are more 
willing to travel to overseas destinations, the destination-specific constants are expected to be higher for the 
overseas destinations than for the domestic ones. 
 

The model results that capture the test of this hypothesis are displayed in Table 33. As before, Bali is used as 
the base in the model. The results are broadly in line with the main effects of Table 31. In comparison with that 
reference case, the other two overseas destinations, Bangkok and New Zealand, have higher destination 
constants in each of the three origin samples. Interestingly, for each of the three samples, the ‘home’ destination 
has a significantly negative constant implying a lower willingness to choose a voucher that only provides an 
opportunity to visit a local experience in the own metropolitan area than choosing a voucher that provides an 
experience elsewhere and includes funding for travel and accommodation. Overall, these results suggest that 
Australian tourists, when given the opportunity to travel (in this case by way of a travel voucher), have a 
preference for overseas travel, i.e. hypothesis 2.1 is supported. This preference applies across the various 
attribute packages presented in the experiment. 

Table 33: MNL Results of Q1.7 and Q1.8 by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney 
ARTS 0.546 0.283 0.412 

ENTER 0.615 0.936 0.483 
EVENT 0.670 0.727 0.612 

FOOD 0.535 0.504 0.535 
NAT 0.954 0.776 0.787 

RELAX 1.126 1.202 0.865 
SPORT 0.490 0.366 0.406 

QANTAS -0.013 0.020 0.033 
HERTZ 0.004 -0.001 -0.010 

3NIGHTS -0.161 -0.157 -0.124 
A3S -0.257 -0.225 -0.233 

BANGKOK 0.411 0.438 0.297 
HUNTER 0.002 -0.107 -0.285 

MARGRIV 0.462 -0.407 -0.026 
NZ 0.992 1.158 0.796 

YARRA -0.334 -0.398 -0.364 
PERTH 0.437 -1.961 0.086 

SYD -0.153 0.012 -1.539 
MEL -1.433 0.330 -0.332 
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 Melbourne Perth Sydney 
EXP3S -0.089 -0.114 -0.108 
VTOS 0.00103 0.00069 0.00081 

VTDM 0.00085 0.00081 0.00101 
    

LLB -3801.202 -1928.055 -2262.775 
LLC -4317.150 -2207.507 -2478.684  

R2 adj .117 .123 .084 
# obs 3223 1653 1846 

Figures in bold: p<0.05 
Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 

 

Valuations with Changing Budget  
We next test hypothesis 2.2, which concerns the effect of a change in the travel budget on the willingness to 
travel overseas versus the willingness to travel domestically for a holiday. The experiment comprised two 
separate value attributes: the value of accommodation and transport, and the value of the local experience. The 
experimental designed allowed the estimation of destination-specific values for both these two components. Log-
likelihood ratio tests however suggested the two value components should be combined into one total voucher 
value, which has the advantage that it limits the number of parameters in the models. A number of different 
model specifications were tested in which the total voucher value was specified at different destination 
aggregation levels (overseas, interstate, intrastate, and home). If Australian tourists perceive greater value in 
overseas than in domestic holiday destinations an increase in voucher value should result in a greater increase in 
the willingness to travel overseas than in the willingness to travel to a domestic destination. This means that we 
expect the total value parameter to be higher for overseas destinations than for domestic destinations.  

 
The last two parameters in Table 33 are the total value parameters for overseas and domestic destinations, 

respectively. They appear to be different, and in the cases of Melbourne and Perth are consistent with the 
expected pattern. However, a log-likelihood ratio test showed that there is no statistical difference between the 
two parameters for each of the three origin samples. Hence, as there is no difference in the marginal utility of 
changes in total value between overseas and domestic destinations, hypothesis 2.2 is not supported. 

Additional Spending  
For various reasons people may be expected to spend more on an overseas than a domestic holiday. They may 
perceive greater value of money spent overseas—however we found no support for this in our testing of 
hypothesis 2.2. They may also be expected to spend more due to the higher costs of transport to the destination. 
In our experiment, even if respondents were informed that the voucher would cover travel and accommodation, 
they may have assumed that travel would be more costly, hence there would be less ‘value left’ for other 
components covered by the voucher. Another reason why they may expect to spend more is that holiday 
consumers may expect to be staying more nights, on their own expense, than the ones covered by the voucher. 
For these reasons we hypothesised that holiday makers expect to spend more on an overseas holiday than on a 
domestic one (hypothesis 2.3).  

