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ABSTRACT

Numerous satisfaction studies have been conducted in both tourism and
marketing which have examined various aspects of travelers and/or consumers.
Quality of life satisfaction studies |look beyond the types of satisfaction
experiences that endure for only a short time to those that “ spill over” into
individuals' life domains thus enhancing their overall life satisfaction.

Many research studies in the discipline of marketing have revealed that the
overall quality of life of consumers may be affected by the marketing efforts of
organizations for all of the marketing mix elements. Although it logically follows
that the marketing endeavors of tourism organizations would likely have the same
Impact on their consumers (i.e., travelers), little research has been done to date to
determine the validity of this premise. The purpose of this study isto examine the

effects of leisure tourism on the traveler’s quality of life.



A model and measurement instrument which help to explain the role of
satisfaction with leisure tourism services and experiences in satisfaction with
leisurelife and overall life were designed for use in this study. The model was
based on the hierarchy of life satisfaction model and speculated that overall life
satisfaction is derived from satisfaction with the major life domains (e.g., leisure
life). Lasting satisfaction or dissatisfaction experienced within theleisurelife
domain spills up vertically to the most superordinate domain (lifein general), thus
affecting the overall life satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the traveler. Both the
model and the measurement instrument were validated, refined, and extended in
this study.

A survey of 815 consumers of travel/tourism services who residein
Southwest Virginiawas conducted. Structural Equation Modeling (i.e., LISREL)
analysis was performed to test the goodness of fit of the model. The results
indicated a good model fit. That is, no revisions to the hypothesized model were
needed, thus confirming the belief leisure travel does contribute to travelers’
overall quality of life satisfaction.

Additional analyses were conducted to test the moderating effects of
personality type, length of stay, and type of trip on select relationshipsin the
model. Differences of effects for some of the relationshipsin the model were

identified for length of stay and type of trip, but not for the traveler’s personality

type.



Among the key findings of thiswork are the establishment of those factors
which contribute to the overall life satisfaction of travelers, the validation of a
measurement instrument which could be used periodically by industry experts to
gauge the “health” of theindustry in its contribution to the overall life
satisfaction of tourism consumers, and the revelation that the length of stay
moderates several of the relationshipsin the model, thus suggesting differences
in the way the various identified components influence the overall life

satisfaction of short-term versus long-term visitors.
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CHAPTER |

| NTRODUCTION

1.1INTRODUCTION

The introduction provides an explanation of and support for the research
question. The objectives of the study are explicated. Four propositions and
twenty-one related hypotheses are presented. A description of the structural model
used in the study follows. A discussion of the contributions of the study is given.

Limitations of the study are discussed.



1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION

"All societies basically strive to provide a better quality of life (QOL) for
their citizens, and they try to satisfy this goal by using the social forces at their
disposal” (Samli 1987, xiii). Enhancing the QOL of individuals has been linked in
prior research to greater levels of happiness, improved health, increased longevity,
increased self-esteem, greater satisfaction with various aspects of life, and greater
life satisfaction, in general.

QOL has been examined in avariety of contexts. For instance, various
researchersin the past have established various ways in which marketing, leisure,
and travel/tourism affect QOL. This study examines QOL asit relatesto leisure
travel/tourism marketing. More precisely, this study is designed to validate, refine,
further develop, and test a measure that can be used to assist the travel/tourism
industry in measuring and periodically monitoring its contribution to the QOL of
Its consumers of travel/tourism services.

Tourism is often viewed as an expression of human behavior. PrzeclawskKi
(1986) signifiesthat tourism "is the set of ideas, the theories, or ideologies for
being atourist, and it is the behavior of peoplein touristic roles, when the ideas are
put into practice." It isthus essential that tourism industry professionals properly
identify those ideas, theories, and ideol ogies important to their “consumers’ to

provide the services and experiences desired by the tourists. Insodoing, itis
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proposed that travel/tourism industry professional s can enhance not only consumer
satisfaction, but also the QOL of thetourist. Therefore, thisresearch study
examinesthe effect leisure travel/tourism marketing hason QOL. Specifically, the
research questions addressed are:
A. Is satisfaction with lifein general affected by:
1. satisfaction with leisurelife?
2. satisfaction with nonleisurelifedomains (e.g., family, job,

health, community, financial)?

B. Is satisfaction with leisurelife affected by:

1. satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences?
2. satisfaction with leisure experiences at home?
C. I's satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences affected by:
1. trip reflections (e.g., perceived freedom from control, perceived

freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery,
spontaneity)?
2. satisfaction with travel/tourism services?

D. I's satisfaction with travel/tourism services affected by satisfaction
with the service aspects of thetravel/tourism phases (e.g., pretrip
services, en route services, destination services, return trip services)?

E. Do theresultsvary with different personality types(e.g., allocentric
vs. psychocentric), the type of trip, and/or the length of stay?

1.3KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION

Earlier studies have addressed issuesrelated to the ability of travel/tourism
to both enhance and diminish the QOL of local residentsin the host community

(e.g., Cohen 1978; Linton 1987; Williams and Shaw 1988; Jurowski, Uysal, and



Williams 1997; Perdue, Long, and Kang 1999), to contributeto theleisure
satisfaction of travelers(e.g., Kelly 1978; Jeffres and Dobos 1993; K ousha and
Mohseni 1997), to prevent abating the QOL (e.g., Cleland 1998), and to enhance
the QOL of travelers(e.g., Neal, Uysal, and Sirgy 1995; Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal
1997; Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). Few have addressed the effect leisure
travel/tourism has on enhancing the overall life satisfaction traveler. Enhancing
thelife satisfaction of individualsis believed to improve their QOL.

Various methods for examining QOL exist (Sirgy and Samli 1995). One
such method for measuring QOL isthe "bottom up” method. The bottom up
method is used in this study. A prominent model that explains the bottom up
method is the Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model (Meadow 1988).

The Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model (Meadow 1988) will serve as the
conceptual framework for the current study. The Hierarchy model explicates that
overall life satisfaction is determined by satisfaction within the major life domains

(i.e., leisure, work, health, family) (See Figure 1.1 for an adaptation of that model).



Vertical

Overall

Bottom-up Life
Spillover Satisfaction

Satisfaction in

Various Life
Domains (e.g. leisure;
work; health; family)

Satisfaction With Components and
Concerns Within Each Life
Domain

Reprinted from Journal of Business Research, Vol 44, Neal, J.D., Sirgy, M. J,, and Uysal, M.
“The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure/Tourism Services and Experience in Satisfaction with
Leisure Life and Overall Life,” p. 155, © 1999, with permission from Elsevier Science. This
model is derived from Meadow (1988).

Figure 1.1: TheHierarchy Model of Life Satisfaction



Satisfaction experienced with the aspects of various life domains "spills
over" upward vertically to each life domain which in turn "spills over" to the most
superordinate domain (lifein general), thus determining life satisfaction.

QOL studies are usually either objective or subjective in nature (Sirgy,
Meadow, and Samli 1995). Objective QOL studies focus on social indicators (e.g.,
income and crime rate) to determine the life satisfaction of individuals whereas
subjective QOL measures attempt to measure the perceived satisfaction that
individuals report experiencing in their lives. The present study uses subjective
measures.

In the article " The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure Travel/Tourism
Services and Experience in Satisfaction with Leisure Life and Overall Life," Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) made an initial attempt to develop a measure of
satisfaction with leisure tourism services that lead to life satisfaction. The
Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model was used to hypothesize that travelers'
overall satisfaction may be derived from satisfaction with the primary life
domains. Furthermore, the article postulated that satisfaction with the primary life
domains stems from satisfaction with the aspects (or components) of each life
domain.

The Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal study (1999) introduced the model shown in

Figure 1.2. Theinitial survey questionnaire was completed by 373 consumers of



travel/tourism services employed in alarge university. LISREL analysiswas
performed on the data.

Thefindingsindicated that, while most of the relationships depicted in the
proposed model were strong and significant, theleisurelife construct became
insignificant upon analysis of the data. Since numerous studies have shown that
leisure satisfaction isapredictor of overall life satisfaction (e.g., Andrews and
Withey 1976; Campbell, Converse and Rogers 1976), the preliminary study
(reported in Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) may not have done so because
"satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences" was included as a construct and may
have been seen by the survey respondents asa"substitute” for leisurelife. Another
possibility isthat thereliability of the leisure construct was not adequateinthe
preliminary study, which could have skewed theresults. Also, thetravel and
leisure views of faculty and staff at auniversity may not reflect that of the
traveling population at large.

The current study will attempt to validate and further refine the measures of
the model's constructs and the model itself. An attempt will also be madeto
correct thereliability problem with the leisure satisfaction construct used in the
preliminary study (refer to Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). The survey population
will be enlarged toinclude consumers of travel/tourism servicesin Southwest

Virginia



1.4 OBJECTIVES

This study will build upon amodel designed to explain therole of
satisfaction with leisuretravel/tourism services and experiencein satisfaction with
leisurelifeand overall life(Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) which has demonstrated
both direct and indirect relationships between leisuretravel and QOL. The

research objectives of the present study are to identify:

1.) theindirect and direct effects the satisfaction of various service aspects of
travel/tourism phases, satisfaction with travel/tourism services, trip
reflections, satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences, satisfaction with
|ei sure experiences at home, satisfaction with leisurelife, and satisfaction

with nonleisurelife have on satisfaction with lifein general.

2) how personality types, length of stay, and type of trip influence degree of
traveler/tourist satisfaction or dissatisfaction with various aspects of travel,

tourism, leisure, and life.



1.5THEORETICAL BASIS

Todate, littleis known about the impact of tourism onthe QOL. Sincethe
"leisure" domain consists of both tourism and non-tourism activity, it isunclear at
the present timeif thefindings from leisure studies can bedirectly applied to
leisuretravel. Thereisno universally accepted definition for "tourism" at the
present time. Some view tourism as part of the "recreation" experience (e.g.,
Murphy 1985), whereas others consider it to be part of theleisure domain (Reid,
McLellan, and Uysal 1992). Clearly, sometypes of tourism fall outside the scope
of the"leisure" sphere (e.g., travel for the sake of business only). Thisstudy,
therefore, focuses on leisuretravel/tourism exclusively sinceleisuretravel /tourism
clearly fallswithin the leisure domain.

The Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model depicted in Figure 1.1 isusedto
explain the relationship between the aspects of |eisure travel/tourism satisfaction
and QOL (Meadow 1988). Thismodel depictsthat overall life satisfaction (i.e.,
the most "superordinate" level of the model) isderived from satisfaction within
variouslifedomains (e.qg., leisure; work; financial situation). Satisfaction within
each of these life domains originates from satisfaction with the components (or
aspects) of theselife domains. For instance, satisfaction with various aspects of

one'sjob (e.g., wages; challenging work) will affect the satisfaction with the



"work" domain. Satisfaction with thework domain will affect satisfaction with the
individual's QOL.

This study proposes that satisfaction with components of leisure
travel/tourism (specifically in regard to the service quality, servicereliability, and
service cost) will enhance satisfaction with theleisure domain. Satisfaction with
theleisure domain will then enhancethe QOL of theleisuretraveler. Thespecific
hypothesized rel ationships between the aspects of |eisuretravel/tourism and QOL

satisfaction are shownin Figure 1.2.

10



Satisfaction with the Service
Aspects of Travel/Tourism Phases

: . . )
Satisfaction with
* pretrip services Satisfaction with
* 1 .
enroute services travel/tourism
* destination services .
* return trip services services
\ Y,
Trip Reflections
( * Perceived freedom \
from control . J .
* Perceived freedom from Satisfaction with
work .
A :> travel/tourism
* Arousal experiences
* Mastery
* Spontaneity
\_ J @
Satisfaction with . . .
Leisure experiences Satisfaction with

at home :> leisure life

Satisfaction with
nonleisure life domains :> Satisfaction with
(e.g. family, job,

life in general
health)

Reprinted from Journal of Business Research, VVol. 44, Neal, J.D., Sirgy, M.J, and Uysal, M. “ The Role of
Satisfaction with Leisure/Tourism Services and Experience in Satisfaction with Leisure Life and Overall Life,”
p. 156, © March 1999, with permission from Elsevier Science.

NOTE: The relationshipsin the model are moderated by personality type, length of
stay, and type of trip.

Figure 1.2: The Role of Satisfaction with
Leisure Travel/Tourism Services and Experience
in Satisfaction with Leisure Lifeand Overall Life



1.6 PROPOSITIONS

Proposition 1: Satisfaction with lifein general of travelers/tourists can be
enhanced directly through both leisure life and nonleisure life and indirectly
through satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences, satisfaction with leisure
experiences at home, satisfaction with trip reflections, satisfaction with
travel/tourism services, and satisfaction with the service aspects of
travel/tourism phases (i.e., pretrip services, en route services, destination

services, and return trip services).

H1: Satisfaction with lifein general isa positive function of satisfaction with
leisure life and satisfaction with non-leisurelife (i.e., satisfaction with job,

family, health, relationships, community, and financial situation).

Themodel in Figure 1.1 illustrates that overall life satisfaction is derived
from satisfaction with various life domains. Satisfaction with lifedomainsis
obtained from satisfaction with the aspects of those domains. Theleisure
(sometimes called the "nonwork™) domain is amajor life domain that has been
identified in several research studies (e.g., Andrews and Withey 1976; Campbell,

Converse, and Rodgers 1976). Earlier research has shown that satisfaction with

12



leisurelife hasapositivedirect effect on satisfaction with lifein general (e.g.,

Andrews and Withey 1976; Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers 1976).

H2: Satisfaction with leisurelifeisapositive function of satisfaction with

travel/tourism trip experiences and with leisure experiences at home.

Figure 1.1 also illustrates that satisfaction with each life domainis
derived from satisfaction with the aspects of each |life domain. Based on this
premise, the leisure life domain is viewed as being comprised of the components
of leisure experiences at home (e.g., walking around the block; playing
basketball in your backyard) and satisfaction with travel/tourism trip

experiences (e.g., going to historical sites; visiting the nation's capital).

H3: Satisfaction with travel/tourism trip experiences is a positive function of

satisfaction with travel/tourism trip services and with trip reflections.

H4: Satisfaction with travel/tourism trip servicesis a positive function of
satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases (i.e., pretrip,

en route, destination, and return trip services.)

13



Itishypothesized that | eisure satisfaction with travel /tourism trip
experiencesis most likely derived from two sources: (1) leisure satisfaction
with travel/tourism services and (2) | eisure satisfaction stemming from leisure
trip reflections. Determinantsof leisure satisfactionidentified by Unger and
Kernan (1983) areused to tap thetraveler’ strip reflectionsthrough perceived
freedom from work, perceived freedom from control, involvement, arousal,
mastery, and spontaneity (whichis consistent with thework of Kelly 1978, I so-
Ahola1979, and Fielding, Pearce, and Hughes 1992).

For the practical application of thisstudy, satisfaction with travel/tourism
services and satisfaction with aspects of travel/tourism services are paramount.
For, itisat thislevel that specific strong and weak pointsfor QOL contribution

tothetraveler can beidentified and corrected.

Proposition 2: Satisfaction with lifein general derived from satisfaction with
leisure life and satisfaction with nonleisure life domains; satisfaction with
leisure life derived from satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and
satisfaction with leisure experiences at home; satisfaction with travel/tourism
experiences derived from satisfaction with travel/tourism services and
satisfaction with trip reflections; and satisfaction with travel/tourism services
derived from satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases can

be affected by the personality type of the traveler/tourist such that the more

14



"allocentric” personality typewill positively influence theserel ationships more
than will the more "psychocentric" type.

Thetraveler's satisfaction with the travel/tourism experience is based upon
what isretained in his or her memory about his or her travels. Travel/tourism
research is most often conducted after the travel er/tourist has returned home from
his or her travels. Therefore, these studies generally reflect what the traveler
remembers about thetrip. It iswidely accepted that memory is a function of
personality and that personality plays akey rolein leisure activities, in general
(Iso-Ahola 1979); therefore, it can be argued that personality plays amajor rolein
influencing travelers' perceptions of satisfaction with leisure travel experiences.
In fact, the “ physiological” need (i.e., the need for eating, drinking, relaxation,
escape, excitement, curiosity, arousal, external excitement, stimulation, and so
forth) is considered to be the most basic travel motivation in “The Travel Needs
Ladder” (Pearce and McDermott 1991).

Plog’ s continuum of Allocentrism/Psychocentrism is used as a theoretical
foundation to explain how personality types of allocentrics versus psychocentrics
affect the various relationships depicted in Figure 1.2 regarding numerous aspects
of travel, tourism, leisure, and life. Thefive categoriesidentified by Plog (1974)
and depicted in his continuum are: “psychocentrics,” “near psychocentrics,”
“midcentrics,” “near allocentrics,” and “allocentrics.” "Psychocentrics" are
defined as travelers who are rather self-inhibited and non-adventuresome on

15



vacation (about 3% of the population), whereas "allocentrics" are defined asthose
who enjoy trying awide variety of pursuits and challenges while on vacation
(about 3% of the population). Most of the population consists of midcentrics.

Allocentrics, by definition, tend to be moreintellectually curious, more
willing to try new products, more adventurous, more self-confident, more
interested and more emotionally involved with all aspects of atrip than are
psychocentrics (Plog 1974; Mclntosh, Goeldner, and Ritchie 1995). Allocentrics
tend to enjoy exploring and searching, prefer non-touristy areas, and enjoy a sense
of discovery. Sinceallocentrics are more emotionally involved and moreinterested
than psychocentrics (Plog 1991), it islogical to conclude that any kind of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction islikely to spill over affecting other types of
satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction going up the hierarchy of life satisfaction.
Individual s possessing allocentric personality traitswill tend to enhance their
levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction generating from avariety of aspects and
experiencesrelated totravel and leisure.

Psychocentrics tend to be “intellectually restricted,” low risk taking,
nonadventurous, lacking in confidence, and show “little interest in events or
activitiesin other countries” (Plog 1991). Moreimportantly to the discussion at
hand, according to Plog, psychocentrics tend to be more “ naive, nondemanding,

passive travelers, thus making them less engaged in the entire travel experience.
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Thislack of involvement would suggest that the degree of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction would belessfor “psychocentric” travelers.

Allocentrics and near allocentrics are inclined to view travel as a chanceto
experience a “ sense of power and freedom” (e.g., flying, seatravel, fast trains), to
participate in “sports events and sports activities,” to search for the exotic and
novel, to develop new friendshipsin foreign places, to explore (e.g., mountain
climbing, hiking, deep sea diving), to sharpen their perspectives (e.g., awaken their
senses and heighten their awareness) and to try anew lifestyle (Plog 1974;
Mclntosh, Goeldner, and Ritchie 1995). Therefore, the levels of interest and
excitement in the overall travel experience could have the potential to generate
stronger feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the allocentric personality
type than for the psychocentric personality type.

Conversely, psychocentrics and near-psychocentrics tend to travel because it
Isacultural norm, to enhance their egos, to gain status, to gain acceptance, and to
be comfortable socially (Plog 1974; Mclntosh, Goeldner, and Ritchie 1995).
Consequently, it islikely that the feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction will not
be as strong for the psychocentric personality as for the allocentric personality
type, since the level of involvement tends to be lower for the psychocentric travel
segment.

Existing research has indicated that allocentrism and psychocentrism have

predictive effects on satisfaction with destination services, satisfaction with travel
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servicesin general, satisfaction with trip experiences, perceived freedom from
control, perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, spontaneity,

satisfaction with leisure experiences at home, and satisfaction with leisurelife
(Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1997). The current study will examine the moderating

effects of the allocentric and psychocentric personality types.

H5: Theeffect of satisfaction with leisurelifeon satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin that the effect islikely to be

more evident for individuals who are more all ocentric than psychocentric.

H6: The effect of satisfaction with nonleisure life on satisfaction with lifein
general is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect is
likely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric than

psychocentric.

H7: The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelife is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the
effect islikely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric

than psychocentric.
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H8:

HO9:

H10:

H11:

The effect of satisfaction with theleisure experiences at home on
satisfaction with leisurelifeis moderated by all ocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by all ocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect is likely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by
allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect is likely to be more evident

for individuals who are more allocentric than psychocentric.
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Proposition 3: Satisfaction with lifein general derived from satisfaction with
leisurelife; satisfaction with leisurelife derived from satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences; satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences derived
from satisfaction with travel/tourism services and satisfaction with trip reflections;
and satisfaction with travel/tourism services derived from satisfaction with the
service aspects of travel/tourism phases can be affected by thelength of stay of the
traveler such that longer stayswill positively influence theserelationships more
than shorter stays.

Thelength of stay isextremely important in examining travel/tourism issues.
Whilelength of stay has historically been used predominantly to define the supply
side of tourism (e.g., to help determine the number and types of visitorsin order to
devel op the proper facilities) (Getz 1986; Gunn 1988), it can be argued that the
length of stay can be auseful measure in examining the demand side of tourism as
well (e.g., visitor satisfaction).

Thelonger the tourist remains on vacation, the more opportunities he or she
will have to interact with destination service providers and the more experiences at
thetravel destinationin which he or sheislikely to engage. For that reason, the
feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction experienced by those staying longer
periods of time on their vacationswill likely be more intense than for those staying

shorter periods of time.
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Thelonger the tourist remains on vacation, the more he or shewill be ableto
engage in stimulating activities during thetrip, to meet people, to spend timewith
travel companions, to engage in sportsor other exhilarating activities and will have
more experiencesto remember about thetrip, thus giving the guest the ability to
become more emotionally involved and engaged in the services. Furthermore,
those who stay longer will also have the opportunity to interact more often with
service providers. Thus, stronger feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with all
travel-related aspects of the model are anticipated for those who stay longer
periods of timeon their tripsthan for those who stay shorter periods.

Since those staying longer onthetrip arelikely to experience greater
satisfaction or dissatisfaction from travel/tourism services and trip reflections as
previously discussed, those staying longer on thetrip are al so expected to derive
more satisfaction or dissatisfaction from travel/tourism experiences than are those
who do not stay aslong.

Individuals who stay longer on trips have the opportunity to spend moretime
resting, relaxing, rejuvenating, and engaging in activitiesthey enjoy and are,
therefore, proneto derive more satisfaction or dissatisfaction from leisurelife than
those who stay for shorter periods of time. Thus, satisfaction or dissatisfaction
withlifein general derived fromleisurelifeisexpected to be greater for those who

spend moretimeon aleisuretrip than for those who spend less time.
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Thelength of stay is measured with the open-ended question: "How many

nightsdid you stay on your trip?"

H12:

H13:

H14:

H15:

The effect of satisfaction with leisurelife on satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by the length of stay in that the effect islikely to be more
evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer nights on

the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by the length of stay in that the effect is likely
to be more evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer

nights on the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by the length of stay in that the
effect islikely to be more evident for those staying more nights than for

those staying fewer nights on the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with

travel/tourism experiences is moderated by the length of stay in that the
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effectislikely to be more evident for those staying more nightsthan for

those staying fewer nights on thetrip.

H16: Theeffect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesis moderated by the length of
stay inthat the effect islikely to be more evident for those staying more

nightsthan for those staying fewer nights on thetrip.