 
To test this hypothesis we analyse the questions asked for each selected voucher option, at the end of 

Questions 1.7 and 1.8, how much additional money the respondent expected to spend on their selected holiday; 
that is, any additional money amount, to be financed by themselves, over and above the voucher value. While 
respondents were not asked to state the reasons for the extra expenditure (which could include an 
accommodation quality upgrade or a longer holiday duration), the responses give an indication of the general 
levels of expected extra spending. 

 
Since the vouchers presented in the experiment are for up to two people, the extra expenditure amount was 

calculated on a per person basis depending on the response to the preceding Questions 1.7d and 1.8d. In those 
questions, respondents indicated whether they would travel alone or with a specific travel companion. The top 
one per cent of extra expenditure responses were excluded from the analysis since they contained some very high 
and unrealistic amounts. Excluding these outliers, the sample showed amounts of expected additional holiday 
expenditure of $5,000 or less. Table 34 provides some descriptive details of the extra expenditure for each of the 
three origin samples. 

 
Using ordinary least squares regression, a model was estimated by regressing the extra expenditure amount 

on the attribute levels for each of respondents’ selected profiles in Questions 1.7 and 1.8. Once again, tests were 
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used to compare model specifications in terms of the level of destination aggregation; the unrestricted model, 
with destination-specific amounts, was found to perform best. In contrast to the previous estimations, since this 
is not a choice model, there was no need to include a base case destination or experience so Bali and indigenous 
are included in the estimations. If Australian tourists expect to spend more (in addition to the voucher value) in 
relation to an overseas holiday, the estimated parameters are expected to be higher for overseas destinations than 
for domestic destinations. 

Table 34: Expected Extra Expenditure Per Person in Travel Party by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney 

MEAN $715 $837 $721 
MEDIAN $500 $600 $500 
MODE $500 $500 $500 
ST DEV $611 $656 $602 
RANGE  $5000 $5000 $5000 
MIN $0 $0 $0 
MAX $5000 $5000 $5000 

 
The model results are shown in Table 35. For each of the three origin samples, the destination-specific and 

the experience-specific parameters are to be interpreted as the extra amount that travellers expect to spend from 
their own money, per person, on this trip if they choose this particular destination and/or experience. The total 
expected spend can be calculated from the destination and experience parameters. For example, a Melbourne 
resident who selects a trip to Bali with a local Arts experience based on a voucher with travel and 
accommodation value of $600 is expected to spend an extra amount of $231 + $579 + $600*.209 = $935 
(assuming a voucher that covers 5 nights accommodation).  

Table 35: OLS Results of Extra Expenditure by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney 
ARTS 579.146 435.196 437.567 

ENTER 580.786 540.275 546.245 
EVENT 500.114 553.996 341.266 

FOOD 519.738 546.290 391.830 
INDIG 487.710 548.852 354.653 

NAT 500.952 485.651 382.272 
RELAX 519.182 470.927 408.580 
SPORT 538.107 525.749 445.022 

QANTAS 6.616 18.584 11.380 
HERTZ 1.646 11.142 -15.983 

3NIGHTS -24.480 -21.412 -31.019 
ACC3STA -15.873 -4.393 1.086 

VALTA 0.209 0.057 0.250 
BALI 231.262 286.747 172.564 

BANGKOK 287.292 405.513 263.290 
HUNTER -81.892 216.144 -62.142 

MARGRIV -7.703 22.344 66.808 
NZ 176.427 401.805 212.565 

YARRA -149.212 81.091 -3.346 
SYD -73.909 146.315 -118.720 

MELB -272.122 204.169 54.136 
EXP3STA -16.748 -13.513 -9.432 
VALEXP -0.082 -0.011 0.156 

    
R2 adj .095   .046 .070 

F 15.2(.00) 4.6(.00) 6.1(.00) 
Chi-sq (LL) 319.3(.00) 99.7(.00) 132.1(.00) 

# obs 3198 1632 1831 
Figures in bold: p<0.05 
Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 
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The model results show that for each of the three origin samples the expected extra holiday expenditure is 
highest for the three overseas destinations. For the Perth and Sydney samples, the domestic destinations have 
extra expenditure amounts that are not significantly different from their sample means. In the Melbourne sample, 
some domestic destinations (Hunter, Yarra, Sydney and Melbourne) have extra expenditure amounts that are 
significantly below the sample average. Overall, the results reveal greater expected spend for overseas trips, 
which provides support for hypothesis 2.3.  

 
The results indicate that if tourism consumers have their travel prepaid or prefunded from some source (such 

as when they would receive a voucher they do expect), they seem willing to spend over and above the originally 
received, or committed amount. This result indicates that there may be scope for travel agents to explore if such 
incremental commitment can be a basis for encouraging customers to consider upgraded or extended travel 
arrangements. Note this is somewhat similar to bundling strategies that are widely used in the travel industry 
(Oppewal and Holyoake 2004; Rewtrakunphaiboon and Oppewal 2004).  

Heterogeneity 
The final section in this chapter is devoted to the findings pertaining to heterogeneity in the sample. The survey 
included various questions in relation to respondent characteristics. In this section, we focus on the effects of 
three travel related aspects in an attempt to better explain destination choice behaviour: interest in the 
destinations and experiences included in the experiment; previously visited destinations and undertaken 
experiences included in the experiment; and travel motivations. The data pertaining to those characteristics were 
modelled as covariates. Descriptive statistics for the variables were reported in Chapter 4. It was not possible to 
estimate a model that included all covariates simultaneously. In the first instance, separate models were 
estimated and the significant attributes from these analyses were subsequently combined into the final model 
specification. The model results reported in Table 36 below are based on the responses to the complete choice 
sets of Questions 1.7 and 1.8 in the questionnaire (i.e. choice sets with full attribute information). The estimation 
results for each of the three travel related covariates are now discussed. 

Effect on Choice of Interest and Prior Destinations or Experiences 
Before they were exposed to the experimental task in the dTe survey, respondents were asked two questions: 
‘Which one(s) [of the eight holiday destinations] would interest you?’ and ‘Which one(s) [of the eight holiday 
destinations] have you visited on a previous holiday in the past 5 years?’ Similarly, in the eTd variant, the 
questions were: ‘Which one(s) [of the eight holiday experiences] would interest you?’ and ‘Which one(s) [of the 
eight holiday experiences] were part of any previous holiday in the past 5 years?’ Since multiple responses were 
allowed, they were included as separate dummy variables for each of the destinations and experiences.6 
Subsequently, these variables were interacted with the corresponding destination or experience attribute to create 
the ‘own’ effects for each destination and experience.  

 
The parameters ‘11x’ in Table 36 represent the effects of initial interest in an experience or destination on the 

utility of that experience or destination. For instance, an a priori interest in an arts experience is associated with 
a significant positive marginal utility of that experience in all three origin samples (‘11ARAR’). Similarly, a 
prior undertaking of an arts experience is related to a significant, positive marginal utility of that experience in 
the Melbourne sample only (‘12ARAR’). 

 
The ‘interest’ results in Table 36 include many significantly positive covariate parameter estimates across the 

three origin samples. This implies that respondents’ a priori interest in an experience or destination alternative 
carries through to the final choice in the experiment – those with an initial interest in a destination being more 
likely to choose this destination if it is available in a full choice set. Some very strong carry through effects of 
destinations are seen for Bali and Bangkok while Arts displays the strongest experience effects. These effects 
may be seen as a type of consideration set effect; if there is initial interest in an alternative (destination or 
experience), the alternative persists until the final choice. These results suggest important implications for 
destination marketing agencies. While prospective visitors are influenced by the competitive environment in 
their choice of destination or experience, they are also driven by preconceived interests. 

 
While there are fewer significant covariate effects arising from previous visits to a destination or a previous 

undertaking of an experience, Table 36 shows some interesting effects. For instance, Melbourne respondents 
have a greater inclination to seek experiences which they have had before (comprising all experiences in the 

                                                 
6 The ‘interest’ and ‘prior’ questions were not asked about home destinations in the three origin samples. 
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experiment except for entertainment, event and sport) while the only destinations to which they would pay a 
repeat visit is Sydney. The degree of experience or destination repeat for the Perth sample is confined to 
entertainment, nature and sport experiences and to Bangkok and Melbourne as destinations. The Sydney sample 
displays no experience constancy and destination loyalty at all. The marketing implication is that targeting 
prospective visitor groups requires accounting for the groups’ preference for variety seeking in terms of 
experiences or destinations. This, for example, implies that tourism marketers should be not overly concerned 
with destination loyalty and instead look for customers who have not visited this destination and/or have not 
undertaken this experience or activity.  