Proposition 4. Satisfaction with lifein general of thetraveler/tourist derived from
satisfaction with leisurelife; satisfaction with leisurelife derived from satisfaction
with travel/tourism experiences; satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
derived from satisfaction with travel/tourism services and satisfaction with trip
reflections; and satisfaction with travel/tourism services derived from satisfaction
with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases can be affected by the type of trip
of thetraveler such that traveling for “leisureonly” will positively influence the
relationships morethan “nonleisure’ travel.

Previous research has shown that leisure activity has a direct effect on life
satisfaction (Palmore 1979; Kelly 1982; Riddick and Stewart 1994); therefore,
travel for leisure purposes tends to be very important to the traveler. So, having

positive experiences during aleisure vacation could enhance the life satisfaction of
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thetraveler (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999), whereas, having negative experiences
during aleisurevacation could diminish thelife satisfaction of thetraveler.
Furthermore, since most of the vacation timefor those traveling for leisure only
will be spent engaging in leisure activities, the experiences that are remembered
fromthevacation (i.e., the"trip reflections" and "trip experiences") will likely
produce greater levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for those who travel for
“leisureonly” as opposed to those who travel for “multiple purposes’ (i.e.,
business and pleasure).

Thetrip classifications suggested by the World Tourism Organization
(1994) will be used as a basisto categorizethe varioustypes of travel. These

categories areasfollows: “beach,” “resort,” “theme park(s),” “festival s/special

b 1% ” 7w b 1%

events,” “recreation,” “outdoor,” “combined (business and pleasure),” “visiting

b 1%

friendsand relatives,” “touring (traveling from one place to another),” and "other."
For this study, two general categorieswill be examined: 1) travel for leisure
purposesonly (i.e., “beach,” “resort,” “theme park(s),” “festival s/special events,”
“recreation,” and/or “outdoor”) and 2) travel for leisure and an additional purpose
(i.e. “combined business and pleasure,” and/or “visiting friends and rel atives”).
Throughout the remainder of thisstudy, thefirst category will bereferredto as
“leisureonly,” and the second as “ multiple purpose.”

Thosetraveling for “leisure only” more often than not have more control

over making their own travel plans and arrangements, their own lodging
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arrangements, their own choices regarding whereto go and what todo on atrip
than thosetraveling for “multiple purposes.” Accordingly, they will be more
involved with these activities. So, thosetraveling for “leisure only” will
experience moreintense levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction from the aspects of
travel/tourism phases and from travel/tourism services than will thosetraveling for
“multiple purposes.”

Likewise, “leisureonly” travelers, asageneral rule, have much greater
freedom regarding whom to bring on thetrip, what types of activitiesinwhichto
participate, and so forth. The opportunity to choose activitieson thetrip which
will help them build meaningful relationships, to engagein things that stimulate
them, to do things on the spur-of-the-moment, to get abreak from work, and to
escape the control s of thework environment is definitely greater for this group
than for those traveling for “ multiple purposes.” Or, in essence, interest and
involvement in regard to all of theseissues should be higher for thosetraveling for
leisure only than for those traveling for multiple purposes. Hence, satisfaction or
dissatisfaction ensuing from trip reflections should be more pronounced for this
group of individualsthan for “multiple purpose’ travelers.

Sincethose who travel for “leisure only” are more apt to experience higher
levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction from travel/tourism servicesand trip

reflections as previously mentioned, feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
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derived from travel/tourism experiences should al so be stronger for this group than
for thosetraveling for “multiple purposes.”

In asimilar manner, satisfaction or dissatisfaction with |ife satisfaction
derived from leisurelife should be stronger for those who travel for “leisure only”
than for those who travel for “multiple purposes.” Thosewho travel for “leisure
only” will tend to derive moreintense levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction from
leisurelifethan those who travel for “ multiple purposes,” given that leisureisthe
primary purpose of thetrip, making it possiblefor them to participatein more

|ei sure-based activities.

H17: Theeffect of satisfaction with leisurelifeon satisfaction with lifein general
Ismoderated by thetypeof trip inthat the effect islikely to be more evident
for thosetraveling for “leisureonly” than for thosetraveling for “multiple

purposes.”

H18: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by thetype of trip inthat theeffectislikely to
be more evident for thosetraveling for “leisure only” than for those traveling

for “multiple purposes.”
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H19: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by thetype of trip in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure only” than for

those traveling for “ multiple purposes.”

H20: Theeffect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by thetype of trip in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure only” than for

those traveling for “ multiple purposes.”

H21: The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by the type of trip
in that the effect is likely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure

only” than for those traveling for “multiple purposes.”

1.7 STRUCTURAL MODEL OF THE STUDY

A structural model was used to allow for control of spurious relationships
(i.e., those that sometimes exist but often disappear in bivariate correlations).
Using a causal model allows atheoretical scheme to be developed and tested which

Is based on a sequence of events. The model in Figure 1.2 shows the hypothesized
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relationships. The model describesthelogical flow of factorsrelatedto leisure
travel/tourism that impact travelers’ QOL.

The model structurally depictsthat satisfaction with lifein general is
derived from satisfaction with nonleisurelifedomains (e.g., family; job; health)
and satisfaction with leisurelife. Satisfactionwith leisurelifeisderived from
satisfaction with leisure experiences at home and satisfaction with travel/tourism
experiences. Satisfaction from travel/tourism experiences comes from satisfaction
with trip reflections (e.g., perceived freedom from control, perceived freedom from
work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity) and satisfaction with
travel/tourism services. Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesisobtained from
satisfaction with the aspects of the travel/tourism phases (pretrip services, en route
services, destination services, and return trip services).

Inthis model, satisfaction with the aspects of travel/tourism phases (i.e.,
pretrip services, en route services, destination services, return trip services), trip
reflections (i.e., perceived freedom from control, perceived freedom from work,
involvement, arousal, mastery, spontaneity), satisfaction with leisure experiences
at home, and satisfaction with nonleisurelifedomains (e.g., family; job; health)
are considered to be exogenous variables (i.e., those that are not predicted by any
other variablesinthemodel). Theother variablesin the models are endogenous
(i.e., variablesthat are dependent variablesin at |east some of therelationshipsin
the model).
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Satisfaction with lifein general isthe ultimate dependent variable (the one
that isaffected by all of the others). Satisfaction with travel/tourism services,
satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences, and satisfaction with leisurelifeare
considered to be mediating variables (those which either directly or indirectly
Impact the ultimate dependent variable), whereas | ength of stay, type of trip, and
personality type of thetraveler are considered to be moderating variables (those
which do not directly or indirectly impact the ultimate dependent variable, but do
determine the strength of the hypothesized relationships).

The mediating variables depicted in Figure 1.2 werefirst devel oped and
tested in "The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure Travel/Tourism Services and
Experiencein Satisfaction with LeisureLifeand Overall Life" (Neal, Sirgy, and
Uysal 1999). A preliminary research instrument was devel oped to test the
medi ating relationships shown in the model. Three hundred seventy-three (373)
faculty and graduate students at alarge university completed the survey
questionnaire. Theresults generally supported the hypotheses of the study.
However, thefindingsindicated that the path between the “ sati sfaction with
travel/tourism experiences’ and “ satisfaction with leisurelife” constructsin
addition to the path between the “ satisfaction with leisurelife” and “ satisfaction
withlifein general” becameinsignificant when tested. This brought about
eliminating the “ satisfaction with leisurelife” construct from the model. Other
researchers haveindicated that satisfaction with leisurelife hasapositive direct
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effect on satisfaction with lifein general (e.g., Andrews and Withey 1976;
Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers 1976).

The necessity to drop theleisurelife construct from the model may indicate
that the respondents equated "travel and tourism experience" to "leisurelife.”
Since theresearch conducted by Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) wasthefirst to
examinethetravel and tourism experience separately from leisurelifein aquality
of life study, thisisaltogether conceivable. Another possibility isthat aslight
problem occurred with theinternal consistency of theleisurelifeconstruct. The
leisurelife construct initially had alow Cronbach’s Alphauntil one of the
measures was deleted. Thesurvey instrument will be altered for the current study
inan effort to correct theinternal consistency problem with that construct. The
moderating variables are anew addition to this study.

Specifically, thisanalysiswill seek to provide across-validation study for
the model " The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure Travel/Tourism Servicesand
Experiencein Satisfaction with LeisureLifeand Overall Life" developed inthe
Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal study (1999) by testing arefined measurement instrument
with amore general sample of consumers of travel/tourism services. The
measurement instrument will berefined by attempting to correct thereliability
problem with the leisurelife construct and by including an additional measure for

the spontaneity construct.
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1.8 CONTRIBUTIONSOF THE STUDY

This study can contribute to both theoretical and practical aspects of
travel/tourism. From atheoretical perspective, the study validates the notion that
the aspects of various aspects of anindividual’ slifecan, infact, indirectly
contributethat individual’ soverall QOL. It also establishesthat travel/tourismis
an important aspect of leisurelife.

From apractical perspective, the study provides validation for amodel and
survey instrument that can be used by industry professionals on a periodic basis
(e.g., annually, biannually) to "gauge" the health of theindustry in regard to how it
isdoing in contributing to the QOL of thetraveling public. Each phase of the
travel experience can be examined inregard toitsability to contributeto the
traveler'squality of life. For instance, the satisfaction measuresrelated to
"destination" satisfaction may providetravel industry professionals at the tourism
site(e.qg., tour guides, hotel clerks) with useful information on how they can
enhancetravelers' quality of life.

Furthermore, theinformation obtained regarding travelers' personality types
may be useful to marketing professional s for segmentation purposesin the product
development, advertising, and positioning thetravel experience. Toillustrate,
different "products" (i.e., tourism packages) may be devel oped based on traveler

personality type. Guided tours may be more appropriate for "psychocentric”
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personality types, whereas more novel types of destination experiences may be
more appropriate for allocentric personality types.

If the study supportstheideathat the length of stay affectsthe degree of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction associated with various aspects of thetrip, then
industry professionals should take special carein satisfying the needs of those
staying greater lengths of time, since they arelikely to remember the experience
more than those staying for lesser amounts of time. Thisisalso true sincelonger
tripswill likely have more of achanceto impact thetraveler's QOL.

Information regarding the type of trip should be ascertained by industry
professionals whenever possible, sinceit isprobablethat |eisuretravel ismore
likely toimpact overall quality of lifethan other types of travel (e.g., business and
pleasure combined). Thosetraveling for leisure purposes should be provided with
more options for engaging in the subjective conditions of leisure (i.e., perceived
freedom from work, perceived freedom from control, involvement, arousal,

mastery, and spontaneity).

1.9LIMITATIONS

This study focuses on the examination of the precise componentslistedin
theresearch question and depicted in themodel. Inreality, many other factors may

exist which could influence thetravel/tourism industry's ability to influence the
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QOL of travelers. Further, theregionality of the sample may not reflect the
opinions of the U.S. traveling population or theinternational traveling public at
large.

Cross-sectional dataare being collected for this study in which thedataare
collected at one point in time after the travel er/tourist has returned from his/her
trip, whereas the actual trip takes placein phases. To accurately measurethe
satisfaction during each phase of thetrip, one may argue that it would be best to
send the questionnaireto the respondent before he or she begins hisor her travels
(or even begins making travel plans) so that he or she could respond to the section
that he or sheisexperiencing asit isbeing encountered. Attemptingto do so
would belaboriousfor the traveler and would, no doubt, substantially decreasethe
responserate. Further, sincethe model isattempting to measure those enduring
aspects of satisfaction experienced during the various phases, those most
remembered after thetraveler returns are the ones, in fact, most likely to contribute

tooverall life satisfaction.
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CHAPTER ||

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

At the beginning of this chapter, the literature which helps explain the need
for thisresearch, isreviewed. A presentation of leisure and tourism satisfaction
literature that links the theoretical foundation of the study with the components of

the model ensues.
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2.2 IMPORTANCE OF QOL RESEARCH IN TOURISM

Most existing research studiesrelated to tourism satisfaction have dealt with
Issues regarding the "temporal” forms of consumer satisfaction derived froma
tourism experience rather than the more "enduring" forms of satisfaction which
havethe potential to enhancethe overall well-being of thetraveler. Since
enhancing QOL of individual s has been linked in prior research to many positive
benefits (including greater level s of happiness, improved health, increased
longevity, increased self-esteem, greater satisfaction with various aspects of life,
and greater overall life satisfaction), QOL studiesin tourism should be prompted.

In"Developing aMacro Measure of QOL/L eisure Satisfaction with
Travel/Tourism Services: Stage One (Conceptualization),” the authors proposed a
macro measure of QOL satisfaction with travel/tourism services (Neal, Uysal, and
Sirgy 1995). Thisconceptual paper submitted that an indirect relationship
between the aspects of leisuretravel/tourism and QOL exists, based on the
Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model. The hierarchy model suggeststhat overall
life satisfaction is derived from satisfaction with the variouslife domains (e.g.,
leisure; family life; financial situation). Satisfaction with thevariouslifedomains
IS, inturn, derived from satisfaction with the aspects (or components) of each life

domain.
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Themodel referred to as" The Role of Leisure SatisfactioninLife
Satisfaction" incorporated these concepts to suggest that life satisfactionisderived
from leisure sati sfaction and nonleisure sati sfaction.

The model proposed that |eisure satisfaction is obtained from both leisure
satisfaction away from home (e.g., going to the beach; going on acruise; goingto a
theme park) and | ei sure satisfaction at home (e.g., watching television; reading a
book; walking around the neighborhood). Sinceleisure satisfaction away from
home usually involvestravel industry professionals, this construct was further
examined.

The model further submitted that |eisure satisfaction away from homeis
determined by | ei sure satisfaction with travel and tourism services and leisure
satisfaction with thetraveler'sown travel efforts. Again, sinceleisure satisfaction
with travel and tourism serviceswould likely involvetravel industry professionals,
this construct was further delineated.

Finally, the model posed that |eisure satisfaction with travel and tourism
servicesis predicted by satisfaction with travel and tourism pretrip services,
| ei sure satisfaction with travel and tourism trip route services, and leisure
satisfaction with travel and tourism destination services -- based on the " phases of
leisuretravel" described by Leiper (1990).

Additionally, theauthors provided a chart of examples of specific events

that may lead to tourists' satisfaction during the various phases of leisuretravel
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explained above. Although the model discussed was not empirically tested, it laid
an important foundation for theoretically linking aspects of travel/tourism services
indirectly to overall life satisfaction, based on prior research.

Inthearticle"The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure Travel/Tourism
Services and Experiencein Satisfaction with Leisure Lifeand Overall Life,” the
authors attempt to devel op and empirically test a measure of "satisfaction with
leisuretravel/tourism servicesthat isrelated to life satisfaction" (Neal, Sirgy, and
Uysal 1999, p. 153). Thetheoretical underpinning for this study wasthe Hierarchy
of Life Satisfaction Model. Thelife satisfaction model indicatesthat life
satisfaction isderived from satisfaction with "all of life's domains and
subdomains" (p. 154). The model developed and tested by the authorsin the study
iIsshownin Figure1.2.

The model shownin Figure 1.2 varies considerably from the model
developedin an earlier work of Neal, Uysal, and Sirgy (1995). Although the
ultimate independent variableisoverall life satisfaction in both models and both
present satisfaction with leisurelife and satisfaction with nonleisure activities as
jointly determining overall life satisfaction, the model s vary from that point on.
The primary reason for thisisthat the model shown in Figure 1.2 uses Clawson and
Knetsch's (1966) five-phase model of travel (i.e., pretrip, en route, destination, and

return trip, and trip reflections) to tap the specific dimensions of satisfaction.
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Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) develop thelogic for the constructs of the
model shown in Figure 1.2. Theimportance of QOL studiesto marketing and its
potential contribution to travel/tourism satisfaction research is discussed by the
authors. Theauthorsfurther point out that the leisure experience has been proven
in prior studiesto enhance QOL. Thisincludes subjective measures such as
“asking respondents to indicate satisfaction with how much fun they are having
(Andrews and Withey 1976), tapping leisure experiencethroughintrinsic
satisfaction and perceived freedom (Kelly 1978; Iso-Ahola1979), and through a
combination of affective states such asintrinsic satisfaction (Fielding, Pearce, and
Hughes 1992), perceived freedom, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity
(Unger and Kernan 1983)” (p. 154). The authors postulatethat leisurelife
satisfaction is derived from satisfaction with leisure experiences at home (e.g.,
knitting; watching television) and satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
(e.g., going on acruise; goingto ahistorical site).

The model in Figure 1.2 uses Clawson and Knetsch's (1966) framework of
the phases of travel to develop its remaining elements. Itisnoted that during the
first four phases of travel (i.e., pretrip, en route, destination, and return trip) that
thetouristismost likely to use travel/tourism industry services.

Unger and Kernan's (1983) six conditions of leisure were used by the
authorsto measuretrip reflections (theremaining "phase" of the Clawson/K netsch
(1966) model). Thisphaseisconsidered to be perhaps most significant of the
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phasesin contributing to life satisfaction since travel ers remember those elements
which aremost likely to have either along-term positive or negative effect on the
traveler.

Trip reflections were defined by the authors as "remembering the conditions
of leisure that were present during thetrip” (i.e., freedom from control, freedom
from work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity).

The"freedom" measurements were based on two categories of freedom
frequently presented in travel/tourism research: perceived freedom from control
and perceived freedom from work. Theauthorsuse Unger and Kernan's 1983
wordsto define"freedom from control” as"something one perceives as voluntary,
without coercion or obligation” (p. 157).

Freedom fromwork isdefined as "the ability to rest, relax, and not be
obligated to perform tasks" (p. 157). Theauthors point out that the"[t]wo types of
freedom may contributeto overall life satisfaction in different ways" (p. 157). For
Instance, sometravelers would enjoy the freedom from control that comes from
making their own travel plans, whereas, other travel ers would enjoy the freedom
from work that comes from having travel industry professionals make plansfor
them.

Involvement addresses how engaged or absorbed the travel er becomesin
varioustravel activities. Arousal isthe"internal excitement, stimulation,

exhilaration, or inspiration" (p. 157) that travel ers experience during the phases of
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travel. Mastery refersto the sense of accomplishment regarding some aspect of the
travel experience (e.g., navigating thetravel route properly; accomplishing the
purpose of thetrip). Finally, spontaneity deal s with issues such as having
flexibility when traveling.

Thefollowing four hypotheses based on the model in Figure 1.2 were

empirically tested by the authors:

H1: Satisfactionwithlifeingeneral isapositivefunction of
satisfaction with leisurelife and satisfaction with nonleisure
life(i.e., satisfaction with job, family, health, relationships,

community, financial situation).

H2: Satisfactionwithleisurelifeisapositivefunction of
satisfaction with leisure experiences at home and satisfaction

with travel/tourism trip experiences.

H3: Satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip experiencesisapositive

function of satisfaction with trip reflections and satisfaction

with travel/tourism trip services.
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H4:. Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesisapositivefunction
of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases

(i.e., pretrip, en route, destination, and return trip services).

The authorsused LISREL analysisto test the hypotheses. Somerevisionsto

the proposed model were suggested and are shownin Figure 2.1,
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Satisfaction with Leisure/Tourism Services and Experience in Satisfaction with Leisure Life and Overall Life,” p.

159, © March 1999, with permission from Elsevier Science.

Figure 2.1: Modified Model from Original Study



Theinitial study hypothesized that “life satisfaction is a positive function of
satisfaction with leisure life and satisfaction with nonleisurelife (i.e., satisfaction
with job, family, health, relationships, community, and financial situation)” (p.
158). Thefirst LISREL analysis that was run supported the hypothesis that
satisfaction with overall life satisfaction is predicted by satisfaction both with
leisure and with nonleisurelife. Nevertheless, the run of the modified model
yielded somewhat different results.

Life satisfaction continued to be significantly predicted by nonleisure
satisfaction, but not by leisure satisfaction. Notwithstanding, the modified model
indicated that “life satisfaction is predicted by satisfaction with leisure
experiences at home” and “ satisfaction with travel/tourism trip experiences” (p.
159). Thisrevealed that satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences has a more
direct effect on life satisfaction than was originally postul ated.

Also hypothesized in theinitial study isthat "leisure satisfaction is a
positive function of satisfaction with leisure experiences at home and satisfaction
with travel/tourism trip experiences" (p. 159). Only the portion of this hypothesis
that addressed | eisure experiences at home was found to be significant during the
first run LISREL analysis and during the modified model. The effect of
travel/tourism trip experiences on satisfaction with leisure life remained
nonsignificant during the first run LISREL analysis and during the run of the

modified model, as well. These findings suggested that satisfaction with lifein
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general ismoredirectly determined by satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
than previously specul ated.

Another hypothesis of theinitial study held that “ satisfaction with
travel/tourism trip experiencesis apositive function of satisfaction withtrip
reflections and satisfaction with travel/tourism trip services” (p. 159). Theresults
of thefirst run LISREL analysis and the modified model both strongly supported
this hypothesis.

Additionally, theinitial study hypothesized that “ satisfaction with
travel/tourism trip servicesis apositive function of satisfaction with the service
aspects of travel tourism phases (i.e., pretrip, en route, destination, and return trip
services)” (p. 160). Both thefirst run LISREL analysis and the modified model
provided strong support for this hypothesis.

Some unsuspected relationships were found to exist during LISREL
analysis. For instance, significant relationships were discovered that link
satisfaction with lifein general with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
and satisfaction with travel/tourism trip services. Although such instances
occurred, it wasreported that “the strengths of the links were rather negligible” (p.
160).

This article broke ground in establishing alink between the aspects of
tourism services and overall life satisfaction. Thisrelationship isextremely

important to travel/tourism industry professionals sinceit establishesthat
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improved industry performance can enhance the QOL of consumers of travel
services.

Although thelink between leisure satisfaction and overall life satisfaction
has been well established in prior research studies, the construct " satisfaction with
leisurelife" becameinsignificant in the modified model. Theauthors surmise that
this may be because respondents are using the travel/tourism experience construct
asa"substitute" for theleisure construct.

Other possibilitiesinclude aconcern with theinternal reliability of the
|eisure construct and/or the possibility that the population surveyed (faculty, staff,
and graduate studentsin alarge university) may not reflect the opinions of the
traveling public, at large. Therefore, itisessential that studies be conducted that
would further validate the measurement instrument. Also, improving the measure
of satisfaction with leisurelifewould be helpful. Conductingthisstudy in
additional populations could help further validate this measurement instrument

designed to help the travel/tourism industry better serveitstraveling public.

2.3 SUPPORT FOR THE MODEL

Leisure's  mpact on QOL

Riddick & Stewart (1994) compared the perceived life satisfaction and

determinants of life satisfaction of black and whitefemaleretirees. Their research
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showed that differences exist in perceived life satisfaction between the two groups.
The study also found that perceived health, leisure repertoire planning, and leisure
activity contributed to overall life satisfaction for whitefemaleretirees. It was
also discovered that |eisurerepertoire planning, health, and income affect leisure
activity participation for both groups.

Swan and Combs (1976) defined instrumental performance asthe meansto
an end or the eval uation of the physical product, whereas they defined expressive
performance astheend initself of the psychological interpretation of a product.
Both concepts are goal-directed. Notwithstanding, expressive factors have more of
an emotional orientation whereasinstrumental factors have more of acognitive
orientation. Expressive satisfiersare akin to Herzberg's motivational factors
(Herzberg et al. 1959), which arethe elementsthat, if present, encourage tourist
satisfaction. Instrumental factorsare similar to Hertzberg's hygienefactors -- the
presence of which do not necessarily produce satisfaction, however, the absence of

which may | ead to dissatisfaction.