Effect on Choice of Travel Motivations 
As discussed in the previous chapter, respondents were asked about their motivations for holiday travel. 
Principal component analysis yielded seven factors: 
 

1. nature; 
2. social and self enhancement; 
3. new experiences and knowledge; 
4. health, exercise and skill; 
5. relaxation and escape; 
6. adventure and excitement; and 
7. family, friends and fun.  

 
For each respondent, a score for the above motivation factors was derived. These factor scores were then 

interacted with all destination and experience attributes to show the effects of individual travel motivations on 
the choice of destination and experience vouchers. The results for the effects of travel motivations are displayed 
on the right-hand side of Table 36. For instance, those in the Sydney sample who seek nature as motivation for 
travel (motivation factor 1) have a lower likelihood of choosing an entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience 
(‘1ENTER’) in comparison with the indigenous base case. Similarly, in the Melbourne sample those scoring 
high on seeking nature are less likely to visit Sydney (1SYD). 

 
The effects of travel motivations on the choice of destinations and experiences differ between the origin 

samples. For instance, the adventure and excitement motivation (factor 6) has a relatively large number of 
significant effects on destinations and experiences in the Melbourne sample. They are looking for such holiday 
adventure and excitement in the context of experiences related to entertainment/nightlife/shopping, nature and 
sports/outdoors/adventure. In comparison with the base case destination Bali, all other destinations appear less 
attractive to the adventure and excitement seeking tourists. That pattern applies across the three origin samples. 
Bangkok, on the other hand, is more preferred by those Melbourne respondents who go on holidays for the 
purpose of new experiences and knowledge (factor 3). 

Table 36: Interest, Prior and Motivation Effects on Choice by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney  Melbourne Perth Sydney 
ARTS 0.357 0.141 0.419 1ENTER -0.135 -0.371 -0.417 

ENTER 0.621 0.825 0.371 1EVENT  -0.152 -0.314 
EVENT 0.682 0.766 0.701 1FOOD -0.207  -0.120 

FOOD 0.484 0.507 0.698 1RELAX  -0.174 -0.235 
NAT 0.844 0.681 0.715 1SPORT*** -0.072   

RELAX 1.095 1.235 1.076 1YARRA  0.115  
SPORT 0.462 0.257 0.403 1PERTH  -0.727  

QANTAS -0.028 0.026 0.038 1SYD -0.316   
HERTZ -0.012 -0.017 -0.001 1MELB   -0.112 

3NIGHTS -0.183 -0.166 -0.164 2BANGKOK  -0.163  
ACC3STAR -0.281 -0.240 -0.244 2HUNTER -0.163 -0.156  

VALTA 0.001 0.001 0.001 2MARGRIV -0.177 -0.160 -0.160 
BANGKOK 0.386 0.641 0.244 2PERTH -0.161 0.712 -0.173 

HUNTER 0.069 0.369 0.003 2SYD  -0.143  
MARGRIV 0.462 -0.055 0.088 3ENTER   -0.162 

NZ 0.938 1.293 0.754 3FOOD  -0.190  
YARRA -0.309 0.074 0.034 3SPORT -0.175   
PERTH 0.334 -2.008 0.255 3BANGKOK 0.229   

SYD -0.261 0.495 -1.328 3MARGRIV  -0.321  
MELB -1.216 0.618 -0.069 3SYD   -0.430 
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 Melbourne Perth Sydney  Melbourne Perth Sydney 
EXP3STAR -0.096 -0.121 -0.110 3MELB   -0.127 

VALEXP 0.001 0.001 0.001 4NAT   0.215 
A11ARAR* 0.872 1.273 0.715 4BANGKOK 0.160   

A11ENEN 0.688  0.905 4NZ 0.132   
A11EVEV 0.447 0.793 0.499 4HUNTER  0.196  
A11FOFO 0.458 1.009  4YARRA 0.291 0.287  
A11ININ  2.090 1.445 4MARGRIV 0.186 0.203 0.051 

A11NANA 0.483  0.670 4PERTH   0.114 
A11RERE 0.505 0.574  4SYD 0.196 0.157  
A11SPSP 0.677 0.918 0.473 5ENTER  0.254  

A11BLBL 1.571 2.149 1.476 5FOOD   0.154 
A11BNBN 1.343 1.311 1.364 5RELAX 0.152 0.152 0.324 
A11NZNZ 1.001 1.029 1.020 5SPORT -0.239   

A11MAMA 0.853 1.389 1.263 6ENTER 0.151   
A11HUHU 0.896 0.927 1.338 6EVENT  0.112  
A11YAYA 1.009 2.099  6NAT 0.177 0.233  

A11PEPE 1.375 n.e. 1.351 6SPORT 0.480 0.490 0.379 
A11SYSY 1.289 0.764 n.e. 6BANGKOK -0.256   

A11MEME n.e. 0.793 1.207 6NZ -0.305  -0.352 
A12ARAR** 0.483   6HUNTER -0.477 -0.201 -0.270 

A12ENEN  0.650  6YARRA -0.352 -0.149 -0.584 
A12EVEV 0.291   6MARGRIV -0.452 -0.116 -0.419 
A12FOFO 0.558   6SYD -0.368  -0.425 
A12ININ 0.770   6MELB -0.450 -0.165 -0.377 

A12NANA 0.361 0.646  6PERTH -0.302  -0.425 
A12RERE 0.300   7BANGKOK -0.207   
A12SPSP 0.270 0.647  7NZ -0.123   

A12BNBN  0.595 n.e. 7MARGRIV -0.153   
A12SYSY 0.383       

A12MEME n.e. 0.428      
        

LLB -3431.643 -1710.058 -2044.13     
LLC -4307.640  -2205.176 -2474.01     

R2 adj .197 .214 .165     
# obs 3215 1651 1842     

Figures in bold: p<0.05 Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 
n.e.: not estimated; ‘interest’ and ‘prior’ questions not asked about the home destinations 
*) A11ARAR = Covariate initial interest (q.1.1) in Arts on choice of Arts option  
**) A12ARAR = Covariate recent Arts holiday (q1.2) on choice of Arts option 
***) 1SPORT = Covariate factor score for Factor 1 on choice of Sports option  

 
The effects of health, exercise and skill as travel motivations (factor 4) on destination preference differs 

across the three origin samples. For the Melbourne sample, the effects include both overseas and domestic 
destinations while for Perth and Sydney they are confined to domestic destinations only. The nature experience 
is the only experience that appeals to those looking for health, exercise and skill (Sydney sample only). 
Unsurprisingly, the relaxation/health/indulgence experience is attractive to those seeking to engage in relaxation 
and escape (factor 5). While a food experience appears to satisfy Sydney tourists in that respect, holiday makers 
from Perth derive relaxation and escape from an entertainment/nightlife/shopping experience. 

 
Another noteworthy covariate finding in Table 36 is the negative effects for social and self enhancement 

(factor 2) in relation to the two Western Australian destinations (except for the home destination for Perth 
tourists which has a strong positive effect). 

Heterogeneity in Additional Spending 
The final analysis of heterogeneity pertains to the effects of the selected covariates (initial interest, prior 
destination or experience, and travel motivations) on expected extra holiday expenditure in addition to the 
voucher value. The same approach as in relation to hypothesis 2.3 was used; that is, we used the per person 
adjusted additional amounts, outliers were excluded from the analysis, and using ordinary least squares we 
estimated models by regressing the extra expenditure amount for the selected profiles in Questions 1.7 and 1.8 
on the attribute levels and the covariates. The results are displayed in Table 37. 
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Table 37 reveals quite a few significant covariate effects on extra expenditure amounts In the Melbourne 

sample, for instance, with respect to initial interest in experiences and destinations, these effects include the 
sports experience and the destinations Bali and Sydney (positive extra amounts), and the event and food 
experiences and Margaret River (negative extra amounts). The total expected extra expenditure can be calculated 
from the combinations of parameters. For example, a Sydney resident who selects a trip to Bali with a local 
Relaxation experience, who has an initial interest in Bali, who has had a prior Relaxation holiday experience, 
and who goes on a holiday for social and self enhancement (factor 2) expects to spend a total extra amount of 
$191 + $404 – $75 + $93 + $34 = $647. 