Expressive Factors

Some studies have measured | ei sure satisfaction by either expressive or
instrumental factors, but not both. For example, Lounsbury and Polik (1992)
measured leisurein terms of the following expressive attributes: intellectual,
social, competence, mastery, and stimulus avoidance. Similarly, Burnstein and his
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associates (1985) examined the level of satisfaction the expressive attributes of
visual appreciation and sense of refuge symbolized in landscape typography had on

residentswho lived next to apark in Toronto.

Instrumental Satisfiers

Studies, such asthose conducted by Vaske et al. (1991) and Bartlett and
Einert (1992) have sought to measure | ei sure satisfaction based exclusively on
instrumental attributes (e.g. lighting; fencing; restrooms; shade).

Theimportance of having pertinent instrumental attributesisinstrumental in
preventing dissatisfaction from occurring. Wakefield et al. (1994) found that, in
relation to major league baseball stadiums, the customer's opinion of service
facilities does affect his satisfaction with the service rendered, rating of service
quality, and repatronage intentions.

Thetravel/tourism industry is beginning to recognize the importance of
providing consumers of its services with instrumental factors. For instance, Maritz
Travel Company (MTC), acompany specializing in group travel, isoverhauling its
technology systemsin an effort to enhance consumer satisfaction viaincreased
productivity, to strengthen cost-effectiveness, to improve dataintegrity, and to

increase the speed of itsresponse to customers (Reengineering 1993).
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Both Instrumental and Expressive Satisfiers

Studies have al so been conducted which examined both instrumental and
expressivefactors. For instance, Noe (1987) attempted to compare specific
expressive and instrumental satisfaction indicators with general measures of
satisfaction. Most of the variancein the general measures of satisfaction employed
by Noe was explained by expressiveindicators. Littlevariance was explained by
the instrumental indicators.

Kelly et al. (1990) identified both instrumental and expressive satisfiers
experienced when turkey hunting. Instrumental dimensionsidentified include
locating and calling turkeys, whereas the satisfaction derived from harvest itsel f
was found to be expressive.

Lieber and Fesenmaier (1985) identified instrumental attributes that
prevented dissatisfaction of visitorsto awalkingtrail in Chicago asfollows:
surface, length, terrain, and proximity toresidence. Albeit, the expressive attribute
of sightseeing was found to contribute moreto the emotional satisfaction than did
the access or trailway that served as gatewaysto the experience. Likewise,
Connelly (1987) studied campersin the Adirondack Mountains and found that the
expressive attribute of the solitude to be the most important influence on consumer
satisfaction than weretheinstrumental attributes (such asfacilities).

Whipple and Thach (1988) examined group tours and found that the tour

escort service and point of departure (i.e., instrumental factors) aswell as
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sightseeing (i.e., an expressive attribute) interacted to produce customer
satisfaction.

Likewise, Jurowski and her associates (1995) found that instrumental and
expressive factorswork together to produce overall tourist satisfaction. Similarly,
Noe and Uysal (1997) found that expressive and instrumental factorsarelikely
better predictors of overall |eisure satisfaction than are expectation factors or past-

use of outdoor recreational facilities.

2.4 SUPPORT FOR MODERATING VARIABLES

Personality

The vast majority of tourism satisfaction studies are based on affective
theory, that is, they attempt to reveal the subjectively felt needs of tourists. The
source of these felt needs may beinternal (e.g., personality, antecedents) or
external (e.g., weather, community). Stanley Plog (1974) conducted thefirst
research examining personality typein the context of tourist behavior. Plog
developed and empirically tested a continuum that hel ps classify travelers by
personality type.

Thetravel personality taxonomy is based on the dimension of personality

referred to as“ centrism” (i.e., personal focus or personal interest). The categories
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established by Plog are “ psychocentric,” * near-psychocentric,” “mid-centric,”
“near-allocentric,” and “allocentric” travel personality types.

On one end of the scale arethe “ psychocentrics.” “Psychocentrics” travelers
prefer resting and relaxing on vacation, spending most of the vacation timein one
location, returning to the same spot regularly (i.e., they enjoy familiarity), and
often prefer “ packaged” tours. Psychocentrics also tend to be very passive rather
than active travelerswho pay little attention to detail on vacation. Thisgroup
tendsto travel less, in general, and usually travel s becauseit is expected.

Ontheother end of thescalearethe“allocentrics.” “Allocentrics” enjoy
excitement, become actively engaged and involved in events at the vacation site,
and relish novelty and change. Thispersonality prefers*undiscovered
destinations” and likesto visit new and exciting places each vacation. Also,
allocentricsarelikely to prefer “traveling tourism,” that is, not staying in one
place, but traveling from placeto place during avacation. Additionally,
allocentricsare morelikely to enjoy international travel, whereas psychocentrics
are more apt to prefer domestic travel.

Between thetwo extremes are the “mid-centrics.” Travelersfittingintothis
group arelikely to enjoy variety on vacations. They enjoy relaxing and resting at
times on vacation but doing exciting things and “being on the go” at other times.
Mid-centricswould likely enjoy traveling to popular international tourist
destinations, major cities, and well-liked vacation spots, aslong as they have not
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been spoiled by too much tourism (Plog 1991). Thisgroup tendsto be moderately
involved with travel activities. Theseindividualsare not usually labeled as
“passive’ tourists (like the psychocentrics are) nor arethey viewed as “interested
and involved” to the extent that allocentrics are. Rather, midcentricstend to
becomeinvolved and interested in activities central to their interests, but remain
passiveto peripheral activities.

Plog indicated that most individuals are classified as near-all ocentrics, mid-
centrics, or near-psychocentrics. According to Plog, pure psychocentrics make up
approximately three percent of the traveling population, whichisalso truefor
allocentrics (Plog 1987).

One of the most important sources of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction
isthe personality of thetourist. The personality aspect of the tourism satisfaction
equation is nonethel ess one of the most difficult to measure and control.
Accordingto Dann (1979), if atourism marketing researcher aspiresto begin to
understand tourist satisfaction or dissatisfaction, it isimperative to consider the
personality of thetourist, particularly in regard to the tourist's destination
preference.

Mayo (1973) and Mayo and Jarvis (1981) presented similar arguments and
demonstrated that asatraveler isdeciding atravel destination among alternative
choices, the subjective judgment he or she makes about the alternatives available

to him/her depends on a number of factors, among which the most important of
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theseistheimage about each alternative and its perceived ability to satisfy his/her
needs. Inastudy of 670 automobile vacationers at 24 locationsintheU.S., Mayo
(1973) found that the image of a destination area, particularly asrelated to the
traffic congestion, pleasant climate, and the scenic beauty, was the most critical
factor in the destination choice process by automobiletravelers.

Sources other than those generated from within the tourist are al so
instrumental ininfluencing consumer satisfaction. Leiss (1979) noted that felt
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with anatureleisure experience may be contingent
not only on therecreational experienceitself, but also with the facilities, services,
and programsthat are available. Somefactors, such asfacilitiesand friendliness
of service providersare controllable. Other factors, such asweather and social
circumstances are often outside the domain of management control, asis noted by
Crompton and MacKay (1988). This study focuses on those factorsthat are within
the control of management.

Intheir article" Satisfaction with Various Aspects of Travel, Tourism,
Leisure, and Life: Differences Between Allocentrics and Psychocentrics,” Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal (1997) established that personality type has an effect on various
aspects of theleisuretravel experience. Plog's model of
Allocentrism/Psychocentrism was used as aframework to identify relationships
between travel er (self-reported) personality types and various aspects of travel,

tourism, leisure, and life.
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Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1997) hypothesized that "the more allocentric a
traveler is, the more heor shewill be satisfied with destination services, with
travel services, with trip experiences, with trip reflections, with leisure
experiences at home, and with hisor her leisurelife.”

A survey questionnaire was used to collect the data. Pearson correlations
were performed on the 373 respondents. The studiesindicated that the
hypothesized rel ationships were significant, thus establishing that travel
personality type can affect satisfaction with various aspects of travel, tourism,
leisure, and life. Nonetheless, this study identified predictive effectsfor
personality type rather than moderation effects.

Moderation effects related to personality type have been evident in diverse
types of previous studiesregarding variouslifedomains. One such study related to
the personal health domain established that personality characteristics may
moderate key relationshipswithinalifedomain. Neuroticism (apersonality
disorder) was shown to moderate breast cancer patients’ affectivereactionsto
social comparisons about other patientsin an experimental study (van der Zee,
Buunk, and Sanderman 1998). Patients who were more neurotic tended to more
strongly associate social comparison information to their own conditions than
those who wereless neurotic. Thisseemsto suggest that personality

characteristicsthat generate very intense feelings regarding thingsthat are
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important to individual s may produce moderation effects between their own
experiences and other factors.

Personality has al so been proven to be a potential moderator for various
relationshipsin thework lifedomain. A work-related meta-analysis of work hours
and health studies showed positive significant relationships between harmful
health symptoms and increased work hours (Sparks et al. 1997). Several
moderators affecting this relationship were identified. One such moderator was
personality type (categorized as Type A versus Type B). Individuals with a Type
A personality tend to be more emotionally involved in work. Thus, the results
indicated that the presence of the Type A personality type produced a stronger
positive relationship between work hours and failing health than did the Type B
personality type.

Similar to the previous two studies, Plog found that allocentrics are more
intellectually curious, are more interested, are more emotionally involved, are more
self-confident, and are more inquisitive and curious about the world and its
peoples than are other travel personality types (Plog 1991). Consequently,
travelers possessing the allocentric travel personality type tend to get highly
involved with the travel experience and are very actively engaged at every stage of
travel. Conversely, Plog (1991) discovered that psychocentrics are more

“intellectually restricted,” are likely to be very passivein their travels, and tend to
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be very nonadventurous. Infact, thisgroup tendsto travel lessin general thanthe
allocentric group.

Although the moderation effects of these two groups have not been tested by
Plog or other researchersto date, the extreme differencesin the passion regarding
travel, theintellectual and emotional involvement of thetrip, and theimportance of
travel and novelty between two groups strongly suggests that moderation effectsin

regard to various aspects of tourism and leisure arelikely.

L ength of Stay

Thelength of stay isof the utmost importancein examining travel/tourism
Issues (Butler 1974; Masberg 1998). Theimportance and seasonal variation of
length of vacation stay in 48 statesin the United States has been clearly established
in previousresearch (Uysal et al. 1994). Thiswasaccomplished by developing a
trip index for each state that was used to cal cul ate the length of stay and seasonal
variation of length of stay in each statein addition to information related to length
of stay in all statesvisited.

A statistical analysiswas performed to cluster statesinto five groupsthat
show high tolow concentration in pleasuretravel. Thefindingsindicated that not
only do different states tend to attract touriststhat are“ destination-oriented”
(traveling specifically to that destination thus having agreater length of stay), but

also that the attractiveness of these states tends to be seasonal .
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A study conducted in Queensland found that the number of destinations
visited in Queensland influences the length of stay of thevisitor and viceversa. It
would logically follow that having avariety of activities and services available at
various destinationswould likely increase the length of stay, aswell.

Whilelength of stay isoften used to define the supply side of tourism (e.g.,
to help determine the number and types of visitorsin order to devel op the proper
facilities; to ascertain how information centers affect the visitors’ length of stay to
specific states) (Getz 1986; Gunn 1988; Tierney 1993), it can be argued that the
length of stay can be a useful measurein examining the demand side of tourism as
well (e.g., visitor satisfaction). For instance, Uysal (1998) indicated that the
length of stay (tourist nights spent on vacation) is one of the most commonly used
methods of measuring tourism demand. Thelength of stay isusually defined asthe
amount of timetravelers spend at a destination and is frequently measured in the
number of days or nightsthe tourist spends at the site (Pearce and Elliott 1983;
Uysal, McDonald, and O’ Leary 1988).

L ength of stay has been shown in prior research to be an effectivetool in
measuring demand. Theduration of time (i.e., number of nights) atraveler spends
on hisor her vacation has been used as theindicator of tourism demand. One study
conducted at national parks used length of stay (the number of “ ski-touring” days
at the destination site) as ameasure of demand by regressing variables such as

direct cost of skiing, distancetraveled, number of previousskiingtrips, and a
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myriad of site characteristicsonit (Uysal et al. 1988). Another study used length
of stay to examinetourism demand at resort destinations (Crouch 1994) based on
therational ethat the most basic product that is being purchased by touristsisa
“night’ sstay,” therefore, length of stay isan appropriate measure for tourism
demand.

It islogical to concludethat thisincrease in demand for particular tourism
services and so forth isafunction of thetourist’ s satisfaction at the destination
site. Thatis, the more satisfied thetourist iswith the destination services, the
more he or shewill demand that service, and the greater the length of stay islikely
to beat that particular destination site. Thisisconsistent with the finding of many
researchers who have found that an increase in quality leisure time enhances
leisure satisfaction (e.g., Driver 1976; Buchanan 1983).

L ength of stay has also been examined in theliterature as afunction of the
traveler’ sincome. For instance, Mak et al. (1977) used simultaneous equationsto
develop abehavioral model to analyze the determinants of length of stay and per
capitadaily expendituresfor mainland U.S. visitorsin Hawaii. Theresults of the
study indicated that the length of stay affects how much the tourist spends. The
inversewas also found to be true. Results also showed that higher income visitors
stay longer and spend more per day than visitorswith [ow incomes.

Similarly, Tierney (1993) examined the effect of travel information centers

in Colorado on the length of stay. Thefindings of this study disclosed that not only
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do travel er information centersincrease the tourist length of stay, but also the
averageincrease (2.2 days) meant an increase in excess of amilliontourist dollars
inthat state. From thisone can derivethat there areintervening variablesthat may
affect thelength of stay, aswell. Thisalso seemsto indicatethat, as most quality
of liferesearchers are aware, the domains are not mutually exclusive. Thatis,
some horizontal spillover may occur between lifedomains. For instance,
satisfaction with thetraveler’ sfinancial situation may also affect the length of stay
of thetraveler and thusthetraveler’ s satisfaction with various aspects of thetrip

and with the ability for thetraveler to enjoy hisor her leisurelifeto thefullest.

Typeof Trip

Peopletravel for avariety of reasons. Thetypeof trip relatesto the primary
purpose for which thetripistaken. Inasmuch asnot all touriststravel for the same
purpose, the segmentation of the travel market isfrequently done by type of trip.
The four most commonly used categories by which to segment travelers by trip
type are: personal businesstravel, government or corporate businesstravel,
visiting friends and rel atives, and pleasure vacation travel (Nesbit 1973).

Sincethefocus of thisstudy isleisuretravel, two primary segmentswill be
examined: pleasure vacation travel and business and travel combined. Previous
research has shown that various types of leisure activity have adirect effect onlife

satisfaction (Palmore 1979; Kelly 1982; Riddick and Stewart 1994); therefore,
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travel for leisure purposestendsto be very important to thetraveler. Furthermore,
acurrent trend in thetravel industry isfor businesstravelersto visit attractive
|ocations while on businesstrips (Dunnan 1992; Finney 1993; Bing 1997).

Moreover, many business travel ers often extend their length of stay several
daysto explorethetravel destination after the often hectic business meetings have
ended (Sheehy 1990), thus providing them with additional opportunitiesto interact
with tourism industry professional s and to take advantage of travel services. One
reason for thistrend isthelack of leisure and vacation time experienced by many
business executives. Another isthat businesstripsthat are extended to include
vacation time are often still tax deductibleif the primary purposefor traveling was
business (Dunnan 1992). Thisistrueevenif spouses, children, or other family
membersjoin the businesstraveler.

Although the family’ straveling costs and the lodging expenses for days used
for recreation cannot be deducted, the expenses for the time used for business can
(Dunnan 1992). Because of thisgrowing trend, many hotelsthat are
predominantly visited by business travelers are beginning to offer special services
to accommodatethe children of the businesstraveler (e.g., babysitting services)
(Israel 1994). “Businessvacation retreats” designed specifically to allow the
business executive to mix business and pleasure are al so becoming more numerous

(Rackow 1983).
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Motivationsfor pleasuretravel have been addressed by several tourism
researchers. Discussing the motivefor which onetravelsis necessary to the
understanding of the“internal forces and external goals and incentivesthat guide,
direct, and integrate a person’ s behavior, for future, potential satisfaction” (Uysal
and Hagan 1993). In other words, fulfilling the goal s derived from the motives
(i.e., “internal forces”) of thetrip will often lead to traveler satisfaction, whereas,
theinability to fulfill the goals of thetrip will often lead to travel er dissatisfaction.

People often go on leisuretripsin an attempt to fulfill inner needs that are
not easily identified by the researcher or even by the travel ers themselves (Van
Doren 1983). Therefore, the study of travel motivationsisdifficult, at best.

Many researchers have attempted to study and devel op models explaining
travel motivations, nonetheless. In one such study, the author sought to discover
the basic motivationsthat influence vacationersin choosing their travel
destinations (Crompton 1979). The empirical study identified nine motives. These
motives are escape from a perceived mundane environment, exploration and
evaluation of self, relaxation, prestige, regression, enhancement of kinship
relationships, facilitation of social interaction, novelty, and education. The study
provided an essential step in understanding not only travel motivations, but al so
theimportance of thetravel destination being viewed as a means by which the

traveler could satisfy his or her socio-psychological desires.
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When peopletravel, they often seek to fulfill multiple unmet physiological
or psychological needs (M clntosh and Goeldner 1990). In other words, travel
motives are often complex in that they frequently involve more than an
independent want or need and are most often acomplex network of needs and
desires. Accordingto lso-Ahola(1980), these motivations may be grouped into
two basic categories: approach and avoidance. That is, individualsoften travel to
either leave the everyday environment behind (i.e., “escaping”) or to obtain
intrinsic rewards through experiencing new things on vacation (i.e., “seeking”).
At times, both motivations may be present for travel. For instance, an individual
embarking on international travel may be escaping the drudgery of hisor her job
while concomitantly seeking to encounter novel experiences abroad.

Iso-Aholalater expanded the conceptualization that individualstravel for
escaping and seeking in his Seeking and Escaping Dimensions model (1989). This
model maintains that four quadrants explaining tourist motivations exist and that
the sametraveler may bein different quadrants under different conditions (e.g.,
different vacations, various events during asingle vacation, pleasuretravel only
versus business and pleasure travel combined). Thefour quadrants arelabeled as
seeking personal rewards, seeking interpersonal rewards, escaping personal
environments, and escaping interpersonal environments.

Thefulfillment of the seeking/escaping dimensions may lead to traveler

satisfaction, whereas, theinability to seek or escape may diminish thelevel of
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tourist satisfaction, or even lead to traveler dissatisfaction. Itislogical to assume
that those traveling primarily for pleasure travel will morelikely be motivated by
escaping from their daily environment than those traveling for business and
pleasure combined, sincethework and often the colleagues travelerswish to
escape by means of travel often accompany them to the travel site during business
trips.

Similarly, itisdifficult to “seek” new adventures and novel experiencesthe
traveler would enjoy during business trips since the accommodations and activities
are most often planned by the travelers’ business, soitislikely that theimportance
of using amyriad of travel services, experiences, and leisure experienceswill be
lessfor those traveling for business and travel combined than for those traveling
primarily for leisure and recreation.

Leiper (1984) examined leisure and recreation activities and discovered that
two types of leisureexist: “recreational leisure” which providesrestorationtothe
participant and “ creative leisure,” which allows the participant to enjoy something
novel or new. Theprimary functions of recreation arerest, relaxation, and
entertainment. Itislikely that it would be moredifficult for individualstraveling
for business and pleasure combined to have more difficulty resting and relaxing on
thetrip, therefore, several key aspects of thetrip will belessimportant to them

than for leisuretravelers. Also, thosetraveling for business and pleasure combined
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will be absorbed in business-related issues, thus reducing thelevel of involvement
with varioustourism services and interaction with tourism service providers.

One of the most well-known model s explaining tourist motivationsisthe
“Push/Pull Model of Tourist Motivations.” Thismodel describes how various
“forces” induceindividualstotravel (i.e., “push” themto goonatrip) and to travel
to specific sites (i.e., “pull” them to aspecific destination). This model hasbeen
used asabasisfor several studiesin the areaof travel motivations (e.g., Dann
1977; Crompton 1979; Smith 1983; Pyo, Mihalik, and Uysal 1989; Y uan and
McDonald 1990).

Many of the “push” motivations (which include escape, rest and relaxation,
adventure, and personal interests) will not be asimportant to thetraveler whois
combining business and pleasure, since the primary purpose of hisor her tripisnot
escaping, resting, or relaxing. Itisdifficult to escape, torest and relax, to
experience adventure, or to pursue personal interestson trips that combine
businesswith pleasure. Similarly, the pull factors (thosethat “draw” atraveler to
aspecific vacation destination) such as climate, historic sites, beaches,
recreational opportunities, and cultural events are often not explored at all by the
traveler combining business and pleasure. Thisistrue becausethosetraveling for
business and pleasure combined seldom have any influence regarding wherethe

trip will take place, the specifics of accommodations, or choicesregarding trip
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activities, therefore, making the motivations obtained from the“ pull” factors moot

in most instances for this group of travelers.

2.5 SUMMARY OF CHAPTERII

An in-depth discussion of thetwo articlesin which the preliminary survey
instrument was developed was given. Theimportance of the research based on
prior studieswas discussed. The effect of leisureon quality of lifefollowed,
including adiscussion of the distinction between instrumental and expressive
satisfiers. The contrast between instrumental and expressive attributesin leisure
satisfaction will be used to help explain the differences between trip services and

thetrip experience of leisure satisfaction.
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CHAPTER |11

METHODSAND MEASURES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter explains the framework of the research. The research
propositions and hypotheses are discussed at great length. A description of the
survey instrument and a discussion regarding the development of survey questions

Is given. Data collection and methods of statistical analyses are discussed.
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3.2 OVERVIEW

The previous chapters identified the research domain as the indirect and
direct effects satisfaction of various service aspects of travel/tourism phases,
satisfaction with travel/tourism services, trip reflections, satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences, satisfaction with leisure experiences at home,
satisfaction with leisure life, and satisfaction with nonleisure life have on
satisfaction with lifein general. Additional elementsinclude how personality
types, length of stay, and type of trip influence levels of traveler/tourist
satisfaction with various aspects of travel, tourism, leisure, and life. The ultimate
goal was to determine how tourism industry professionals can use this information
to provide travel/tourism services and experiences that enhance not only the trip
satisfaction of their guests, but also their overall life satisfaction.

A self-administered survey questionnaire was mailed to 2,000 consumers of
travel/tourism services who reside in Southwest Virginia. The random sample was
obtained viaamailing list service provider. Three weeks after the survey was
mailed, areminder postcard was sent to those who did not return their surveys

reminding them to do so (Dillman 1978).
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3.3 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK

The study isdesigned to validate, refine, further devel op, and test a model
QOL and tourism. The model of therole of satisfaction with leisuretravel/tourism
services and experiencein satisfaction with leisurelifeand overall l[ifeshownin
Figure 1.2 was previously developed and tested (See Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999)
based on alogical application of tourism, leisure, and QOL research. The
emphasis during the development of that model was to search the body of
knowledgeto identify those concepts that would be useful in creating a
measurement instrument that could be used by the tourism industry to periodically
gaugethe health of theindustry in regard to contribution to travelers’ QOL.
Thefollowing arethe research questionsthe study at hand strives to answer:
A. Is satisfaction with lifein general affected by:
1. satisfaction with leisurelife?
2. satisfaction with nonleisurelifedomains (e.g., family, job,

health, community, financial)?