 
Overall, heterogeneity is manifest both within the three origin samples and between the three samples. Of all 

significant covariate parameters, only for motivation factors 2 and 7 are the effects of the same sign in all three 
samples. 

Table 37: Interest, Prior and Motivation Effects on Extra Spending by Origin 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney  Melbourne Perth Sydney 
ARTS 595.37 393.34 441.70 Q1_1BALI 81.81 17.61 -74.99 

ENTER 587.89 491.54 522.26 Q1_1BANGKOK -20.26 -8.91 21.27 
EVENT 522.07 512.17 334.42 Q1_1HUNTER 48.48 18.63 -128.37 

FOOD 529.07 496.82 387.73 Q1_1MARGRIV -70.87 155.75 41.16 
INDIG 510.42 513.76 374.61 Q1_1MELB -52.32 12.95 -52.75 

NAT 512.82 461.51 399.89 Q1_1NZ -42.40 -39.22 56.89 
RELAX 537.25 435.10 403.98 Q1_1SYD 94.92 25.97 -41.44 
SPORT 548.94 501.89 459.97 Q1_1YARRA -52.00 13.75 127.75 

QANTAS 4.91 12.86 11.13 Q1_2ARTS** -46.61 -15.69 -95.45 
HERTZ 4.27 10.33 -15.10 Q1_2ENTER 63.92 -91.42 68.41 

_3NIGHTS -23.26 -21.80 -32.05 Q1_2EVENT 16.47 7.98 -44.19 
ACC3STA -17.37 -2.49 -0.55 Q1_2FOOD 85.36 27.74 92.38 

VALTA 0.21 0.12 0.24 Q1_2INDIG -41.36 -253.88 18.39 
BALI 219.63 296.00 191.18 Q1_2NAT -81.81 1.30 -47.28 

BANGKOK 284.54 431.97 264.85 Q1_2RELAX 22.54 3.50 92.61 
HUNTER -84.61 218.40 -44.53 Q1_2SPORT -26.18 111.54 80.65 

MARGRIV -2.54 19.94 55.56 Q1_2BALI -75.02 77.86 48.34 
NZ 180.74 413.48 207.33 Q1_2BANGKOK 2.61 -17.26 -17.01 

YARRA -143.86 81.31 -6.99 Q1_2HUNTER -36.97 256.73 29.44 
SYD -76.99 164.85 -110.90 Q1_2MARGRIV 65.56 -91.67 0.91 

MELB -264.52 219.24 62.17 Q1_2MELB 8.51 6.95 26.65 
EXP3STA -16.46 -15.00 -10.55 Q1_2NZ -73.25 7.68 -32.45 
VALEXP -0.08 -0.01 0.13 Q1_2SYD 5.96 -33.81 -36.55 

Q1_1ARTS* 62.30 27.27 21.46 Q1_2YARRA -16.28 31.57 30.42 
Q1_1ENTER 53.31 102.57 -18.23 FACTOR_1*** -4.56 -18.99 -27.90 
Q1_1EVENT -79.88 5.03 26.77 FACTOR_2 13.83 37.04 33.87 

Q1_1FOOD -77.29 3.08 -16.61 FACTOR_3 8.26 5.39 -6.84 
Q1_1INDIG -33.06 -27.83 -26.61 FACTOR_4 11.59 16.01 21.32 

Q1_1NAT 2.62 -0.88 -41.67 FACTOR_5 -9.74 -0.54 20.00 
Q1_1RELAX -11.16 -31.50 -52.34 FACTOR_6 -18.37 -34.65 -42.07 
Q1_1SPORT 85.19 -94.36 8.15 FACTOR_7 -0.76 -4.07 1.59 

        
R2 adj .111 .060 .0829     

F 7.5 (.00)  2.7 (.00) 3.7 (.00)     
Chi-sq (LL) 436.5 (.00) 162.4(.00) 220.5(.00)     

# obs 3198 1632 1831     
Figures in bold: p<0.05 
Figures in italics: 0.05<p<0.10 
*) Q1_1ARTS = Covariate initial interest (q.1.1) in Arts on expected extra holiday expenditure  
**) Q1_2ARTS = Covariate recent Arts holiday (q1.2) on expected extra holiday expenditure 
***) FACTOR1 = Covariate factor score for Factor 1 on expected extra holiday expenditure 
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 Chapter 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