B. Is satisfaction with leisurelife affected by:

1. satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences?
2. satisfaction with leisure experiences at home?
C. I's satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences affected by:
1. trip reflections (e.g., perceived freedom from control, perceived

freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery,
spontaneity)?
2. satisfaction with travel/tourism services?
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D. I's satisfaction with travel/tourism services affected by satisfaction
with the service aspects of thetravel/tourism phases (e.g., pretrip
services, en route services, destination services, return trip services)?

E. Do theresultsvary with different personality types (e.g., allocentric
vS. psychocentric), the type of trip, and/or the length of stay?

The research hypotheses rel ated to these objectives are presented bel ow.

3.4 RESEARCH PROPOSITIONSAND HYPOTHESES

Twenty-oneresearch hypotheses weretested to determineif and how leisure
travel/tourism impactstravelers' /tourists’ QOL. Thefirst four hypotheses are
designed to test the mediating variables of the model, whereas, hypothesesfive
through twenty-one are designed to test possible moderating variables of the
model’ srelationships. Mediating variables “intervene between preceding and
subsequent variablesin amodel, thus accounting in part or wholefor therelation
between the predictor and thecriterion” (Baron and Kenny 1986). Moderating
variables arethose that “ affect the direction or strength of therelation between
another independent and dependent variable pair in amodel” (Baron and Kenny
1986). In other words, the mediating variables (those depicted in the “boxes” in
the model shown in Figure 1.2) are those variablesintervening between the
exogenous and endogenous variables that account for the indirect and direct effects
of therelationships hypothesized by the model. The moderating variables are those

that affect the strength or direction of therelationshipsinthe model.
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Anillustration of these two concepts can be drawn by looking at the model
in Figure 1.2. Satisfaction with lifein general ishypothesized to beapositive
function of satisfaction with leisurelife (the bottom two boxeson therightin
Figure 1.2) and leisurelifeishypothesized to be a positive function of satisfaction
with travel experiences (thethird box from the bottom right of the model in Figure
1.2). Accordingto these hypotheses, leisurelifeisthe mediator between travel
experiencesand lifeingeneral. Thatis, leisurelifeisnecessary to explain thelink
between travel experiencesand lifein general. The sameistruefor other
relationshipsinthemodel. For instance, “ satisfaction with travel services’ isthe
medi ating variable between “ satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism
phases” and “ satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences,” and so forth. Thus,
mediators provide the necessary framework that establishestherelationshipsin the
model.

Moderators serve avery different purpose. Unlike mediators, moderators
are not necessary for the relationshipsin the model to exit. In other words,
moderators do not serve as part of the basic structure that connect the exogenous
variablesto the endogenous and eventually to the ultimate dependent variable (in
thisinstance, “ satisfaction with lifein general”) as mediators do. Moderators
rather affect the direction or strength of the relationshipsin the model. For
example, it ishypothesized that the degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with

lifein general is affected by thetype of trip. Therefore, when the moderator is
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introduced to the links attaching the two mediating variables (i.e., satisfaction with
nonleisure lifedomains and satisfaction with leisurelife) tolifein general, itis
possiblefor satisfaction with lifein general to be significantly higher for those
traveling for leisure and recreation than for those traveling for business and travel
combined, for instance.

A structural equation modeling technique (i.e., the LISREL statistical
analysis program) was used to analyzethedata. LISREL analysis, asitis
commonly called, allowsthe relationships to be submitted for analysis
symbolically thus eliminating the need for unwieldy creation of adetailed
mathematically precise representation of therelationships. LISREL analysiswas
used to test the proposed relationshipsin the proposed model to seeif the model is

accurateor if it needs modification.

H1: Satisfactionwithlifein general isapositivefunction of satisfactionwith
leisurelife and satisfaction with non-leisurelife(i.e., satisfaction with job,

family, health, relationships, community, and financial situation).

H2: Satisfaction withleisurelifeisapositive function of satisfaction with
|ei sure experiences at home and satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip

experiences.
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H3: Satisfaction with travel/tourism trip experiencesis apositive function of
satisfaction with trip reflections and satisfaction with travel/tourism trip

services.

H4: Satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip servicesisapositive function of
satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases(i.e., pretrip, en

route, destination, and return trip services.)

Thefirst four hypotheses are designed to test the mediating variablesinthe
model (i.e., therelationshipsdepicted in Figure 1.2). First, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was conducted on each of the variables to ensure convergent
validity. Onemeasurerelating to “ satisfaction with returntrip services” had a
completely standardized | oading lower than the recommended 0.30 and was
dropped from the study. A Cronbach’s Alphawas conducted onthethree
questions pertaining to personality type, since these variables are not part of the
overall structural model. One measurewith alow reliability scorewas dropped
fromthe study. Next, the structural equation modeling software package LI SREL
was used to test the goodness-of-fit of the model. LISREL standsfor “Linear

Structural Relations.” Thetermisused torefer to both acomputer program and a

71



statistical system (or method of performing structural equation modeling)
(Joreskog and S6rbom 1983).

The overall measurement model fit wastested. Thismodel providesthe best
“fit” possible, based on the data, without taking into account the hypothesized
relationships and serves as a basis of comparison for future analyses (Anderson
and Gerbing 1988; Joreskog 1993; Sethi and King 1994). The null structural
model (in which all parameters relating the constructs to each other are set to zero)
was generated by the LISREL program during thisrun.

Next, the hypothesized rel ationships were “fixed” and a second LISREL
analysis was performed (Anderson and Gerbing 1988; Joreskog 1993). The
goodness-of-fit indices were examined. Also, the modification indices were
analyzed to determine what recommended revisions to the hypothesized model
should be made. Thefirst run LISREL analysis of the hypothesized model yielded
excellent goodness-of-fit results, so the additional steps often required for model

development and refinement were not necessary.

H5: The effect of satisfaction with leisure life on satisfaction with life in general
Is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect is likely to be

more evident for individuals who are more all ocentric than psychocentric.
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H6:

H7:

H8:

HO9:

The effect of satisfaction with nonleisure life on satisfaction with lifein
general is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect is
likely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric than

psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelife is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the
effect islikely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric

than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with the |eisure experiences at home on
satisfaction with leisure life is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect is likely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrism in
that the effect is likely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than psychocentric.
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H10:

H11:

H12:

H13:

The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect is likely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by
allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect is likely to be more evident

for individuals who are more allocentric than psychocentric.

The effect of satisfaction with leisurelife on satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by the length of stay in that the effect islikely to be more
evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer nights on

thetrip.

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by the length of stay in that the effect is likely
to be more evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer

nights on the trip.
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H14:

H15:

H16:

H17:

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by the length of stay in that the
effect islikely to be more evident for those staying more nights than for

those staying fewer nights on the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by the length of stay in that the
effect islikely to be more evident for those staying more nights than for

those staying fewer nights on the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by the length of
stay in that the effect is likely to be more evident for those staying more

nights than for those staying fewer nights on the trip.

The effect of satisfaction with leisurelife on satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by the type of trip in that the effect islikely to be more evident
for those traveling for “leisure only” than for those traveling for “multiple

purposes.”
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H18:

H19:

H20:

H21:

The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by thetype of trip in that theeffectislikely to
be more evident for thosetraveling for “leisure only” than for those traveling

for “multiple purposes.”

Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by thetype of trip in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure only” than for

those traveling for “ multiple purposes.”

The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by thetype of trip in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure only” than for

those traveling for “ multiple purposes.”

The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by the type of trip
in that the effect is likely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure

only” than for those traveling for “multiple purposes.”
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The moderating variables described in hypotheses five through twenty-
one were also analyzed using the LISREL software package. Each moderator
was tested individually. For each moderator, the data were split in half based on
the defining categories of the moderator being examined. For instance, for the
moderator "length of stay,"” the datawere split in two by the number of nights
spent on the trip. The category "short-term visitors" included those who spent
six or fewer nights on the trip, whereas, "long-term visitors" included those who
spent seven or more nights on the trip.

After the data were split based on that variable into those two categories,
several LISREL analyses were conducted. For instance, aLISREL analysis was
performed that considered the two groups (i.e., short-term visitors vs. long-term
visitors) independently. The gamma and beta significance values were
examined. Thiswas done by "freeing" all gammas and all betas individually (in
separate analyses). If significant differencesin the gammavalues (i.e., the
paths from the exogenous to the endogenous variables) were present, then a new
analysis was performed freeing each gamma individually and fixing those that
are not significant until all of the significant differences in the gammavalues
were uncovered. The same procedure was used to determine significant
differencesin the beta values (i.e., the paths from endogenous to other
endogenous variables). The same procedure was repeated for all of the

moderators.
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3.5RESEARCH DESIGN

Theresearch design isfundamentally correlational research based on a

self-reported mail survey. A description of the survey instrument is presented

below.

Survey Instrument

The survey instrument isapamphlet consisting of eighteen major parts
and acover letter. A copy of the"revised" survey instrument isshownin
APPENDIX A.

Thefirst part includes questionsregarding the purpose of thetrip. The
second part asks how long the respondent stayed ontheir trip. Thethird part
examinesif thetrip took placewithinthe U.S. or abroad. Thefourth part
Inquires about satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesrelated to pretrip
activities. Thefifth part asks questionsregarding satisfaction en routeto the
destination. Thesixth part probes satisfaction with the destination site. The
seventh part examines satisfactionrelated to thereturn trip. The eighth part
asksquestionsrelated tothetripingeneral. Theninth part asks questions about
trip reflections.

Thetenth part asks questions regarding the satisfaction with the general

trip experience. The eleventh part asks questionsin regard to satisfaction with

78



leisure experiences at home. Thetwelfth part asks questionsregarding
satisfaction with leisure experiences at large. Thethirteenth part asks questions
regarding satisfaction with non-leisurelifedomains. Thefourteenth part asks
questionsregarding lifeingeneral. Thefifteenth part asks questionsregarding
life satisfactionrelated to thetrip. The sixteenth part asks questionsregarding
travel personality. The seventeenth part asks demographic questions. The
eighteenth part asksfor respondentsto self-report if they are "allocentric" or
"psychocentric."

The measurement instrument was designed to test the rel ationships depicted
in Figure 1.2 as well as the moderators personality type, type of trip, and length of
stay. “The Role of Satisfaction with Leisure Travel/Tourism Services and
Experiencein Satisfaction with Leisure Life and Overall Life” model presented in
Figure 1.2 is based on the Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model shown in Figure
1.1. Asstated earlier, the Hierarchy of Life Satisfaction Model suggests that
satisfaction with each life domain is derived from satisfaction with the aspects of
that domain. Thus, satisfaction with leisure stems from satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences and satisfaction with leisure activities at home. On the
one hand, travel/tourism experiences may be thought of as “leisure activities away
from home” and may include vacationing at aresort, at a historical site, and so
forth. On the other hand, examples of leisure activities at home would include

watching television or playing bridge with neighbors.
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Thetravel/tourism industry is most often involved in leisure travel /tourism
experiences (i.e., leisure activities that take place away from home). Therefore,
satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences merits further examination. Leisure
satisfaction away from homeis ascertained from two factors: (1) leisure
satisfaction with travel/tourism services is determined by satisfaction with four
factors: (1) leisure satisfaction with pretrip travel/tourism services, (2) leisure
satisfaction with en route travel/tourism services, (3) leisure satisfaction with
destination travel/tourism services and (4) satisfaction with return trip
travel/tourism services. These specific dimensions are based on the “five phase
model of travel” proposed by Clawson and Knetsch (1966).

Clawson and Knetsch (1966) devel oped afive-phase model of travel that
includes: pretrip, en route, destination, return trip, and reflection phases. The
traveler ismost likely to interact with travel service providersduring thefirst four
of the aforesaid phases. Therefore, thefirst four phaseswill most likely affect
satisfaction with travel/tourism services whereas trip reflections will most likely
affect satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences (see Figure 1.2).

Thetourist/traveler will presumably interact with travel service providers
during the pretrip, en route, destination, return trip, and reflection phases.
Therefore, these four phases are the most probableto affect thetraveler’'s

satisfaction with travel/tourism services.

80



Satisfaction with the aspects of travel/tourism services can be explained by
examining the varioustraveler roles and interactions that occur with travel/tourism
service providersduring the pretrip, en route, destination, and return trip phases of
thetrip. Duringthe pretrip phase, travel service providers may assist travelers
with travel arrangements, hotel accommodations, and so forth. Whileen route,
travelersoften rely on travel service providers(e.g., airlines; railways) to help
them safely reach their destinations. At thedestination, travel/tourism service
providers often provide the accommodations, entertainment, and so forth for the
tourist. Duringthe“returntrip,” tourists often interact with service providers
(e.g., rail travel providers; car rental agencies).

Trip reflectionsinvolve those enduring thoughtsregarding thetrip that
remain with thetraveler after thetrip hasbeen completed. Since QOL satisfaction
deal s primarily with enduring satisfaction rather than temporal (short-lived)
satisfaction, trip reflections are hypothesized to be essential in contributing to the
overall QOL satisfaction of thetraveler.

The six subjective conditions of leisureidentified by Unger and Kernan
(1983) were used to categorizeleisuretrip reflections. These subjective conditions
are: perceived freedom, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity. Although
“intrinsic satisfaction” wasincluded as acondition of leisurein the Unger and
Kernan study (1983), asthe constructswere being initialized in the pretest of the

current work, it appeared as though the other conditions of leisure(i.e., perceived
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freedom, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity) are actually forms of
intrinsic satisfaction. This could explain why the Unger/K ernan and subsequent
studiesfailed to validate that one of the six constructs. Therefore, “intrinsic
satisfaction” was not used as one of the categories by which to measuretrip
reflections.

“Perceived freedom” was split into two categories (i.e., perceived freedom
from control and perceived from work) because much of thetourism literature
suggested that both types of freedom exist in leisuretravel (e.g., Kelly 1978; | so-
Ahola 1979; Fielding, Pearce, and Hughes 1992). Accordingly, “trip reflections”
for the preliminary study (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) and the current study
examine perceived freedom from control, perceived freedom from work,

involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity.

3.6 MEASURES

Variables

For the ultimate dependent variable, exogenous, and endogenous
variables, survey respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with
satisfaction or dissatisfaction to several sets of questionson afive point Likert-
type scale where 1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree,
4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree. Most variables were measured using at |east
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three questions, unless otherwise noted. Changesto the survey instrument
previously developed during the pretest phase (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) are

indicated by italicsin thediscussionthat follows.

Ultimate dependent variable: satisfactionwithlifein general

Satisfaction with lifein general will be assessed by a scal e containing
threeitemsthat will ask respondentsif they were generally happy with their life.
Thefollowingitemswill be used to measure the ultimate dependent variablein

the model:

1. | am generally happy with my life.
2. Although | have my upsand downs, in general, | feel good about my life.

3. | lead ameaningful and fulfillinglife.

Thesethree questionswere devel oped for and used inthe preliminary
study (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal study 1999). Thethree measurement items
borrowed heavily from prior QOL research to enhancethereliability and
validity of these measures. Thereliability alphafor this measurereported by
Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) was0.91, indicating that these are very strong and

valid measuresfor this construct.
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Other endogenousvariables

Satisfaction with leisurelifewill be measured using thefollowing three

questions:

1. Recently, | have been spending quality leisuretimein general (e.g., going

on vacation, relaxing around the house, enjoying a hobby).

2. | am the kind of person who knows how to enjoy leisuretime anytime and
anywhere.
3. | amgenerally happy with the quality of my leisuretime.

Although the measuresfor this construct were based on the previously
developed survey instrument (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999), they seemed to
havelacked internal validity sincetheinitial Cronbach’s Alphafor this
construct was 0.42. Therefore, the authorsdropped one measure that did not
correlatewell with the othersin the aforementioned study. Omittingthis
measurement item improved thereliability alphato 0.66, which is an acceptable
level. However, for the current study, one of the goalsistorefinethe
measurement instrument. Therefore, an examination of theinitial survey
instrument was conducted. Upon closer examination, the measurement item that
lacked internal validity inthe preliminary study "L eisuretime after work and

going away on vacation tripsisvery important to me," seemed to address the
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importance of the respondent’ sleisuretimerather than his or her satisfaction
withleisureat large. Therefore, that question wasreplaced with "l amgenerally
happy with the quality of my leisuretime."

Additionally, based on suggestions from respondents of theinitial study
(i.e., Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) and during the pretesting of the instrument,
one of the other questionswas slightly altered from "Recently | have been
spending quality leisuretimein general - after work aswell as going on
vacations" to "Recently, | have been spending quality leisuretimein general
(e.g., going on vacation, relaxing around the house, enjoying a hobby)" in an
effort to enhancethereadability and understandability of the question.

Satisfaction with travel/tourism experienceswill be measured using the

following threeitems:

1. Allinall, | feel that thistrip hasenriched my life. I'mreally glad | went
onthistrip.

2. Onthistrip, | accomplished the purpose of the vacation. Thisexperience
has enriched mein someways.

3. Thistrip wasrewarding to mein many ways. | feel much better about

thingsand myself after thistrip.
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These measures were al so devel oped for the preliminary study (Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) based on areview of travel/tourism and QOL literature.
Thereliability alphafor thisconstruct was 0.89, indicating that it has high
internal reliability. These questionswere not altered for the current study, since
theinitial administration of these proved favorable.

Satisfaction with travel/tourism serviceswill be measured using the

followingthreeitems:

1. Ingeneral, | was pleased with the quality of thetravel and tourism
servicesrelatedto thisvacation trip.

2. Thetravel and tourism servicesrelated to thisvacationtrip were basically
problem-free.

3. The cost of thetravel and tourism servicesrelated to thisvacation trip was

reasonable and well worth it.

The Cronbach’s Alphafor thismeasurein the preliminary study (Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) was 0.88, again indicating avery sound internal
reliability. Moreover, the construct fit into the model exactly as hypothesized
suggesting that it does, in fact, measure what it purportsto measure.
Accordingly, all of the measurement itemsfor thisconstruct wereretained for

the current study.
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Exogenousvariables

Sincetherelationshipsfor non-leisurelifearewell supported by alarge
body of research (e.g., Andrews and Withey 1976; Converse, Campbell and
Rodgers 1976), satisfaction with nonleisurelife domains (e.g., family; job;
health) will be measured with asingle measurefor several representative non-

leisurelifedomainsasfollows:

1. | am generally happy with my job.

2. | am generally happy with my family situation.

3. | am generally happy with my personal health.

4. | am generally happy with therelationships| have with people such as
relatives, friends, and neighbors.

5. | am generally happy with my community and neighborhood.

6. | am generally happy with my standard of living and financial situation.

These measurement itemswere devel oped for the preliminary study (Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) and were suggested based on previous QOL studies (e.g.,
Andrewsand Withey 1976; Converse, Campbell and Rodgers 1976). Similar
questions have been tested and used in several QOL studies and are considered

tobebothvalid and reliable.

87



Satisfaction with leisure experiences at home will be measured with the

following three questions:

1. | do thingsthat arefulfillingwhen I'm off work.
2. Lately, | have been feeling very good about the way | spend my leisure
time after work.

3. Leisuretimeafter work isvery important to me.

The Cronbach’sreliability for thismeasurement itemwas0.73 wheniit
was pretested (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999), revealing ahigh level of internal
consistency for thisconstruct’ s measures. Additionally, the construct fitinto
the model as suspected, again, indicating that it ismeasuring what it purportsto
measure.

Threeitemsfor each category of trip reflections (i.e., perceived freedom
from control, perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and

spontaneity) will be used to measurethisconstruct. Theseitemsare:
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Perceived freedom from control:

1. Onthistrip, | felt freeto dothe kinds of thingsthat | can't do at home.
2. Onthistrip, | felt freefrom the controls of other people. | feltin control
of my movements and actions.

3. Onthistrip, | felt freefromthe pressuresof life.

Perceived freedom from work:

1. Onthistrip, | felt far away from the drudgery of work.

2. | needed to get away fromwork and relax. Thistrip helped meto
rejuvenate.
3. | wasfeeling overworked and emotionally exhausted. Thistrip helped me

to get away from the stresses and strains of work.

Involvement:

1. Onthistrip, | became emotionally involved and engaged with people and
things. Thisexperiencewasvery pleasant for me.

2. Thistrip allowed meto get closeto my spouse, children, relatives, and/or
friends. It wasvery much worthwhile.

3. Onthistrip, | wasableto reestablish adwindlingrelationship with

peoplefor whom| carealot.
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Arousal:

1. Onthistrip, | managed to do exciting things. | experienced alot of thrills.
Thisexperience has been enriching.

2. Onthistrip, | established friendshipswith one or more new people. This

was exciting. | needed to make new friends.

3. Onthistrip, | gotinvolved with an exciting activity. | feltalive.

Mastery:

1. Onthistrip, | wasableto pursue apassionate interest. Thisexperience
wasthrilling.

2. Onthistrip, | had achanceto master ahobby or sport. | had wanted to do

thisfor along time but never had the chance.
3. Onthistrip, | wasableto sharpen my skills on a passionate hobby or

sport. Thiswasvery rewarding to me.

Spontaneity:

1. Onthistrip, | felt spontaneous. Thisexperience hasenriched meinways
| never expected.

2. One cannot afford to be spontaneousin everyday life. But one needsto be
spontaneousonceinawhile. Thistrip allowed meto dojustthat -- be

spontaneous.
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3. Onthistrip, | enjoyed getting to do things on the " spur-of-the-moment."

These questionswere devel oped and tested in the preliminary study (Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) based on the subjective conditions of leisureidentified
by Unger and Kernan (1983). Several of these measureswere al so suggested
from previousresearch studies (such asIso-Ahola, Kelly, and others). The
alphareliabilitiesfor perceived freedom from control, perceived freedom from
work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity were: 0.81, 0.86, 0.69,
0.77,0.87, and 0.85, respectively. Thetesting of thismeasure during
preliminary study proved so solid that the only variationsin this measurefor the
present study occurred in theinvolvement and spontaneity measures. One of the
Initial questions measuring involvement was slightly changed from"Onthis
trip, | wasableto re-establish adwindling relationship with peoplel carealot
for" to" Onthistrip, | wasabletoreestablish a dwindling relationship with
peoplefor whom| carealot” inresponseto several commentsfrom the pretest
survey population that thissentence ended in apreposition. Therefore, it was
changed simply to make it more grammatically correct.

The other change wasthe introduction of an additional measurement item
for the spontaneity construct. The preliminary study (1999) had only two for
thisitem, dueto an oversight. Therefore, theitem"Onthistrip, | enjoyed

getting to do things on the " spur-of-the-moment" was added to ensure having at
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least threeitemsfor each construct. Thisitem was shown to expertsintourism
and QOL research to confirm facevalidity. Also, it wasincludedinthe pretest
described below.

Satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phaseswill be
measured using three questionsfor each of the four components(i.e., pretrip
services, en route services, destination services, returntrip services). All of
these were based on the concept that satisfaction with services comes primarily
from three sources: satisfaction with the quality, reliability, and cost of the
service, whichisconsistent with much contemporary service management
thought. Theapplication of the tourism phasesidentified by Clawson and
Knetsch (1966) (i.e., pretrip, en route, destination, and return trip) to examine
the aspectsof travel serviceswasfirst tested inthe preliminary study (Neal,
Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). The questionsused inthe current study to examine

these aspectsare:

Satisfaction with Pretrip Services:

1. | was satisfied with the quality of the service provided by travel and
tourism professionals (e.g., travel agents, ticket agents, hotel reservation

clerks) while planning thetrip.
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Making travel and accommodation arrangementsfor thistrip was
basically problem-free (e.g., travel agentswere knowledgeable, | was not
put on hold for long periods of time).

The cost of the services provided by travel and tourism professionalsin

helping mewith thetravel logistics wasreasonable and well worthiit.

The Cronbach’s Alphafor thisconstruct was 0.85 inthe preliminary study

(Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). Thisconstruct fitinto the structural model as

hypothesized. The addition of examples of what was meant by "problem-free"

In measurement item #2 aboveto further clarify the question wasthe only

alteration made to the measurement itemsfor this construct.

Satisfaction with Enroute Trip Services:

1.

| was pleased with the quality of the servicesprovidedintransittothe
vacationsite.

My travelsto the vacation site were basically problem-free (e.g., plane
seatswere asreserved, train seatsreclined properly, busdriver did not
get lost).

The cost of travel to the vacation site was reasonable and well worth it.
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The Cronbach’s Alphafor thisconstruct was 0.85 inthe preliminary study
(Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). Thisconstruct also fit well into the structure of
the model being tested. Again, theonly alteration wasto question #2 in an
efforttoclarify for thereader how theterm "problem-free" isbeing usedinthis

context.

Satisfaction with Destination Site Services:

1. Tourist services at thevacation site (e.g., regarding activities, tourist
attractions, restaurants, hotels) were comprehensive and of high quality.
These servicesmade thetrip aricher experiencefor me.

2. Tourist services provided at the vacation site wer e basically problem-free
(e.g., the hotel roomreserved was available at check-in time, the food was
acceptable).

3. The cost of tourist services at the vacation site was reasonabl e and well

worth it.

The Cronbach’s Alphareliability for thisconstruct was0.86 inwheniit
wastested beforehand (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). Theconstruct alsofit asit
should in the proposed model. Theonly variation made to the measurement
items of this construct wasagain to clarify theterm "problem-free” for the

respondent.
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Satisfaction with Return Trip Services:

1. | was satisfied with the quality of the services provided by those who
assisted me on theway home (e.g., flight attendants, cabin stewards, bus
drivers, ticket agents).

2. My return travelswere basically problem-free (e.g., the plane seatswere
comfortable, wereturned ontime).

3. Thecost of travel home from the vacation site was reasonable and well

worthit.

The Cronbach’s Alphafor thismeasurewas0.83inwhenit wasinitially
tested (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). The construct had an excellent structural
fitintothe proposed model. The only altercation wasto the second questionto

provide examplesfor theterm "problem-free."

M oderating variables

Thetype of trip is measured by asking respondentsto check the category

which best describestheir trip. The choicesgivenwere: "beach,"” "resort,"

"theme parks," "festivals/special events,” "recreation,"” "outdoor," "combined

(businessand pleasure)," "visiting friendsand rel atives," "touring (traveling
fromplacetoplace),"” and "other." If "other" were chosen, respondentswere

asked to specify intheir own wordsthetype of trip they had taken.
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Thelength of stay ismeasured by asking the open-ended question " How
many nightsdid you stay on your trip?" Theresponseswill later be categorized
for analysis.

Two sections of the questionnaire are dedicated to measuring the travel
personality type of thetraveler. Oneisdesignedto help validate the other. One
section asks respondentsto check their responses on a5-point Likert-type scale

toindicatetheir level of agreement with the following questions:

1. | amthe kind of person who enjoys embarking on new adventureswhile on
vacation.
2. Ingeneral, | feel confident in the planning decisions| makeregarding my

vacationtrips.

3. | usually experience feelings of anxiety about traveling.

These questionswere designed distinctively for the current study. These
guestions are designed based on the general profilesof "allocentrics" and
"psychocentrics" and will be usedinlieu of Plog's scal e (which was not made
availablefor thisstudy). Previousresearch hasindicated that allocentricstend
to enjoy new adventures, feel confident about themselves, and do not experience

anxiety about traveling (thethird questioninthissection will bereverse coded).
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The other section asksrespondentsto placean " X" on a6-section grid to
Indicate how "psychocentric” or "allocentric” they feel they are
("psychocentrics" aredefined in the survey question as “travelerswho arerather
self-inhibited and non-adventuresome on vacation" whereas"allocentrics" are
defined as "those who enjoy trying awide variety of pursuits and challenges

whileonvacation").

Direct measures

Direct measuresrelated to life satisfaction gained from thetrip will also
beincluded to help further validate theinstrument. The survey respondentswill
be asked to answer the following three questions based on a 5-point Likert-type

scaleindicating levelsof agreement with the following three questions:

1. | feel asthoughthistrip hasenriched mylife.

2. Taking thisvacation trip wasimportant to me. My lifewould have been
mor e stressful without thistrip.

3. | feltthat | really needed thistrip. It helped merejuvenate and feel good

about myself and my lifein general.
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Pretest of the M easurement | nstrument

A pretest of the measurement instrument was conducted in several stages.
Thesurvey questionnairewas circulated to several faculty and graduate students
inthe Department of Hospitality and Tourism Management at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University. Participants provided feedback
regarding the layout, wording, and ease of understanding of the measurement
items. Thefeedback wasthen taken into accountintherevision of the
guestionnaire.

Therevised questionnaire was dispensed to 2,700 graduate students and
faculty at VirginiaPolytechnic and State University. Three hundred seventy-
three (373) of the respondentsreturned the surveys completed, many of which
had commentsregarding the layout, wording, structure, and comprehensibility
of thesurvey. Theresponsesfromthefaculty and graduate studentswere
analyzedtotest theinternal reliability of the measurement items and to test the
fit of the hypothesized model showninFigurel1.2 (refer to Neal, Sirgy, and
Uysal 1999). Also, thefeedback received was considered in thefinal revision of

the survey instrument. The questionnaireswere produced in booklet form.

Data Collection and Sample

A self-administered survey questionnaire (consisting of an eight-page

questionnaire booklet and accompanying cover letter) was mailed to 2,000
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consumers of travel/tourism serviceswho residein Southwest Virginia. The
names and addresses of the random sample were obtained viaareputable
mailinglist provider. The survey populationincludesthosewho are consumers
of travel/tourism serviceswho are at | east 18 years of age or older and who
residein Southwest Virginia. Thisareawas selected to provide apopulation
different fromtheinitial study (reportedin Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999) in an
effort to enhance the validity of the survey instrument.

Several measureswere employed in an effort to enhance the responserate.
Self-addressed, stamped envelopeswereincluded in the package being mailed
to therespondentsto ensure ease of return. Each of the cover letterswas signed
individually in blueink in an attempt to show personalization and increase the
responserate. Additionally, each envelopewas stamped individually with a
regular postage stamp to prevent the surveysfrom looking like amass mailing,
again, totry toincreasetheresponserate. Threeweeks after the survey was
mailed, areminder postcard was sent to those who had not returned their surveys

(Dillman 1978).

DataAnalysis

The dataanalyses described below were performed. All analyseswere

conducted by using the SPSS and L I SREL software packages.
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Theresponseswere coded and entered into the SPSS software package.

Frequencies of the datawere generated, examined, and reported for each
variable. Frequency distributionswere used in someinstancesto

determinethe appropriate split pointsin the data set, when necessary.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on all of the study’s
constructs contained in the hypothesized model. A Cronbach’sAlpha
reliability test was conducted on the personality moderator construct.
Both of these procedureswere doneto identify indicatorsthat lacked

internal validity and should be excluded from the analysis.

LISREL analysiswas conducted to test the goodness-of-fit of the model
showninFigurel.2. Analyzingtheresultswill help determineif thefirst

four hypotheses are appropriate.

Totest hypothesesfive through twenty-one, the datawere split based on
the measurement items for moderator being examined. Then, anew
syntax filewaswritten that included the model sfor both sets of the data.
Next, the modelswere run simultaneously. Nothingwasdefined as

invariant. Thisproduced the base model. Then, the gamma (exogenousto
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endogenous) and beta (endogenousto endogenous) paths were examined

separately. A y* difference test was performed for the two groups (using
the x* value from the base model as the basis of comparison). If

significant differences were detected in the beta and/or gamma paths,
each path was tested individually to detect where the differences were.

Significant differences indicate a moderator effect is present.

3.7 SUMMARY

In this chapter, the research framework was developed and the research
questions were raised. Four propositions and twenty-one hypotheses were
explained in some detail. Further, the research design, the particularities of the
research instrument, the description of the survey population, the method of
data collection, and the statistical methods that were employed to analyze the

datawere discussed. The results are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the data analysis and hypothesis testing results. A
profile of the respondentsis given. Descriptions of the major variablesin the
study are discussed. The procedures for some of the validity checks are
presented in some detail. The findings of the testing of the hypotheses are

presented.
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4.2 SAMPLING RESULTS

The sample population consisted of individualswho (1) residein
Southwest Virginiaand who (2) have participated in leisuretravel (or leisure
travel combined with businesstravel) withinthelast year. A cover letter and
survey questionnairewere mailed to two-thousand (2,000) travelerswho met the
aforementioned criteria(See APPENDIX A). A reminder postcard was sent out
to those who had not responded after two weeks (Alsoin APPENDIX A).

Theoverall responserate was 47.69% (826 respondents) (See Table4.1).
Eleven (11) of thereturned questionnaireswere eliminated asthe datawere
being coded because they were returned blank or only partially completed.

After eliminating the unusableresponses, eight hundred fifteen (815) responses
were coded and used for dataanalysis.

One hundred forty-one (141) individualswho had received acopy of the
survey questionnaire but who had not returned it were telephoned. Eighty-six
(86) of theseindividualswere not availableto participateinthesurvey (e.g.,
they were not at home, they had moved, they were deceased, and so forth).

Three (3) individualsdeclined to participate. Fifty-two (52) of theseindividuals
agreed to answer thirteen of the survey questionsviatelephone. These data

were coded separately to be used to check for non-response bias.
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Table4.1

Response Rate
Number Percent (%)
Total target population 2000 100.00%
less undeliverable _268 13.40%
Total survey population 1,732 86.60%

OO
N

Total survey population (from above) 1,732 100.00%
Total responses 826 47.69%

less unusable 11 _0.01%
Total usable responses 815 47.06%

AL UL L LUl
S S A S S SIS S SIS S SIS
S A A A SRS

Description of unusable surveys:

Returned without any completion 7

Incompl ete surveys 4

A general overview of the respondents follows. For more specific details
regarding the age, income, marital status, gender, or ethnic origin statistics of
the respondents, please refer to the profile of the respondents shown in

APPENDIX B.
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Profile of the Respondents

The demographic characteristics of age, income, marital status, gender, and
ethnic originwereincluded inthe study in an effort to provide adescriptive profile
of the survey respondents. A discussion of the demographics of the respondents

ensues.

Age

The survey respondentswere simply asked their age in an open-ended
question and provided ablank in which to supply the answer. Most of the
peoplewho return the complete questionnaires are middle-aged or older with
34% between the ages of 35 and 55 and another 58.2% who are 55 or older. The

mean age for the respondentsis 56.55.

Income

Respondents were asked to approximate their household incometo the
nearest $10,000. More of the survey population left this question blank than any
other question on the survey, with only 681 of the 815 respondents providing
information regarding their annual income. Of thosewho did answer the
question, only 4.1% reported incomes |ess than $20,000, whereas 18.4 %
reported incomesin excess of $100,000. Most of thereported incomesfell

between $20,000 to $59,999, with 20.1% of the respondentsreporting incomes
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between $20,000 and $39,999 and 26.5% indicating they earned between
$40,000 and $59,999. Eighteen percent (18%) of survey respondentssignified
they earned between $60,000 and $79,999 annually. Surprisingly for the
Southwest Virginia, 30.90% of the respondentsreported incomesin excess of
$80,000, with 12.5% declaring incomes between $80,000 and $99,999 and

18.4% asserting incomesin excess of $100,000.

Marital Status

Respondentswere asked to provideinformation regarding their marital

status by circling one of thefollowing choices: "now married," "widowed,"
"divorced," "separated,” or "never married." Thevast majority of the
individualswho completed the questionnairesiscurrently married (77.8%),

followed by 8.7% who are widowed, 6.7% who have never been married, 5.9%

who aredivorced, and 0.9% who are currently separated.

Gender

Survey respondentswere asked to circleif they weremale (M) or female
(F). Morethan half of the survey respondentswere men. Of the eight-hundred
six individualswho provided gender information, 458 (56.8 %) were male,

whereas 348 (43.2%) werefemale.
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Ethnic Oriqgin

The designations of "white" and "black" were used to maintain
consistency with the census categories so they could |ater be compared with the
censusinformation. All other censusethnic origin categorieswere grouped into
the classification of "other" for the current study with ablank provided
(following a" please specify" request) for the survey respondentsto useto
provide more detailed information. Thevast majority of the survey participants
werewhite (97.6%) with only 2% being African-American and 0.4% indicating

they belonged to arace that was neither white nor African-American.

Representativeness of the Data

The datawere checked for consistency with the censusinformation for
Southwest Virginiato ensure representativeness. Thisstudy wasdesigned to
examine only theresidents of Southwest Virginiawho travel. Sincenot all
residents of Southwest Virginiatravel, some differences were anticipated.
Therefore, the respondent demographicsfrom the present study were compared
with those of asimilar study that was conducted in 1994 on residents of
Southwest Virginia (Jurowski 1994). However, the 1994 tourism study was
designed to measure the opinions of local residentsto tourism, not to measure

the opinions of thetourists, themselves. Therefore, again, dissimilarities may
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be present since not all of theresidentsfromthe aforesaid regiontravel. The
results of thesetestsarereportedin APPENDIX E.

The only demographic variablethat was consistent with both the census
and the 1994 tourism study was that of "gender" (See TablesE.1and E.2). This
wastrue although the current study had a greater percentage of men than women
asdid the 1994 tourism study, whereas the census had a greater percentage of
women than men. Itishighly likely that the present study had more men than
women becausethelist waslimited to areatravelers. Itistypical for travel
plansto be madeinthe man’snameif both afemale and maletravelersare
traveling together (e.g., ahusband and awife). Even so, thedifferences
between the census data, the 1994 tourism study, and the current study showed
no significant gender make-up differences. The age, marital status, and ethnic
origin demographic characteristics wer e not significantly different from the
1994 tourism study, but were significantly different from the census data (Refer
toTableskE.3,E.4,E.7,E.8, E.9,and E.10). Itisimportant to recall that the
present study isonly concerned with residents of Southwest Virginiawho travel
and neither the census nor the tourism study of 1994 include only travelers --
bothincludeall residentsfrom Southwest Virginiawhether they travel or not.

Theincomefor the current study was significantly different from both the
census and the 1994 tourism study data (See TablesE.5 and E.6). Itispossible

that theincomeinformation varies between the present study and the 1994
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tourism study because the unit of analysisisdifferent (asistrue of the census
data). The 1994 tourism study examined the attitudes of the host community (or
arearesidents) toward tourism. Therefore, similarly to the census, the 1994
study polled theresidentsat large, not just those who travel asthe present study
does. Asageneral rule, those who travel tend to have more disposableincome
than those who do not, so this could be thereason for thedissimilaritiesin
reported incomes.

Although some differences exist between the census population and the
survey population, thisshould not present amajor problemto the testing of the
model sincethesurvey isbasically representative. However, the survey
population does have higher incomes, in general, than the overall population.
Thisactually may indicate representativeness rather than anonconformity to the
traveling population (whichisthe actual "population” for which thismodel was
designed). Thisisso becausethetraveling public, ingeneral, tendsto have

higher incomesthan the non-traveling public.

L ate and Non-response Bias Tests

The answers of the late respondents (those who sent in the surveys after
the reminder postcard was mailed out) were compared with those of the early
respondents (those who returned the completed survey before the postcard was

mailed out) to test for late response bias. The results from those tests are
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reported in APPENDIX C. TablesC.1,C.2,and C.3, and C.4 indicatethat no
significant differences exist between the early and | ate respondents.
Non-response biaswas checked by asking sel ected survey questions of
those who had received asurvey but had not responded (See APPENDIX D for a
list of the questionsasked). One hundred forty-one (141) individuals who fit
thiscriteriawere telephoned. Eighty-six (86) of these individuals were not
available to participate in the survey (e.g., they were not at home, they had
moved, they were deceased, and so forth). Three (3) individuals declined to
participate. Fifty-two (52) of these individuals agreed to answer thirteen of the
survey questions viatelephone. These data were coded separately to be used to
check for non-response bias. Several demographic questions and sel ected
guestions from the survey were asked to inspect if the profiles and responses of
the "non-respondents” differed significantly from those who responded.
Theresults of the tests are shown in APPENDIX D. Thet-tests (i.e.,

parametric) and y? tests (i.e., nonparametric) performed on these two groups

indicated significant differences for some of the questions.
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4. 3DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, SKEWNESS, AND KURTOSIS

Sinceall of the data had been keyed into SPSS by hand, before any tests
were conducted using the data set, frequency distributionsfor each variablein
the study wererun and examined to ensure that the datawere "clean” (e.g., no
extracategories had been accidentally added, data had not accidentally been
recorded as " 40" instead of "4," missing cells had been treated as such by SPSS).
Ascould be expected, afew keying errorswere evident and the actual survey
questionnaires corresponding with the survey coding number for the surveys
that contained coding errorswere pulled. The errorswere corrected and
frequencieswererun asecond timeto ensurethat all of the keying errors had
been corrected. Next, measures of central tendency wererun for each of the
variablesinthestudy. The mean scoresand standard deviationin addition to
the skewness and kurtosis of each of thevariablesin the study are shownin
Table4.2.

To assessthe normality of the distribution of the data, the skewness and
kurtosis of each variable were examined. Thecritical valuefor both of these
measures of normality isdrawn fromaz distribution. The SPSS software
package was used to generate the skewness and kurtosis values for each of the
variablesinthemodel. Therefore, for the calculated skewness and kurtosis

values, zero assumes perfect normality in the datadistribution (whichisseldom
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achieved), + 2.58 indicatesrejecting the normality assumption at the 0.01
probability level, and + 1.96 signifiesa0.05 error level (Hair et al. 1998).

By applying the abovecriteriato the skewnessvaluesfor each of the
variableslistedin Table4.2, itisclear that only two variablesfall outsidethe +
1.96 rangefor skewness: "My travel sto the vacation site were basically
problem-free (e.g., the plane seatswere asreserved, thetrain seatsreclined
properly, thebusdriver did not get lost” (-2.12) and"| was satisfied with the
quality of the services provided by those who assisted me on the way home (e.q.,
flight attendants, cabin stewards, busdrivers, ticket agents)” (-2.29). However,
both of thesefall well withinthe + 2.58 range, therefore, it can be assumed that
all of thevariablesfor the study arereasonably free from skewness.

Another data characteristic that was considered isthe kurtosis. That is,
how observations "cluster around acentral point” for agiven standard
distribution (Norusis 1990, p. 82). Distributionsthat are more peaked than
normal are called "leptokurtic" whereasthose that are flatter than normal are
referred to as"platykurtic." Positive valuesfor kurtosisshow that adistribution
has a higher than normal peak.

Looking again at Table 4.2, although none of the variables are platykurtic,
several of the variables appear to be leptokurtic (or possess a higher than normal
peak around certain standard deviations). Thevariablesthat possess|eptokurtic

valuesarelisted below with their kurtosisval ues:
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J | was satisfied with the quality of service provided by travel and tourism
professionals(e.g., travel agents, ticket agents, hotel reservation clerks)
while planning thetrip (6.63)

Thisvariableisleptokurtic, or hasunusually high peaks around the
"Agree" (entered as"4" for dataanalysis) and "Strongly Agree" (entered as"5"
for dataanalysis) responses. The highest peak coherestothe"Agree" response
whereas the second highest correspondswith the" Strongly Agree" answer.
Having two variablesthat possess unusually high peaks could account for the
high kurtosisvalue. Itisimportant to remember that although the data peak
morefor thetwo variables at the high end of the scale, the data are not skewed,
so thisdoes not indicatethat the dataare significantly "top-heavy," infact, the
skewnesstest results show otherwise.

Althoughthedataarefor thisvariable possess ahigher peak than the
normal dataat two points, the most commonly suggested remedy for skewness
and/or kurtosisisincreasing the samplesize. Sincethesamplesizefor this
study isquitelarge, itislikely that theleptokurtic shape of thisresponseis
simply an accurate reflection of the opinions of the respondentsrather than a
datadesign/collection flaw or aresponse bias.

Since most of the variableswere normally distributed, itisunlikely that a
response biaswasthe cause of the kurtosis of any singlevariable. Further,itis

highly likely that the survey respondentswere overall genuinely happy with the
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quality of the service provided by travel and tourism professionalswhile
planning thetrip. Inother words, theindustry isdoing an exceptionally good
job overall serving thetraveling publicinthisrespect, which could easily
explainthe"nonnormal” distribution of the datafor thisvariable. Regardless of
thereason for the nonnormal kurtosis of thisvariable, aswill be explained later
inthissection, themaximum likely (ML) estimates used in the analyses that
follow are very robust against violations of kurtosis (and skewness) within

reasonableranges.

o Making travel and accommodation arrangementsfor thistrip was
basically problem-free (e.g., travel agentswere knowledgeable, | was not
put on hold for long periods of time) (6.12)

Thisvariablerevealsaleptokurtic distribution around the"Agree" and
"Strongly Agree" choices. Aswiththe previously discussed variable, the
"Agree" response hasthe highest peak, closely followed by the peak of the
"Strongly Agree" response. For thereasonsdiscussed above, itislikely that the
leptokurtic distribution of thisvariable simply meansthat theindustry isalso

doing agood job overall helping thetravel ers make arrangementsfor their trips.

J The cost of the services provided by travel and tourism professionalsin
helping mewith thetravel logistics wasreasonable and well worth it
(5.92)

114



Theleptokurtic distribution of thisvariableisalso because of unusually
high peaks at the"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" responses (with "Agree" having
thetallest peak). Thiscould simply reveal the accurate respondents’

perceptions of thevaluereceived inregard to planning thetrip.

o | was pleased with the quality of the services providedintransit to the
vacation site (7.12)

Theleptokurtic distribution of thisvariable also possesses high peaks
around both the"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" answers. The"Agree" response
Issomewhat more peaked than the " Strongly Agree" response. Aswiththe
previously discussed variables, thiscould easily exhibit asincere satisfaction
with the service quality provided at the vacation site, which showsthat the
industry isdoing agoodjob. The"Agree" response having ahigher peak than
the"Strongly Agree" response with thisand the aforementioned variable could
suggest that most of the respondents were satisfied with the services, and that

several were so elated that they reported strong agreement with this statement.

o My travelstothe vacation site were basically problem-free (e.g., the plane
seatswere asreserved, thetrain seatsreclined properly, the busdriver did
not get lost) (7.79)
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Theleptokurtic distribution for thisvariableisvery similar to the others
inthat the"Agree" response hasthe highest peak and the " Strongly Agree"
response hasthe next highest. Asmentioned before, having two high peaks
could account for thelarge kurtosisvalue. Althoughthe"Agree" responseis
higher than the " Strongly Agree" response, they arerelatively closein
distribution for thisvariable. Thisreasonably showsthat thetravel/tourism

industry isdoing agood job getting its gueststo their travel destinations.

. The cost of travel to the vacation site was reasonable and well worth it
(6.82)

Upon examination of Table 4.2, aleptokurtic distributionisrevealed for
thisvariable. Thedatapeaksareagain highest for the"Agree" and "Strongly
Agree" choices. The peak for the"Agree" choiceisabout one-third higher than
the"Strongly Agree" choiceinthisinstance. Again, thisshowsthat theindustry
isdoing an excellentjobin providing valueto its customerswhen traveling to

the vacation site.

. Tourist servicesat the vacation site (e.g., regarding activities, tourist
attractions, restaurants, hotel s) were comprehensive and of high quality.
These servicesmade thetrip aricher experiencefor me (3.18)

Although aleptokurtic distribution was detected for thisvariable (with a

kurtosisvalue of 3.18), this"nonnormal” distributionisnot far from the
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"normal” range. Anexamination of the dataindicatesthat the peaksare again at
the"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" choices, withthe"Agree" peak only being
slightly higher than the " Strongly Agree" choice. A somewhat large peak isalso
present for the"Neither Agreenor Disagree” responseinthisvariable. This
impliesthat theindustry isdoing an acceptablejob of providing tourist services

at the vacation site to the survey respondents.

o Tourist services provided at the vacation site were basically problem-free
(e.g., the hotel room reserved was available at check-intime, thefood was
acceptable) (4.97)

Thisvariable shows aleptokurtic distribution, aswell. Both the"Agree"
and "Strongly Agree" selections have high peaks, however, the"Agree"
responseisnearly twiceastall asthe"Strongly Agree" responseinthisinstance.
Thissuggeststhat the survey respondents have avery favorable opinion of the

tourist services at the vacation site.

. The cost of tourist services at the vacation site was reasonable and well
worthit (3.23)

Thisleptokurtic distribution has high peaks at three points (from highest
tolowest): "Agree," "Neither Agree nor Disagree," and " Strongly Agree."
Although thisshowsthat theindustry isdoing better than average serving its

traveling public, thekurtosisvaluefor thisvariable was only slightly out of the
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normal range, indicating an acceptabl e cost-valuerelationship for tourist

services at thevacation site.

o | was satisfied with the quality of the services provided by those who
assisted me on theway home (e.g., flight attendants, cabin stewards, bus
drivers, ticket agents) (7.87)

Theleptokurtic distribution for thisvariable exhibitsvery large peaks for
boththe"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" selections. Thedistributionsfor both of
theseresponses were about equally high. Thiscould be good newsfor the
travel/tourismindustry becauseit could signify that it isdoing extremely well in

providing satisfactory quality returntrip servicesto its customers.

o My returntravelswere basically problem-free (e.g., the plane seatswere
comfortable, wereturned on time) (4.61)

The high pointsfor thisleptokurtic distribution (in descending order)
were: "Agree," "Neither Agreenor Disagree," and "Strongly Agree." The
"Agreeand"Neither Agree nor Disagree" responseswere nearly even, whereas
the"Strongly Agree" choice, although clearly taller than the "Disagree" and
"Strongly Disagree" choices, was only about half astall asthe"Agree" and
"Neither Agree nor Disagree" choices. Thissuggeststhat althoughthetravelers
were not necessarily ecstatic with the efficiency of thereturn trip services, they

were basically satisfied, in general.
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. The cost of travel home from the vacation site was reasonabl e and wel |
worthit (6.41)

A closer look at thisleptokurtic distribution reveal ed that the highest
peak, by far, was created by thosewho "Agree" with this statement. Infact, the
peak for that response was about four timestaller than the next highest,
"Strongly Agree,” which also tended to peak somewhat abovetherest. A slight
peak was also present for "Neither Agreenor Disagree." Thisshowsthat the
travelersbasically thought they werereceiving afair pricefor their returntrip,

but were not necessarily overjoyed by it.

. Ingeneral, | was pleased with the quality of thetravel and tourism
servicesrelated to thisvacationtrip (4.96)

Sincethisisageneral summary question related to thetravelers overall
trip experience, it isnot surprising that the distributionisleptokurtic asthe
other individual oneshave been, aswell. Thetallest peak isfor the"Agree"
response, although the " Strongly Agree" response al so possessesafairly tall
peak. The peak for the"Agree" answer isjust over twice astall asthe peak for
the"Strongly Agree" response. Thiscould beinterpreted to mean that most of

the consumers of travel/tourism services polled in thisstudy were overall
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pleased with the quality of the services provided to them during all phases of

their vacationtrips.

o Thetravel and tourism servicesrelated to thisvacation trip were basically
problem-free (3.90)

Theleptokurtic distribution for thisvariableischaracterized by an
unusually high peak at the"Agree" response, followed by another (about one
third astall) at the" Strongly Agree" response. This, too, isasummation
question for the overall multi-phasetrip experience, so this can be expected,
considering theindividual questionsfor the various phases demonstrated similar
results. Thiseasily could have been anticipated sincethisvariable was designed
to tap the satisfaction with the efficiency of theoverall trip and similar results
werereported for theindicators of the servicesfor various aspects of thetrip.
Thisalso showsthat the consumers of travel/tourism services surveyed for this

study were overall happy with the competence of thetravel service providers.

o The cost of thetravel and tourism servicesrelated to thisvacationtrip was
reasonable and well worthit (3.62)

By far the tallest peak of theleptokurtic distribution for thisvariable
centersaroundthe"Agree" response. Approximately three-fourthsitssize, the

"Strongly Agree" choice also hasahigh peak. The"Neither Agreenor
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Disagree" responseisabout twice as high as the next most popular response
("Disagree"), but only about one-fourth as high asthe " Strongly Agree" answer.

Thisagain, indicatesarelatively satisfied group of travel/tourism customers.

o Onthistrip, | felt far away fromthe drudgery of work (2.79)

Although leptokurtic, thisdistributionisonly acouple of tenths of apoint
outsidethe normal kurtosisrange. Perhaps, thisisbecausetwo answers had
about equally very high peaks. The"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" choiceswere
both quitetall, with the "Neither Agree nor Disagree" being somewhat tall as
well (only about one-fifth astall asthe other two aforesaid answers, but clearly
taller than "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree"). Thiscould suggest that

escaping from work isquiteimportant to consumers of travel/tourism services.

o | needed to get away fromwork and relax. Thistrip helped meto
rejuvenate (2.65)

Thisleptokurtic distributionisonly very slightly above the acceptable
limit. Infact, itisliterally only afew hundredths of apoint beyond the normal
kurtosisvalue. The"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" peakswere higher than the
others, with "Agree" being approximately one-third taller. The"Neither Agree

nor Disagree" peak wasalso fairly large. Thismay provide further support that
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escape fromwork isan essential part of the vacation experience for most

consumers of travel/tourism services.

o Onthistrip, | managed to do exciting things. | experienced alot of thrills.
This experience has been enriching (2.65)

Thisslightly leptokurtic distribution, literally afew hundredths of a point
from normal kurtosisis characterized by three high peaks. Thetallestisthe
"Agree" response. About three-fourthsitsheightisthe"Strongly Agree"
answer. The"Neither Agree nor Disagree" reply isabout three-fourthsastall as
the"Strongly Agree" choice. Whilethismay suggest ahigh importance of
arousal during thetriptothe customer, sincethekurtosisinsmall, itislikely

that thisinformation would not be pertinent in planning.

J | do thingsthat arefulfillingwhen I’ m off work (3.02)

Thissomewhat leptokurtic distribution is characterized by threetall
peaks. The"Agree" and "Neither Agree nor Disagree" responses are roughly the
same height, whereas, the " Strongly Agree" istaller than theremaining
responses, but about one-fourth astall asthe previously mentioned two. The
"Disagree" peak isabout half astall asthe"Strongly Agree." So, thisisnearly a

normal distribution, except very few individuals" Strongly Disagree" withthis
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statement. Also, most peopletendedto”Agree” or "Neither Agree nor
Disagree" with this statement, indicating that overall, most of the survey

respondentswere basically content with the way they spend their leisure time.

] | am generally happy with my job (2.66)

Thisdistributionisfaintly leptokurtic. Thatis, itisonly afew hundredths
of apoint outsidethe normal range. Nonetheless, the data show that the"Agree"
reply ismuch taller than all of the other responses. Thisindicatesthat most of

therespondents are generally happy with their jobs.
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Table4.2
Individual Items of the Constructs with Mean Scores and Standard Deviations

(All items in table were measured with a 5-point Likert-type scale)

Variable Mean SD Skewness | Kurtosis

Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesrelated to the pretrip

o | was satisfied with the quality of service provided by 4.26 0.60 -1.70 6.63
travel and tourism professionals (e.g., travel agents,
ticket agents, hotel reservation clerks) while planning
thetrip.

o Making travel and accommodation arrangements for 4.24 0.62 -1.72 6.12
thistrip was basically problem-free (e.g., travel agents
were knowledgeable, | was not put on hold for long
periods of time).

) The cost of the services provided by travel and tourism 4.23 0.55 -1.40 5.92
professionals in helping me with the travel logistics
was reasonable and well worth it.

Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesrelated to theen routetrip

. | was pleased with the quality of the services provided 4.15 0.61 -1.82 7.12
in transit to the vacation site.

. My travelsto the vacation site were basically problem- 4.13 0.68 -2.12 7.79
free (e.g., the plane seats were as reserved, the train
seats reclined properly, the bus driver did not get lost).

o The cost of travel to the vacation site was reasonable 4.15 0.61 -1.71 6.82

and well worth it.
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Satisfaction with travel/tourism services at the destination site

. Tourist services at the vacation site (e.g., regarding 4.14 0.64 -1.09 3.18
activities, tourist attractions, restaurants, hotels) were
comprehensive and of high quality. These services
made the trip aricher experience for me.

o Tourist services provided at the vacation site were 4.14 0.69 -1.61 4.97
basically problem-free (e.g., the hotel room reserved
was available at check-in time, the food was
acceptable).

o The cost of tourist services at the vacation site was 3.99 0.69 -1.17 3.23
reasonable and well worth it.

Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesrelated to thereturn trip

. | was satisfied with the quality of the services provided 4.34 0.60 -2.29 7.87
by those who assisted me on the way home (e.g., flight
attendants, cabin stewards, bus drivers, ticket agents).

. My return travels were basically problem-free (e.g., the 3.98 0.73 -1.62 461
plane seats were comfortable, we returned on time).

) The cost of travel home from the vacation site was 4.13 0.57 -1.54 6.41
reasonable and well worth it.

Satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesrelated to thetrip in general

o In general, | was pleased with the quality of the travel 4.21 0.57 -1.24 4.96
and tourism services related to this vacation trip.

o The travel and tourism services related to this vacation 4.10 0.67 -1.36 3.90
trip were basically problem-free.

) The cost of the travel and tourism services related to 4.10 0.65 -1.22 3.62

this vacation trip was reasonable and well worth it.

Trip Reflections
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On thistrip, | felt free to do the kinds of things | can’t 4.02 0.76 -0.70 0.84
do at home.

On thistrip, | felt free from the controls of other 3.90 0.85 -0.78 0.73
people. | feltin control of my movements and actions.

On thistrip, | felt free from the pressures of life. 4.06 0.81 -0.86 0.95
On thistrip, | felt far away from the drudgery of work. 4.26 0.71 -1.25 2.79
| needed to get away fromwork and relax. Thistrip 4.14 0.75 -1.25 2.65
helped me to rejuvenate.

| was feeling overworked and emotionally exhausted. 3.80 0.86 -0.73 0.90
Thistrip helped me to get away from the stresses and

strains of work.

On thistrip, | became emotionally involved and 3.84 0.82 -0.65 0.69
engaged with people and things. This experience was

very pleasant for me.

Thistrip allowed meto get close to my spouse, 4.15 0.73 -0.99 1.97
children, relatives, and/or friends. It was very much

worthwhile.

On thistrip, | was able to re-establish a dwindling 3.33 0.81 -0.26 1.15
relationship with people for whom | care alot.

On thistrip, | managed to do exciting things. | 4.14 0.75 -1.25 2.65
experienced alot of thrills. This experience has been

enriching.

On thistrip, | established friendships with one or more 3.33 0.90 -0.29 -0.32
new people. Thiswas exciting. | needed to make some

new friends.

On thistrip, | got involved with and exciting activity. | 3.54 0.78 -0.35 0.18

felt alive.
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On thistrip, | was able to pursue a passionate interest.

This experience was thrilling.

3.39

0.83

-0.24

0.20

On thistrip, | had a chance to master a hobby or sport.
| had wanted to do this for along time but never had

the chance.

2.68

0.56

0.48

1.95

On thistrip, | was able to sharpen my skillson a
passionate hobby or sport. Thiswas very rewarding to

me.

2.90

0.67

0.14

0.90

On thistrip, | felt spontaneous. This experience has

enriched me in ways | never expected.

3.33

0.72

-0.18

0.29

One cannot afford to be spontaneous in everyday life.
But one needs to be spontaneous once in awhile. This

trip allowed meto do just that - be spontaneous.

3.33

0.83

-0.36

0.20

On thistrip, | enjoyed getting to do things on the "spur-

of-the-moment."

3.72

0.71

-0.69

0.54

Satisfaction with the General Trip Experience

Allinall, | feel that thistrip has enriched my life. | am

really glad | went on thistrip.

4.23

0.47

-0.90

181

On thistrip, | accomplished the purpose of the

vacation. This experience has enriched mein some

ways.

4.23

041

-0.72

171

Thistrip was rewarding to me in many ways. | feel

much better about things and myself after thistrip.

3.93

0.64

-0.41

0.13
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Satisfaction with Leisure Experiencesat Home

. | do things that are fulfilling when I' m off work. 3.87 0.42 -1.07 3.02

. Lately, | have been feeling very good about the way | 3.53 0.58 -0.46 0.81
spend my leisure time after work.

o Leisure time after work is very important to me. 4.18 0.31 -0.70 2.37

Satisfaction with Leisure Experiencesat Large

. Recently, | have been spending quality leisuretimein 3.79 0.80 -0.91 0.74
general (e.g., going on vacations, relaxing around the
house, enjoying a hobby).

. | am the kind of person who knows how to enjoy 3.88 0.68 -0.73 0.55
leisure time anytime and anywhere.

. | am generaly happy with the quality of my leisure 3.92 0.64 -1.00 1.36
time.

Satisfaction with Non-leisure Life Domains

. | am generally happy with my job. 391 0.47 -1.10 2.66

. | am generally happy with my family situation. 4.16 0.67 -1.33 2.35

. | am generally happy with my personal health. 3.99 0.70 -1.10 1.47

. I m generally happy with the relationships | have with 4.19 0.40 -0.71 1.67
people such as relatives, friends, and neighbors.

. | am generally happy with my community and 411 0.50 -1.03 2.38
neighborhood.

o | am generally happy with my standard of living and 4.10 0.60 -1.17 224

financial situation.
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Satisfaction with Lifein General

. | am generally happy with my life. 4.30 0.64 -0.88 2.05

) Although | have my ups and downs, in general, | feel 4.30 0.61 -0.74 1.97

good about my life.

o | lead a meaningful and fulfilling life. 4.21 0.73 -0.89 1.20

The datafor the study were normal in regard to skewness. And, although
some variables possessed nonnormal kurtosis, it isnot unusual for a study this
size to contain variables that are not perfectly normal. In fact, the vast majority
of data collected in the behavioral and social sciences do not follow univariate
normal distributions, much less multivariate normal distributions (Micceri
1989). One of the reasons suggested for thisis because many times the scales
used by researchers are "dichotomous or ordered categories” rather than truly
continuous (West, Finch, and Curran 1995, p. 57). Thisistrue of the present
study, in that the respondents reply to questions based on a 5-point Likert-type
scale (i.e., "Strongly Agree,"” "Agree," "Neither Agree nor Disagree,"
"Disagree,"” "Strongly Disagree.") which contributes to the probability of
nonnormal data. A close examination of the variables that fall outside the
normal kurtosisrange for the present study suggests that the tourism industry is

doing an above normal job in serving itstraveling public.
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Whileitistruethat maximum likelihood (ML) estimation procedures
utilized by LISREL assumethat the variables are distributed multivariate
normally, notwithstanding, it has been proven in practicethat the ML estimates
are highly robust against violations of both kurtosis and skewnesswithin
reasonableranges. The parameter estimates are generally not affected by either,

however, the x goodness of fit statistic is generally inflated in the presence of

nonnormality (Curran et al. 1996). However, since the sample sizeislarge for

this study, the % statistic is not being used as an estimate for model fit,

therefore, that concern is moot.

The other influence on estimates created by nonnormality isthe estimated
standard errors. However, unless the estimates are extremely significant,
adjusting the standard errorsin various ways does not influence the conclusions
(Bollen 1989a). Very few ways for eliminating this problem exist. One such
method is adjusting the manifest variables by data manipulation (i.e., log
transformations), which is not recommended and is not used in practice by
serious researchers (West, Finch, and Curran 1995). Another method is by
estimating the standard errors by a "bootstrap” technique, which has been shown
to only work once in awhile (Yung and Bentler 1996). The remaining technique
deals with distribution-free estimation procedures (i.e., WLSin LISREL). But,
many problems have also been reported for using this method, and it is not

usually recommended (Bollen 1989a).
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The most widely recommended method in the absence of "severe”
nonnormality isto usethe ML estimates, relying on the robustness of these
measures. Except in extreme cases of skewness and kurtosis, these measures
have proven to be the most reliable and most widely used (Bollen 1989a; Curran

etal. 1996).

4.4VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY TESTS

Validity refers to the accuracy of a measurement, or how well the
measurement taps what it is designed to measure (Rosenthal and Rosnow 1984).
Reliability deals with how consistently similar measures will produce similar
results (Rosenthal and Rosnow 1984). Several validity and reliability checks
were donein this study. For instance, face validity (how well the measurement
appears to measure what it should, which is frequently based on expert opinion)
was assessed for the measurement instrument by allowing several professors
well-versed in quality of life and/or tourism research studies to examine it and
provide feedback for revisions.

Several pretests of the instrument were also useful in establishing
validity. For example, a pretest of the survey instrument was given to several
graduate students majoring in hospitality/tourism management to solicit

feedback as well asto check for the readability of the questions and estimated
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timeto completethe survey questionnaire. Additionally, aformal pretest of the
instrument was conducted by sending it to 2,700 graduate students and faculty at
alargeuniversity inthe Southeast (373 were returned completed and useabl e).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to check for theinternal
consistency of the constructsin the hypothesized model. Cronbach’sreliability
alphawas used to assess construct validity for the personality-type moderator.
Also, individual item correlations were checked by examining those on the
output filesgenerated from the LI SREL software program.

Theinstrument wastested for predictivevalidity (if the measure
predicted another measure as was anticipated) by testing thefit of the datato the
proposed model. Overall, predictivevalidity wasachieved (see Neal, Sirgy,
and Uysal 1999 for details). The suggestions made by the university sampling
population were considered for further refinement of the measurement

instrument. Additional validity and reliability checks are discussed below.

Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity addresses the concept that "dissimilar constructs
should differ" (Burns and Bush 1995, p. 275). To apply this concept to the study
at hand, this means that the indicators used to measure the different constructsin

the proposed model shouldyielddifferent results. To ensurethat the constructsare
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not measuring the same concept or ideas, thediscriminant validity was assessed for
each construct by examining the constructs in sets of two. For instance,
satisfaction with travel/tourism services was tested against satisfaction with trip
experiences (to establish these two constructs were not measuring the same thing).
Separately, satisfactionwithtravel/tourism serviceswastested agai nst sati sfaction
withleisurelife, and so forth until every possible pair of constructs was tested.
Thediscriminant validity testswereperformed by constrainingtheestimated
correlation parameter between each pair of constructs to 1.0. The x* value was
generated for the constrained model (i.e., the "fixed" model) where the correlation
parameter wasset to 1.0, indicating that the correl ation between thetwo constructs
is perfect, that is, they are measuring exactly the same thing. Similarly, the x>
valuewas generated for the unconstrained model (i.e., the"free" model) wherethe
correlation parameter was not manipulated, but rather, the actual correlation value

was calculated. A y? difference test was performed on the two models. A
significantly lower x? value for the "free" model demonstrates that discriminant

validity has been achieved (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982) (Also see Bagozzi, Yi, and
Phillips 1991). Table 4.3 indicatesthat all of the constructs possess discriminant
validity.

A closer examination of thetablereveal sthat many of themodel’ sconstructs

are correlated. Correlation coefficients range between +1 and -1. Most experts
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consider correlation coefficients between +1 and +0.8 or between -1 and -0.8 to be
"highly correlated,” between +0.8 and +0.6 or between -0.8 and -0.6 to be
"moderately correlated,” between +0.6 and +0.4 or between -0.6 and -0.4 to have
a"weak" correlation, between +0.2 and +0.4 or between -0.2 and -0.4 to possess
"very weak" or "low" correlation, and between +0.2 and -0.2 to exhibit "little" or
"no" correlation (Burnsand Bush 1995).