The aim of this research was to explore and compare choice behaviours of different consumers for specific 
domestic and overseas destinations offering a particular set of holiday experiences. Our objectives were to 
compare how Australian tourism consumers respond to domestic and overseas holiday travel opportunities, 
presented in ways that either highlight the destination image (via the destination name) or the vacation 
experience. The study comprised an online survey among almost 4000 respondents from across the populations 
in three metropolitan areas (Melbourne, Perth, Sydney). Responses comprised choice selections in situations 
where only a restricted number of options would be available as conditioned by the availability of a travel 
voucher. Responses also included anticipated expenditure on the selected trip if undertaken in the specified 
conditions. Additional survey questions concerned past travel experience, travel plans and travel motives, in 
addition to socio-demographic variables. 

 
Initial descriptive analyses already provided a rich set of information about travel behaviours and intentions; 

the main analysis however consisted of choice model estimations that allow assessing the effects of variations in 
the identity of the destination (name), the type of experience, and additional attributes such as length of stay, 
travel provider and accommodation quality, on the propensity of choosing a certain tourism option. Additional 
analyses focused on the expected expenditure and revealed how anticipated expenditure varies across destination 
and experience types. Finally, the effects of previous engagement with the destination or experience type and of 
the initial expression of interest for destinations or experiences was included in the model to assess how these 
factors influence choice and anticipated expenditure. Inclusion of these variables in the model, and additional 
variables measuring travel motives and socio-demographic characteristics, provides an efficient means of 
capturing variation (heterogeneity) among tourism consumers.  

 
The main results can be summarised as follows. Firstly, it was shown that sequential introduction of the 

destination versus experience details in the choice task affects the choice outcomes. This effect was stronger for 
destinations than for experiences. This can be explained by noting that destination names typically convey a 
clearer image to the respondent about what is on offer, hence respondents more easily can make decisions about 
whether they wish to consider an option, even before knowing details of the experience on offer. As a 
consequence, in the later stage of the choice task, when all information is revealed, consumers are less likely to 
change their initial thoughts about the available options.  

 
The research confirmed that overseas destinations, keeping all else constant, are more popular, and hence are 

regarded as better ‘value’ than domestic destinations. However there was no evidence that the marginal utility of 
an increase in travel allowance or budget is larger for overseas than domestic destinations.  

 
The findings demonstrated a significant link between interest in visiting a particular destination, and 

visitation in the recent past to various destinations for a holiday. The results displayed a pattern of positive and 
negative influences that impact travel interest. A respondent’s past engagement in a travel experience was related 
to a continued interest in that experience for future travel. Moreover, the results indicated that there are clusters 
of experiences that are either congruent or incongruent with individual travel motives and interests. 

 
In terms of the principal motivations behind tourism, the five strongest motives reported by respondents were 

found to be: to have fun, to visit new places, to relax mentally, to get away from everyday life, and to 
do/experience something new. In contrast, the five weakest motives were to master a skill, to engage in 
challenging physical activities, to improve self-confidence, to engage in nature-based activities, and to engage in 
non-challenging physical activities. An analysis of these motivations revealed seven dimensions of variation in 
tourism consumer motivations. These dimensions were identified as follows: 1. Nature, 2. Social and self 
enhancement, 3. New experiences and knowledge, 4. Health, exercise and skill, 5. Relaxation and escape, 6. 
Adventure and excitement, 7. Family, friends and fun. 

 
An increase in holiday budget (in this case, an increase in voucher value) had no differential effect on 

willingness to travel to an overseas destination compared with a domestic destination. Respondents expected to 
spend between $500 and $600 (median values) of their own money on their vacation trips if they would receive a 
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‘voucher’ budget between $600 and $1000 for a 3 or 5 nights trip. Expected expenditure varied as a function of 
the type of local experience and the type of destination, with a range of up to $200 and over $400 respectively. 
For each ‘free’ dollar received in the form of the voucher towards a holiday budget, respondents expected to pay 
up to an additional 25 cents out of their own pocket. The expected additional expenditure was higher when 
travelling to an overseas destination than when travelling to a domestic destination. The expected extra spending 
varied also significantly with initial interest in, and with previous visits to a destination or experience, and with 
travel motive.  

 
Of the eight travel destinations (plus a ninth ‘home destination’ option) modelled in this research, New 

Zealand was consistently the most popular destination. Margaret River was the most popular regional destination 
(for travellers from Melbourne or Sydney). Of the eight experience types included in the experimental task, 
relaxation was the most popular choice. For Melbourne and Sydney this was followed by a nature experience, 
while among the Perth sample, entertainment was the second most popular choice. Sydney respondents were 
more likely than respondents from Melbourne or Perth to choose not to travel and instead spend their voucher on 
local experiences in their own metropolitan area without an overnight stay. 

 
The principal advantage of the experimental methodology used in this study is that response data could be 

obtained across choice scenarios and alternatives that are not necessarily restricted to current or past market 
conditions and circumstances. Although the number of destinations and experiences was restricted, they had 
been selected to represent a wide range of destination and experience types. In particular regarding the 
geographical destinations it was ensured that each of the three samples was exposed to variations of domestic 
local (regional), domestic interstate (metropolitan or regional) and overseas destinations that also varied in terms 
of what ‘local experience’ is typically associated with the destination. This design allowed the estimation of 
models with many more parameters than typically can be included in a choice model.  

 
The study explored the application of these methods in a large scale survey held in three metropolitan areas. 

Although substantive results were obtained already the study easily allows for follow up work that could use 
more realistic and richer descriptions of stimuli (e.g. video presentations of destinations or experiences) and 
follow respondents over time instead of relying on single session measures to for example be able to observe 
possible ‘sleeper’ effects where exposure to new information only at a later point in time influences behaviour. 
Extensions could also include and vary the role of different media channels. Finally, it would be relevant to 
observe vacation selection over time where respondents make real travel decisions and spend real budgets. 

 
In terms of the overall implications for tourism marketing, the findings indicate that the initial judgments 

made by tourism consumers in terms of preferred destination or the type of travel experience, tend to carry 
through the stages of the decision process. Thus initial impressions are of some importance in influencing a 
tourism consumer’s ultimate decisions. This ‘anchoring effect’, however, is not particularly strong. Subsequent 
information and promotional influences have the opportunity to change preferences prior to the finalisation of 
the holiday decision. In the light of destination branding this does not mean that brands that are more stable over 
the choice process have lower price elasticities. Our model did not find differences in price elasticities (but 
admittedly we did not test for destination unique elasticities) so the overall price effects are the same across 
destinations. Instead our final model separates the effects of initial interest and prior visitation, and indicates for 
which destination or experience-types tourism consumers tend to stick to the their initial preference expressed 
when they entered the choice task (i.e., before seeing, partly unexpected, other travel options). High interest or 
prior visit effects indicate where there is scope to differentiate and target consumers who have such an initial 
interest or who have visited the destination before as these are more likely to make final positive choices than 
those without initial interest or prior experience. For destinations for which interest or prior experience effects 
are small or negligible such a separation seems less relevant.  

 
Although these order and focus effects may be minor, the results do also emphasise the importance of market 

segmentation and targeting. Distinct destination and experience preference patterns were observed in the results, 
and these patterns suggest that targeted marketing programs need to pay particular attention to differences in the 
market in terms of geography, destination and experience travel interests and previous choice behaviour, travel 
motivations, and changes in the competitiveness of overseas destinations and travel experiences. 
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APPENDICES 

Due to the length of the appendices (approximately 50 pages each), we have elected to publish these documents 
online at www.crctoruism.com.au.  

 

APPENDIX A: Destinations ► Experiences Survey Example 

APPENDIX B: Experiences ► Destinations Survey Example 

APPENDIX C: Melbourne Survey Statistics – Destinations ► Experiences 

APPENDIX D: Perth Survey Statistics – Destinations ► Experiences 

APPENDIX E: Sydney Survey Statistics – Destinations ►Experiences 

APPENDIX F: Melbourne Survey Statistics – Experiences ► Destinations 

APPENDIX G: Perth Survey Statistics – Experiences ► Destinations 

APPENDIX H: Sydney Survey Statistics – Experiences ► Destinations 

http://www.crctoruism.com.au/�
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