M ost of the relationshipsin the postulated model show promisethat they are
correlated (having already established statistical significance). For instance, the
correlation between satisfaction with travel/tourism services and satisfaction with
the serviceaspectsof tourism phases (i.e., 1-5) fallsinthe"moderately correlated"
category (0.68) whereas the correlations between satisfaction with life in general
and satisfaction with leisure life (i.e., 3-4) and satisfaction with travel/tourism
services and satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences (i.e., 1-2) show some
correlation, with coefficientsof 0.51and 0.52, respectively. Itisimportantto keep
in mindthat asthediscriminant validity tests are being conducted, theindirect and
direct pathsare not defined, but rather the rel ationships are being examined two by
two, sothecorrelationsof therel ationshipsduring thediscriminant validity testing
will most probably differ greatly from the correlations generated from the run of
the actual model. Nonetheless, having someindication of correlation at thislevel
Isagood sign that relationships do exist between the model’ svariables, although

all possessdiscriminant validity.
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Results of Discriminant Validity Tests

Table4.3

Correlation | % w/ Corr. df. x*w/ Corr. df. Change Change | Sig. Level
value Fixed Free iny ind.f.
1-2 0.52 525.71 9 60.92 8 464.79 1 0.00
1-3 0.48 659.02 9 28.58 8 630.44 1 0.00
1-4 0.51 288.05 9 32.80 8 255.25 1 0.00
1-5 0.68 489.97 13 53.60 12 436.37 1 0.00
1-6 0.21 1067.84 27 146.16 26 921.68 1 0.00
1-7 0.17 100.18 9 9.95 8 90.23 1 0.00
1-8 0.06 1249.74 27 279.17 26 970.57 1 0.00
2-3 0.37 605.76 9 54.03 8 551.73 1 0.00
2-4 0.90 476.91 9 288.79 8 188.12 1 0.00
2-5 0.60 599.53 13 212.09 12 387.44 1 0.00
2-6 0.23 819.74 27 168.80 26 650.94 1 0.00
2-7 0.17 114.20 9 20.28 8 93.92 1 0.00
2-8 0.09 1000.44 27 296.88 26 703.56 1 0.00
34 0.51 247.96 9 16.54 8 231.42 1 0.00
35 0.67 552.78 13 149.68 12 403.10 1 0.00
3-6 0.31 952.83 27 164.76 26 788.07 1 0.00
37 0.25 99.15 9 19.13 8 80.02 1 0.00
3-8 0.20 1171.39 27 326.21 26 845.18 1 0.00
4-5 0.69 697.26 13 235.27 12 461.99 1 0.00
4-6 0.26 458.74 27 154.01 26 304.73 1 0.00
4-7 0.28 99.06 9 12.34 8 86.72 1 0.00
4-8 0.16 618.12 27 294.00 26 324.12 1 0.00
5-6 0.32 1354.96 34 322.73 33 1032.23 1 0.00
5-7 0.23 170.92 13 88.33 12 82.59 1 0.00
5-8 0.15 1611.08 34 392.35 33 1218.73 1 0.00
6-7 0.69 288.01 27 259.96 26 28.05 1 0.00
6-8 0.37 1249.58 54 571.22 53 678.36 1 0.00
7-8 0.60 396.23 27 362.07 26 34.16 1 0.00

NOTE: Corr = Correlation; 1=satisfaction with travel/tourism services,; 2=satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences, 3=satisfaction with leisure
life; 4=satisfaction with lifein general; 5=satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases; 6= trip reflections; 7=satisfaction with

leisure experiences at home; 8=satisfaction with nonleisure life domains (e.g., family, job, health).
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Frequently in the social and behavioral sciences, researchers need to study
variablesthat cannot be directly observed. Thesetheoretical variables are known
as‘“latent variables.” For instance, self-congruity and self-concept are areas of
Interest to marketing researchers, but these phenomena cannot be measured
directly. Rather, these*latent variables” are often measured by the researcher
associating the underlying self-concept to something that can be directly observed
or reported, or frequently by utilizing self-reported measures. Inthe project at
hand, thelatent variables that need to be examined deal with various forms of felt
consumer satisfaction that have the propensity to generate long-term satisfaction
(i.e., overall lifesatisfaction). Thiswasdone by asking travelersto “self-report”
responses to questions designed to tap these unobservabl e feelings.

One of the most traditional methods for examining the relationshipsthat
exist between observed and latent variablesis by using factor analysis (Byrne
1998). Two common types of factor analysis are exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Exploratory factor analysisisgenerally
the method of choice when the relationships between the observed and latent
variables are unknown (Byrne 1998). Oncethelinksbetween thevariablesare
discovered, often this step isfollowed by confirmatory factor analysis. Inthe
present study, the model being tested was devel oped based on a strong theoretical
foundation, therelationships have been hypothesized, and the model has been
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pretested with considerable success (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999), thereforeit was
not necessary to do an exploratory factor analysis prior to confirmatory factor
analysis.

Based on the previous development and testing of the proposed model,
confirmatory factor analysis was deemed appropriate for this study. The
confirmatory factor analysisisuseful in establishing how the observed variables
and thelatent variables arerelated (Long 1983; Bollen 1989a). That is, how well
the underlying latent constructsrelateto the observed variables. Thisisdone by
testing the strength of the regression paths from the factors to the factor loadings
(also known as the “ structure coefficients” ) (Thompson and Daniel 1996). The
compositereliability generated from LISREL estimatesis often used asa
reliability estimate for the observed variables (or “factors’) (Bollen 1989a;
Mueller 1996) whereas the completely standardized | oadings are often used as
reliability estimates for thelatent variables (or “indicators’). The measurement
scales were generated and examined for the indicators and subconstructs of larger
constructs which were represented by composite scores |ater on in the study.

Thefirst of many stepsinthe confirmatory factor analysisfor this study was
done by examining the “ Satisfaction with the Service Aspects of Travel/Tourism
Phases” construct and its underlying subconstructs and indicators. Thiswasdone
by assigning the threeindicators (i.e., survey questions) designed to measure each

of thefour factors (i.e., satisfaction with pretrip services, satisfaction with en route
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services, satisfaction with destination services, and return trip services) associated
with thisconstruct to their respectivefactor. Then, aLISREL analysiswas
performed to generate the compl etely standardized coefficients (i.e., both the latent
and observed variables are standardized), the indicator reliabilities(i.e., the
squared multiple correlationsfor X-variables), and the error variances for each
indicator. The compositeindicator reliabilities were calculated using the formula
recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981).

Table 4.4 shows the measurement scal e properties for satisfaction with the
service aspects of travel/tourism phases using all three of theindicatorsfrom the
guestionnaireintended to measure each subconstruct (i.e., pretrip, en route,
destination, and returntrip). The primary concern at this stageisto make certain
that theindicatorsrelateto the factorsthey are presumed to measure. The
compositeindicator reliabilitiesfor the satisfaction with pretrip services,
satisfaction with en route services, satisfaction with services at the destination, and
satisfaction with return trip serviceswere 0.84, 0.76, 0.83, and 0.54, respectively.

All of the composite scoresindicate stronginternal consistency (thatis, 0.60
or greater) with theindicators“belonging with” the factor to which they were
assigned, with the exception of “ satisfaction with return trip services.” Closer
scrutinization of this subconstruct reveal ed that thefirst indicator (“1 was satisfied
with the quality of the services provided by those who assisted me on the way home

(e.g., flight attendants, cabin stewards, busdrivers, ticket agents)”) had an
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unacceptableloading (at least 0.30 isrecommended) (Mueller 1996) and indicator

reliability for that subconstruct, therefore it was dropped from the study.

Table4.4
M easur ement Scale Propertiesfor Satisfaction with the Service Aspects of
Travel/Tourism Phases
with all indicators present (N=815)

Subconstructs and Indicators Completely Indicator Error
Standardized Reliability Variance
Loadings
Satisfaction with Pretrip Services 0.84* 0.16"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.85 0.73 0.27
* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.83 0.70 0.30
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.68 0.47 0.53
Satisfaction with En Route Services 0.76* 0.24"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.69 0.47 0.53
* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.63 0.40 0.60
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.82 0.66 0.34
Satisfaction at the Destination 0.83* 0.17"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.83 0.69 0.31
* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.75 0.57 0.43
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.76 0.58 0.42
Satisfaction with Return Trip Services 0.54* 0.46"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.10 0.01 0.99
* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.67 0.44 0.56
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.91 0.82 0.18
NOTE: * indicates the composite reliability of each subconstruct; ™ indicates composite error variance for each
construct
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After the previously mentioned indicator (i.e., “I was satisfied with the
quality of the services provided by those who assisted me on the way home (e.g.,
flight attendants, cabin stewards, bus drivers, ticket agents)”) was removed, a new
measurement scal e properties table was generated for the “ Satisfaction with the
Service Aspects of Travel/Tourism Phases’ construct. The results are shown in
Table 4.5. Eliminating that question from the study improved the composite
indicator reliability for the “ Satisfaction with Return Trip Services” subconstruct

to 0.72, which iswell above the acceptable level.
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Table4.5
M easur ement Scale Propertiesfor Satisfaction with the Service Aspects of
Travel/Tourism Phases
with oneindicator removed (N=815)
Subconstructs and Indicators Completely Indicator Error
Standardized Reliability Variance
Loadings

Satisfaction with Pretrip Services 0.85* 0.15
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.85 0.73 0.27
* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.84 0.70 0.30
« Satisfaction with the cost 0.68 0.46 0.54
Satisfaction with En Route Services 0.79* 0.21"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.80 0.65 0.35
 Satisfaction with efficiency 0.78 0.62 0.38
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.64 0.41 0.59
Satisfaction at the Destination 0.83* 0.17"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service 0.83 0.69 0.31
« Satisfaction with efficiency 0.76 0.57 0.43
« Satisfaction with the cost 0.76 0.58 0.42
Satisfaction with Return Trip Services 0.72* 0.28"
« Satisfaction with quality of the service Thisindicator was removed from the study

* Satisfaction with efficiency 0.69 0.48 0.52
* Satisfaction with the cost 0.81 0.65 0.35

NOTE: * indicates the composite reliability of each subconstruct; findicates composite error variance for each
construct.

Theinternal reliability was checked independently for the “Trip
Reflections” construct by performing a confirmatory factor analysis using the
LISREL software program. Thiswas done by assigning the three indicators (i.e.,

survey questions) for each subconstruct (i.e., perceived freedom from control,
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perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and spontaneity) to
the subconstruct they were suggested to measure. The measurement scale
properties generated fromthisanalysisare shownin Table4.6. Thecomposite
indicator reliabilitiesfor the “ perceived freedom from control,” “perceived

7w

freedom fromwork,” “involvement,” “arousal,” “mastery,” and “ spontaneity”
subconstructswere 0.87, 0.63, 0.80, 0.62, 0.61, and 0.80, respectively. These
values show that good internal reliability existsfor all of the subconstructs. That
IS, they all exceed the recommended compositereliability of 0.60. A closer
examination of the completely standardized |oadings for each indicator discloses

that all load well on their corresponding factors. Therefore, all of theseindicators

were retained for usein the study.
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Table4.6

M easurement Scale Propertiesfor Trip Reflections (N=815)

Subconstructs and Indicators Completely Indicator Error
Standardized Reliability Variance
Loadings

Per ceived Freedom from Control 0.87* 0.13"
* Feeling free to do things | can’'t do at home 0.94 0.88 0.12
* Feeling free from the controls of others 0.84 0.70 0.30
* Feeling free from the pressures of life 0.72 0.51 0.49
Per ceived Freedom from Work 0.63* 0.37"
* Feeling far away from the drudgery of work 0.55 0.30 0.70
 Being able to get away and relax 0.53 0.28 0.72
* Getting away from stresses and strains of work 0.73 0.53 0.47
I nvolvement 0.80* 0.20"
» Becoming emotionally involved with people and things 0.71 0.51 0.49
* Getting close to spouse, friends, etc. 0.84 0.70 0.30
* Re-establishing a dwindling relationship 0.71 0.50 0.50
Arousal 0.62* 0.38"
* Doing exciting things 0.67 0.45 0.55
« Establishing friendships with new people 0.62 0.38 0.62
* Getting involved with an exciting activity 0.48 0.23 0.77
Mastery 0.61* 0.39"
* Pursuing a passionate interest 0.57 0.32 0.68
» Mastering a hobby or sport 0.65 0.42 0.58
* Sharpening skills on passionate hobby or sport 0.53 0.28 0.72
Spontaneity 0.80* 0.20"
* Being enriched from feeling spontaneous 0.59 0.34 0.66
» Getting to be spontaneous, for a change 0.85 0.73 0.27
* Doing things on the “ spur-of-the moment” 0.82 0.67 0.33

NOTE: * indicates the composite reliability of each subconstruct; findicates composite error variance for each

construct.
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After the preliminary confirmatory analysis was completed and the indicator
that did not load well on its associated factor was eliminated, composite scores
were generated for each of the subconstructs under the “ satisfaction with service
aspects of travel/tourism phases” and “trip reflections” constructs using the SPSS
software package. These composite scores were used as indicator scores, thus
making it possible to treat the “ subconstructs” asindicators for the remainder of
the study. Then, LISREL analysiswas run for the measurement model (using all
indicators and constructs of the proposed model). The results of the confirmatory
factor analysis generated from the run of measurement model are shown in Table
4.7.

The composite indicator reliabilities for “ satisfaction with service aspects of

"« b 1%

travel/tourism phases,” “trip reflections,” “ satisfaction with leisure experiences at

home,” “satisfaction with nonleisure life domains,” “ satisfaction with

travel/tourism services,” “ satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences,”
“satisfaction with leisure life,” and “satisfaction with life in general were 0.72,
0.77,0.74, 0.80, 0.87, 0.86, 0.82, 0.90, respectively. Thisindicates a strong
internal consistency for all of the constructs. That is, the indicators anticipated to
measure a specified construct all “hang together” well . Additionally, the

completely standardized loadings are all within the desired range, therefore

signifying that each of the indicators|oads well on the factor (i.e., construct) itis
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presumed to measure. Consequently, it was unnecessary to del ete any additional

indicators from the study.

M easur ement Scale Propertiesfor t;:f\)/lliﬁg Constructsand Indicators (N=815)
Constructs and Indicators Completely Indicator Error
Standardized Reliability Variance
Loadings

Satisfaction with service aspects of travel/tourism phases 0.72* 0.28"
* Satisfaction with Pretrip Services 0.66 0.43 0.57
« Satisfaction with en route services 0.57 0.32 0.67
« Satisfaction with destination services 0.65 0.42 0.58
* Satisfaction with return trip services 0.61 0.37 0.63
Trip Reflections 0.77* 0.23
* Perceived freedom from control 0.72 0.52 0.48
* Perceived freedom from work 0.63 0.40 0.60
* Involvement 0.61 0.38 0.62
* Arousa 0.46 0.21 0.79
* Mastery 0.49 0.24 0.76
* Spontaneity 0.67 0.45 0.55
Satisfaction with Leisure Experiences at Home 0.74* 0.26"
* Doing fulfilling things when off work 0.75 0.56 0.44
* Feeling good about the way leisure time is spent after work 0.83 0.70 0.30
* Being happy with quality of leisure time after work 0.44 0.19 0.81
Satisfaction with nonleisure life domains 0.80* 0.20*
« Satisfaction with job 0.42 0.17 0.83
* Satisfaction with family situation 0.64 041 0.59
* Satisfaction with personal health 0.61 0.37 0.63
« Satisfaction with relationships 0.74 0.55 0.45
* Satisfaction with community and neighborhood 0.65 0.43 0.57
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« Satisfaction with standard of living and financial situation 0.70 0.49 0.51
Satisfaction with travel/tourism services 0.87* 0.13
« Satisfaction with the quality of travel/tourism services 0.90 0.81 0.19
» Satisfaction with the efficiency of the service providers 0.85 0.72 0.28
* Satisfaction with the cost of the travel/tourism services 0.75 0.57 0.43
Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences 0.86* 0.14*
* The ability of thetrip to enrich the traveler’slife 0.85 0.71 0.29
» Accomplishing the purpose of the trip 0.85 0.72 0.28
* Finding the trip to be rewarding 0.75 0.56 0.44
Satisfaction with LeisureLife 0.82* 0.18*
» Spending quality leisure time 0.71 0.51 0.49
» Enjoying leisure time 0.72 051 0.49
* Being happy with quality of leisuretime 0.90 0.80 0.20
Satisfaction with Lifein General 0.90* 0.10*
 Being generally happy with life 0.91 0.83 0.17
* Feeling good about my life 0.85 0.73 0.27
* Leading a meaningful and fulfilling life 0.85 0.72 0.28
NOTE: * indicates the composite validity of each construct; Tindicates composite error variance for each
construct.

Theitems in the measurement instrument had been derived from a careful
study of the QOL, leisure, and tourism literature, and had shown very good
overall signs of internal consistency during the pretesting of the instrument (see
Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999 for details). The few questions which had not
shown strong internal reliability scoresin the abovementioned study were

strengthened, as was mentioned earlier. Therefore, as expected only one item of
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theindicatorsfor one of the constructs needed to be removed from the study.

All of the others showed strong evidence that they werereliable measures (i.e.,
they were 0.60 or greater) and that the indicators loaded on the factors they were
designed to measure (0.30 or better). The composite reliability scores and

indicator loadings for the variables used in the study are shown in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8

Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilitiesfor Variables of Study

Constructsand Indicators Mean Score SD Composite Reliabilities
and L oadings*
Aspects of travel/tourism phases 0.72
o Pretrip services 4.24 0.51 0.66
 En route services 4.14 0.53 0.57
e Destination services 4.09 0.59 0.65
e Return trip services** 2.70 0.39 0.61
Trip reflections 0.77
e Perceived freedom from control 4.09 0.71 0.72
o Perceived freedom from work 4.06 0.65 0.63
e Involvement 3.77 0.59 0.61
 Arousal 2,53 0.69 0.46
» Mastery 2.99 0.69 0.49
« Spontaneity 3.46 0.74 0.67
L eisure experiences at home 3.86 0.53 0.72
Nonleisure life domains 4.08 0.58 0.80
Travel/tourism trip services 4.15 0.51 0.87
Travel/tourism trip experience 4.13 0.56 0.86
Leisurelife 3.88 0.78 0.82
Lifein general 4.26 0.62 0.90

NOTE: At least three items were used to measure each construct and items were measured using a Likert-type scale ranging from
1 being "strongly disagree" to 5 being "strongly agree." *=completely standardized; ** these numbers were recorded AFTER one
of the indicators, which did not correlate highly with the others, for this subconstruct was eliminated.

Convergent Validity

Convergent validity isthe “ overlap between alternative measures that are

intended to tap the same construct but that have different sources of irrelevant,
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undesired variation” (Judd, Smith, and Kidder 1991). In other words, inthe
present study often three indicators were designed to measure the same construct,
so they should share agood deal of variance (or should overlap). However, too
much overlap could indicatethat discriminant validity isviolated. Sincethe
evidence presented earlier indicates that discriminant validity has been achievedin
this study, thisisnot aconcern at this point.

For structural equation modeling studies, examining the standardized
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) parameter estimates is one method often used
for estimating convergent validity (Marsh and Grayson 1995). Statistically
significant largetrait factor loadingsindicate convergent validity. Thatis, if the
valuesintheoff-diagonal arelarge, convergent validity isachieved.

In the current study, all of the factor loadings were significant at the 0.05
level (i.e., each had at-value larger than +1.96). In fact, the smallest t-value was
9.51 (thelargest was 33.57), so none of the significance levels even came close to
the border. Therefore, convergent validity was achieved for the variablesin this
study (i.e., the questions designed to tap the same construct all “converge” together

in every instance).
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45 TESTING THE MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

The primary purpose of this study is to examine the effect specific aspects of
leisure travel have on thetraveler’s QOL. More specifically, the intention isto
investigate 1) if satisfaction with lifein general is affected by leisure life and/or
satisfaction with nonleisure life domains (e.g., family, job, health, community,
financial situation), 2) if satisfaction with leisurelifeis affected by satisfaction
with travel/tourism experiences and/or satisfaction with leisure experiences at
home, 3) if satisfaction with travel/tourism experiencesis affected by trip
reflections (e.g., perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery,
spontaneity) and/or satisfaction with travel/tourism services, and 4) if satisfaction
with travel/tourism servicesis affected by satisfaction with the services aspects of
the travel/tourism phases (e.g., pretrip services, en route services, destination
services, return trip services).

Additionally, the study strivesto ascertain if the degree of satisfaction in the
relationships described above vary for different “travel personality types” (e.g.,
allocentrics vs. psychocentrics), the type of trip, and/or length of stay.

Earlier chapters have described and explained the logic behind the basic
theoretical model and twenty-one hypotheses guiding the current study. Structural
equation modeling (i.e., LISREL VIII) was used to test the “ goodness of fit” of the

basic model.
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LISREL analyses of the proposed model

Since thefirst proposition and the first four hypotheses are devised to deal
with the proposed structural model (refer to Figure 1.2), structural equation
modeling (using LISREL) was performed to test hypotheses one through four.

The results of the run of the data indicated that the proposed model was

good. The y? statistic obtained for the model was 1066.74 (df = 391, p <.001),

which seemed to suggest an inadequate fit of the model. Still, other indicators
indicated much more favorable results (RM SEA = 0.046; RMR = 0.071,
standardized RMR = 0.046; GFI = 0.92; adjusted GFI = 0.90; parsimony GFI =

0.77; CFl = 0.94) (See Table 4.9 for additional statistics).

Table4.9
Fit Indices of the Theoretical (Hypothesized) M odel
x> d.f. GFI CFl NFI NNFI RMR* PNF CNv
M, 1066.74 391 0.92 0.94 0.91 0.93 0.046 0.82 | 351.23

NOTE: * = standardized

¥*=Chi-Square; d.f.= Degrees of Freedom; GFl = Goodness of Fit Index; CFl = Comparative Fit Index; NFI =
Normed Fit Index NNFI = Non-normed Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean Square Residual; PNFI = Parsimony Normed
Index; Cnv = Critical N value

It is common practiceto report several indexes of overall fit when examining
theresults from LISREL analyses (Marsh, Balla, and McDonald 1988; Bollen
1989a; Tanaka 1993), since thereis currently little to no consensus regarding

which fit indexes produce the most reliable results. For normed fit indexes not
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adjusted for parsimony, most researchers recommend aval ue of 0.90 or greater to
suggest agood fit for the model, although thereis no absolute “ cut-off” point (e.g.,
Bentler and Bonett 1980; Hoyle 1995).

The Goodness-of-fit index (GF1) is similar to the R?used in multiple
regression analysisin that it indicates “relative amount of the observed variances
and covariances accounted for by a model” (Hoyle 1995, p. 166).The GFI for this
model was strong (0.92), that isto say, 92 percent of the variance of the structural
model is accounted for in the ultimate dependent variable (satisfaction with lifein
general). Thisshows an excellent absolute fit for the structure of the model
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1983). Both the GFI and AGFI are “absolute” fit indexes
because they generate fit statistics without having comparing the hypothesized
model to another model.

The Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) reports the average residual
generated from fitting the variance-covariance matrix for the model being tested to
the variance-covariance matrix of the data set. The standardized RMR isthe
average of all of the standardized residuals. The value of the standardized RMR
ranges from 0.00 to 1.00. If the model possesses a good fit, then thevalueis
usually 0.05 or below (Byrne 1998). The standardized RMR value of 0.046
reported for the current study provides further evidence of an excellent fit of the
hypothesized model in that the model explains the correlations to within an average

error (i.e., residual) of 0.046. Hu and Bentler (1995 and 1999) recommend a cutoff
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point of 0.08 for thisthe standardized RMR. According to thisguideline, the
resultsfromthe LISREL analysisfor model indicate avery good standardized
RMR (0.046).

The Steiger’ s Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is
sometimes used as a measure of “discrepancy per degree of freedom” (Steiger
1990; Browne and Cudeck 1993). Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a cutoff value
closeto 0.06 for the RMSEA. Thevalue generated by the hypothesized model
(0.046) iswell within the recommended range and provides additional evidencefor
the strong fit of themodel. Bollen (1989b) advisesthat 1 - RM SEA would be more
appropriate, sinceit would put it into the same scale asthe other fit indices. Inthis
case, thevaluewould be 0.954 (that is, 1 - 0.046), which also indicates avery good
fit of the hypothesized model.

Comparativefit indexes are used to compare thefit of one model with thefit
of another. TheNFI, NNFI, and CFIl indexes use an “independence model” (i.e.,
“null model”) as abasis of comparison by which to assess the hypothesized model.
The null model isused asa*baseline” by which to eval uate the hypothesized
model (and sometimes additional models, aswell). Thevaluesfor the NFI and CFlI
are generated by comparing the hypothesized model with the “independence
model.” Thesevaluesrangefrom 0.00to 1.00. Most researchers suggest that NFI

values of 0.90 or better indicateagood fit (Bentler and Bonett 1980). Thesameis
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truefor the CFl. Thevaluesfor both the NFI (0.91) and the CFI (0.94) indicate a
strong comparativefit for the model.

The Parsimony Goodness-of -Fit index (PGFI) looks at the complexity of the
model when estimating its overall fit (Byrne 1998). Thisisdone by takinginto
consideration the number of estimated parameters when assessing thefit of the
model. Both the goodness-of-fit of the model (i.e., the GFI) and the parsimony of
the model are used to generate the PGFI (Mulaik et al. 1989). Thegeneral “rule-
of-thumb” for the PGFI isthat for nonsignificant y statistics and goodness-of -fit
statistics in the 90% range, PGFI values are normally around 0.50 (Mulaik et al.
1989; Byrne 1998). However, the run of the hypothesized model generated a PGFI
of 0.77, which indicates an exceptionally good level of parsimony for the model
and provides further support for the suitable fit of the hypothesized model.

The reason the x° statistic appeared not to support the model was likely
caused by the large sample size (N=815) used in the analysis. Since statistical
power is afunction of sample size, this means that the larger the sample size, the

more likely it isthat the y° statistic will suggest that the model be rejected .
Therefore, in general, the x° statistic is not a good model fit indicator when the
sample size is greater than 200 (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). Although the x° statistic is

reported here, the other statistical tests are more reliable, considering the large

sample size used in this study. Table 4.10 shows the effects sample size has on the
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significance of y* values. Asthe samplesizeis reduced, they” value becomes
significant. The Critical N value indicates that the sample size would have to be

reduced to 351.23 before a significant %> would be generated by hypothesized

model.

Table4.10
The Effect of Sample Size on thex® Values and the Associated P Values
N=600 N=500 N=400 N=350 N=300
1 P 1 P 1 P 1 P X P

M, (df = 391) 784.99 | 0.00 | 653.94 0.00 [ 522.89 [ 0.00 | 457.36 | 0.01 391.84 | 0.48

NOTE: M,= Theoretical Model

The estimated standardized coefficients for the hypothesized model (shown
in Table 4.11) indicate that all of the pathsin the model are significant, with the
exception of the following two paths: 1) from the satisfaction with travel
experience to satisfaction with leisure life and 2) from satisfaction with leisurelife
to satisfaction with lifein general. The findings from the testing of the instrument
on aprevious, yet different, population yielded the same results (see Neal, Sirgy,
and Uysal 1999). Additionally, as was discovered in the aforesaid study,
satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences has a more direct effect on satisfaction
with lifein general than was originally hypothesized as did satisfaction with
travel/tourism services. Nevertheless, the overall model fit isvery strong and did

not change if these additional relationships were introduced into the model.
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Table4.11

Estimated Standar dized Coefficientsfor the Hypothesized M odel (N=815)
Variables Services Trav. Exp. Leis. Life Lifein Gen.
Aspects 0.94*
Reflections 0.64*
Leis. at home 0.91*
Non-leis. 0.87*
Services
Trav. Exp. 0.19*
Leis. Life 0.00
Lifein Gen. 0.02
R? 0.87 0.54 0.82 0.78

NOTE: * indicates significance at the 0.05 or better probability level.

“Services’ = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services; “Trav. Exp.” = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences,
“Leis. Life" = Satisfaction with leisure life; “Lifein Gen.” = Satisfaction with life in general; “ Aspects’ =
Satisfaction with the services aspects of travel/tourism phases; “ Reflections’ = Trip reflections; “Leis at home” =
Satisfaction with leisure experiences at home;“ Non-leis” = Satisfaction with nonleisure life domains.

Analysis of the Hypotheses

H1: Satisfaction with lifein general isa positive function of satisfaction with

leisure life and satisfaction with non-leisurelife (i.e., satisfaction with job,

family, health, relationships, community, financial situation).

In hypothesis one, it was postulated that satisfaction with lifein general isa

positive function of satisfaction with leisure life and satisfaction with non-leisure

life (i.e., job, family, health, relationships, community, financial situation). The
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results of the LISREL analysis partially supported this hypothesis. Life
satisfaction was found to be significantly predicted by nonleisure satisfaction
(gamma=1.00, p < 0.05), but not with leisure satisfaction (beta= 0.02, p > 0.05).
Both predictors accounted for 78% of the variancein life satisfaction.

Furthermore, the modification indices suggested a more direct influence of
travel/tourism services and travel /tourism experiences on lifein general than was
hypothesized. The samewastruefor thelink between satisfaction with service
aspectsof travel/tourism phasestolifein general, although thisrelationship was
not as strong as the other two.

These results are consistent with the observations recorded in the model
devel opment and testing stage of this study, asreported by Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal
(1999). Duringthefirst run LISREL analysisof the model inthe pretest on a
different survey population, lifein general wasreported to be significantly
predicted by nonleisure satisfaction and by leisurelife (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal
1999). However, after the revisions suggested by the modification indiceswere
made and asecond L ISREL analysiswas performed, the link between satisfaction
with nonleisurelifeandlifein general remained significant, but the relationship
between lifein general and satisfaction with leisurelife becameinsignificant, asin

the present study.
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H2: Satisfaction withleisurelifeisapositivefunction of satisfaction with
|ei sure experiences at home and satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip

experiences.

This hypothesiswas partially supported by the LISREL analysis.
Satisfaction with leisurelife was significantly predicted by satisfaction with
|ei sure experiences at home (gamma=1.63, p < 0.05), but not by travel/tourism
experiences (beta=0.00, p> 0.05). Eighty-two (82) percent of thevariancein
leisurelife was explained by these variables.

Onceagain, theseresultswere similar to those of the model development and
pretesting stage of this study. During the original and the second run of the data
taken from another survey population, satisfaction with leisure experiences at
home was shown to significantly predict leisurelife, although satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences was not shown to significantly predict leisurelife

(Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999).

H3: Satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip experiencesis apositive function of

satisfaction with trip reflections and satisfaction with travel/tourism trip

services.

158



Hypothesisthree was fully supported by thedata. That is, statistical
evidence suggested that satisfaction with travel/tourism experiencesis predicted
by satisfaction with travel/tourism services (beta= 0.20, b < 0.05) and by
satisfaction with trip reflections (gamma= 0.26, b < 0.05). Thesetwo variables
jointly accounted for 54% of the variancein travel/tourism experiences. These

findings were very consistent with the findings of Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999).

H4:. Satisfaction with travel/tourismtrip servicesisapositive function of
satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases (i.e., pretrip, en

route, destination, and return trip services.)

Hypothesisfour was fully supported by the data, aswell. The LISREL
analysisindicated that satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesis significantly
predicted by satisfaction with the aspects of travel/tourism phases (gamma= 0.46,
p <0.05). Satisfaction with the aspects of travel/tourism phases accounted for
87% of thevariancein satisfaction with travel/tourism services. Thesefindings
were also very similar to those recorded by Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) when

testing the model on adifferent survey population.
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M oderator Testing

The datawere divided in two based on the appropriate split point for the
moderator being examined. A “base model” (to be used as a basis of comparison)
was generated by writing a new syntax file that included both models (one for each
“set” of split data). Both models were run simultaneously, without anything being
defined asinvariant. Then, each gamma and beta path was tested individually for
equivalency. Thiswasdone by “fixing” each beta and/or gamma path in one group
to be equal to the other one by one. Then, the equivalency of the beta/gamma
structure was tested across both groups one by one.

Next, ay’ difference test was performed on the x* val ues generated from the
base model with that of the second analysis (where one of the beta or gamma paths

was freed). If the x° difference test yielded significant results, it was concluded

that the gamma or beta path being tested was significantly different between the
two groups at the 0.05 probability level. Therefore, the moderator did have an
effect on the relationship being tested. If significant differences were detected for
a path, then the standardized coefficients for both models of the path were then

examined to determine how the moderating variable affected the relationship.
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Personality Type

Inlieu of using Plog’ s measurement instrument (which was not accessible
for this study) to measure allocentric/psychocentric personality types, athree-item
scale was devel oped based on the profiles of allocentric/psychocentric personality
types suggested by Plog’ sresearch (1974, 1987, and 1991). The
allocentric/psychocentric personality types were measured using three questions:
“I amthekind of person who enjoys embarking on new adventures while on
vacation,” “In general, | feel confident in planning decisions | make regarding my
vacationtrips,” “I usually experience feelings of anxiety about traveling.”

A Likert-type scale was used to report the answers from “ strongly agree” (5)
to “strongly disagree” (1). Thethirditem (“I usually experience feelings of
anxiety about traveling”) wasreverse coded. The Cronbach’sAlphareliability
measure for this construct was 0.3438 (which iswell below the acceptable 0.60
level). Ergo, thethird question (which did not correlate well with the others) was
dropped from the study, increasing the al phareliability to 0.6194 for this
construct.

Although the hypotheses for the personality type were based on allocentric
versus psychocentric personality types, asthe datawere split for analysis of this
moderator, it was clear that most of the respondents reported scores on the
allocentric to midcentric range of the continuum. Thisisconsistent with Plog’s

findings (1974) that indicated approximately only three percent of the population
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purportsto be psychocentric. Approximately two percent of the eight-hundred
fifteen survey respondentsfor the current study reported being psychocentric,
which unfortunately was well below the required number to perform LISREL
analysis(i.e., 200).

Although Plog also found that approximately three percent of thetraveling
public are allocentrics, the current study found that more than afourth of the
survey respondents reported being allocentric. At first, thismay |lead oneto
question the representativeness of the current sample, but after onerealizes that the
foundation for the Plog study was conducted in theearly 1970's. Today’ stravelers
are more educated, more informed, and more open to new experiences than ever
before, it isvery reasonableto specul ate that by thelate 1990'sthere are, in fact,
fewer psychocentrics and more allocentricsthan intheearly 1970's.

Another possibility for having an insufficient number of psychocentricsto
be used inthe analysisisthat themailing list of “vacationers” used in this study
was purchased from alist company. The company collectsthislist of vacationers
from those who have recently taken advantage of certain travel opportunities. This
could account for the higher than usual incomes of the survey population. By
description, psychocentricstend to have lower incomes than do allocentrics.

Thetravel personality moderator wastested using the allocentric and
midcentric personality types, each of which possessed ample datato perform the

analyses. Thehypothesesas originally stated appear below, but the actual tests
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were performed using the midcentric personality typein lieu of the hypothesized
psychocentric personality type. A summary of theresults of all of the personality

moderator testsis presented in Table4.12.

Original Hypothesis:
H5: Theeffect of satisfaction with leisurelife on satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin that the effect islikely to be

more evident for individuals who are more all ocentric than psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis:
H5: Theeffect of satisfaction with leisurelifeon satisfaction with lifein general
Is moderated by allocentrism/midcentrismin that the effect islikely to be

more evident for individual swho are more allocentric than midcentric.

Hypothesisfive (thetested hypothesis) was not supported by the results from
the moderator testing. Infact, the analysesindicated no change whatsoever in the
x?* value for allocentrics and midcentrics for this relationship. Thisfindingis not
surprising considering the close proximity in opinions of allocentrics and
midcentrics. Itispossiblethat a data set large enough to produce ample

psychocentrics for the analyses could yield different results.
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Original Hypothesis:
H6: Theeffect of satisfaction with nonleisurelifeon satisfaction withlifein
general is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin that the effectis
likely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric than

psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis:
H6: Theeffect of satisfaction with nonleisurelifeon satisfaction withlifein
general ismoderated by allocentrism/midcentrismin that the effectislikely

to be more evident for individualswho are more all ocentric than midcentric.

Asbefore, because of an insufficient number of respondentsindicating that
they are“ psychocentric,” by necessity, hypothesis six was measured in relation to
allocentricsversus midcentrics(i.e., thetested hypothesis). Again, theanalysis
produced insignificant results. That is, therewasrelatively no change whatsoever

inthey” between allocentrics and psychocentrics (See Table 4.12).
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Original Hypothesis:
H7: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by allocentrism/psychocentric in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more all ocentric than

psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis:
H7: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by allocentrism/midcentric in that the effect is
likely to be more evident for individuals who are more allocentric than

midcentric.

Examination of theresults of they? difference test for the tested hypothesis

for hypothesis seven indicated that there are no significant differences between
allocentrics and midcentrics with regard to the moderation effect satisfaction with
travel/tourism experience has on satisfaction with leisure life. That is, personality

(allocentric versus midcentric) does not moderate this relationship.

Original Hypothesis:
H8: The effect of satisfaction with the leisure experiences at home on

satisfaction with leisure life is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
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that the effect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis
H8: Theeffect of satisfaction with the leisure experiences at homeon
satisfaction with leisurelifeis moderated by allocentrism/midcentrismin
that the effect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than midcentric.

By looking at the results for the testing of hypothesis eight (See Table4.12),
it isclear that no moderating effects are detected for the relationship between
satisfaction with leisure experiences at home and satisfaction with leisurelife

based on personality type (i.e., allocentric versus midcentric).

Original Hypothesis:
H9: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than psychocentric.
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HO9:

Tested Hypothesis:
Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by allocentrism/midcentrismin that
theeffect islikely to be more evident for individualswho are more

allocentric than midcentric.

Personality type(i.e., allocentric versus midcentric) did not appear to have

any effects on the rel ationship between satisfaction with travel/tourism services

and travel/tourism experiences.

H10:

H10:

Original Hypothesis:
The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by allocentrism/psychocentrismin
that the effect is likely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis:
The effect of satisfaction with trip reflections on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences is moderated by allocentrism/midcentrismin that
the effect islikely to be more evident for individuals who are more

allocentric than midcentric.
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The results for the testing of hypothesisten are reported in Table 4.12.
The tested hypothesisis not supported by the analysis of the data. Again, this
may be due to the close proximity of allocentrics and midcentrics on the travel

personality continuum.

Original Hypothesis:
H11: The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by
allocentrism/psychocentrism in that the effect islikely to be more evident

for individuals who are more allocentric than psychocentric.

Tested Hypothesis:
H11: The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by
allocentrism/midcentrismin that the effect is likely to be more evident for

individuals who are more allocentric than midcentric.

The tested hypothesis 11 indicated no moderation effect between the effects
of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases and satisfaction

with travel/tourism services. Theresultsaregivenin Table4.12.
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Although none of the tested hypotheses above indicated moderating effects
of personality type (allocentrics versus midcentrics), it is perhaps good to note that
the study appearsto possess generalizability to both the allocentric and midcentric

travel personality types.
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Table4.12
Comparison of Structural Pathsfor Equivalency in Groupl (allocentric) and
Group 2 (midcentric) Personality Type

Equivalent paths Y df. Changein x* Standardized Coefficients
individually held invariant (df = 1)

Group 1 Group 2
Base Model 1855.66 782
BETA PATHS
122 1855.66 783 0.00 0.16 0.20
223 1855.67 783 0.01 -0.02 -0.02
324 1855.76 783 0.10 0.00 0.03
GAMMA PATHS
121 1856.06 783 0.40 0.91 0.93
22 1856.58 783 0.92 0.62 0.59
323 1855.66 783 0.00 0.93 0.91
424 1858.99 783 3.33 0.86 0.88

Note: * significant at 0.05 or better probability level

1 = 2 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services =» Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences

2 = 3 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences =» Satisfaction with leisure life

3 =2 4 = Satisfaction with leisure life = Satisfaction with lifein genera

1 = 1 = Satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services
2 = 2 = Satisfaction with trip reflections = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences

3 = 3 = Satisfaction with leisure experiences at home = Satisfaction with leisure life

4 = 4 = Satisfaction with nonleisure life domains = Satisfaction with life in general

L ength of Stay

The single question "how many nights did you stay on your trip" was used
as theindicator for the "length of stay" of the travelers. The answersto this
question were recoded to be used in the moderator analyses. The respondents
who indicated they stayed 6 or fewer nights were assigned to group "1," whereas
those who recorded staying 7 or more nights were placed into group "2." The

data were then split based on the two groups and the analyses of the moderators
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were conducted as described above. Theresults of thesetestsarereportedin

Table4.13.

H12: The effect of satisfaction with leisure life on satisfaction with life in general
Is moderated by the length of stay in that the effect islikely to be more
evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer nights on

the trip.

The x? difference test indicated that the relationship between leisure life and

lifein general is moderated by the length of stay of the traveler (see Table 4.13).
More specifically, the standardized coefficients indicate that there are significant
differencesin regard to this relationship between group 1 and group 2. For those
who stayed six or fewer nights on the trip, satisfaction with leisurelife had a
negative effect on satisfaction with life in general (-0.09), whereas, for those who
stayed seven more nights satisfaction with leisure life had a positive effect on
satisfaction with lifein general (0.12). In other words, for the travelers who only
stayed 6 or fewer nights, satisfaction with leisure life diminished their satisfaction
with lifein general (i.e., they were likely dissatisfied with their leisure life). For
the travelers who stayed 7 or more nights, satisfaction with leisure life enhanced
satisfaction with lifein general (i.e., they were probably satisfied with their leisure

life).
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H13: The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by the length of stay in that the effect is likely
to be more evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer

nights on the trip.

A moderating effect of length of stay was also detected for the relationship
between satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and satisfaction with leisure
life. Examination of the standardized coefficients indicates that for those who
spent 6 or fewer nights on their trips, a negative effect was present (-0.09) and for
those who spent 7 or more nights on their trips, a positive effect was demonstrated
(0.12). On the one hand, this signifiesthat for those who spent 6 or fewer nights
on the trip, satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences lessened their satisfaction
with satisfaction with leisurelife (i.e., they were presumably dissatisfied with their
travel/tourism experiences). On the other hand, this indicates that for those who
spent 7 or more nights on their trip, satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
increased their satisfaction with leisurelife (i.e., they were apparently satisfied

with their travel/tourism experiences).

H14: The effect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with

travel/tourism experiences is moderated by the length of stay in that the

172



effectislikely to be more evident for those staying more nightsthan for

those staying fewer nights on thetrip.

Theresults of they” difference tests indicated that the length of stay did not

change the relationship between satisfaction with travel/tourism services on
satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences. Ergo, no moderation effect was

detected for this relationship.

H15: Theeffect of trip reflections on satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
Is moderated by the length of stay in that the effect islikely to be more
evident for those staying more nights than for those staying fewer nights on

thetrip.

The analyses indicated that no moderator effect was present for the
relationship between satisfaction with trip reflections and satisfaction with

travel/tourism experiences.

H16: The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases

on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by the |length of
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stay inthat the effect islikely to be more evident for those staying more

nightsthan for those staying fewer nights on thetrip.

No moderation effect was detected for the relationship between satisfaction
with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases and satisfaction with
travel/tourism services.

All of therelationshipsin the model weretested for moderation effects.
Although length of stay was not hypothesized to moderate the rel ationship between
satisfaction with leisure experiences at home and satisfaction with life in general,
length of stay was shown to have a moderation effect on thisrelationship. An
examination of the standardized coefficients indicates that the strength of the
relationship is significantly greater for those who spend fewer nights on the trip
(0.95) than for those who spend more nights on the trip (0.81). Thisintuitively
makes sense, because for those who do not get to spend as much time traveling, it
Is understandabl e that | eisure time at home would influence their satisfaction with

leisure life more than for those who spend more time traveling.
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Table4.13
Comparison of Structural Pathsfor Equivalency in Groupl (Shorter Stay) and
Group 2 (Longer Stay)

Equivalent paths x df. Changein x* Standardized Coefficients
individually held invariant (df.=1)

Group 1 Group 2
Base Mode 1487.45 782
BETA PATHS
122 1488.14 783 0.69 0.13 0.25
223 1494.40 783 6.95* -0.12 0.11
324 1494.68 783 7.23* -0.09 0.12
GAMMA PATHS
121 1489.64 783 2.19 0.86 0.98
22 1489.03 783 1.58 0.67 0.64
323 1491.17 783 3.72* 0.95 0.85
44 1489.63 783 2.18 0.95 0.81

Note: * significant at 0.05 or better probability level

1 <> 2 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences

2 =» 3 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences = Satisfaction with leisure life

3 = 4 = Satisfaction with leisure life = Satisfaction with life in general

1 <> 1 = Satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services
2 =>» 2 = Satisfaction with trip reflections =» Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences

3 = 3 = Satisfaction with leisure experiences at home = Satisfaction with leisure life

4 =» 4 = Satisfaction with nonleisure life domains = Satisfaction with lifein general

Since the results of the moderator testing for the length of stay show that
the paths from "satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences" to "satisfaction
with leisure life" and from "satisfaction with leisure life" to "satisfaction with
lifein general” vary directionally and since these are the relationships that were
found to beinsignificant during the analysis of the model, the model was tested
for only those who traveled seven or more nights. Thiswas done because the
results of the moderation tests indicate that a negative effect was shown for
those who stayed six or fewer nights, whereas a positive effect was present for

those who stayed seven or more nights. This suggests that satisfaction with
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leisurelifederived from satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and
satisfactionwith lifein general derived from satisfaction with leisurelife have a
negative effect for those who spend fewer nights on their trips, but apositive
effect for those who stay longer. The gamma coefficients, betacoefficients, and
t-valuesfor theanalysisare shownin Figure4.1.

Theresultsindicatethat all of therelationshipsinthemodel are
significant when tested for those who stayed on their vacations seven or more
nights, thus suggesting longer vacations have morelikelihood of enhancing

satisfaction of both theleisurelifeand thelifein general of individuals.
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Typeof Trip

The type of trip was hypothesized to moderate the relationshipsin the
model based on whether the travelers are traveling for "leisure only"” or for
"multiple purposes.” These two categories were originally intended to measure
the moderation effect based on atrip that was purely leisure-oriented versus
those that combined business with pleasure. However, an insufficient number
of respondents indicated that they were traveling for combined (business and
pleasure) reasons to perform LISREL analysis, thus making it necessary to
expand the "multiple purposes” category to include both the "combined

(business and pleasure)" and "visiting friends and relatives."

H17: The effect of satisfaction with leisure life on satisfaction with life in general
Is moderated by the type of trip in that the effect is likely to be more evident
for those traveling for “leisure only” than for those traveling for “multiple

purposes.”

No moderation effects were discerned for the type of trip between

satisfaction with leisure life and satisfaction with lifein general.
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H18: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction
with leisurelifeis moderated by thetype of trip in that theeffectislikely to
be more evident for thosetraveling for “leisure only” than for those traveling

for “multiple purposes.”

No moderation effect was present for the type of trip between satisfaction

with travel/tourism experiences and satisfaction with leisurelife.

H19: Theeffect of satisfaction with travel/tourism services on satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesis moderated by thetype of trip in that the effect
islikely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure only” than for

those traveling for “ multiple purposes.”

Theresults of the analyses seemed to indicate that no moderation effect
existsfor type of trip between satisfaction with travel/tourism services and

satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences.

H20: Theeffect of trip reflections on satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences

Ismoderated by thetypeof trip inthat the effect islikely to be more evident
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for thosetraveling for “leisureonly” than for thosetraveling for “multiple

purposes.”

No moderation effect wasidentified in the testing of this hypothesis. So, no
evidence was produced in this study that supportsthe belief that type of trip
moderates the relationship between trip reflections and satisfaction with

travel/tourism experiences.

H21: The effect of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
on satisfaction with travel/tourism services is moderated by the type of trip
in that the effect is likely to be more evident for those traveling for “leisure

only” than for those traveling for “multiple purposes.”

A significant moderation effect for the type of trip was identified for the
relationship between the service aspects of travel/tourism phases and
satisfaction with travel/tourism services. An examination of the standardized
coefficients indicates that the relationship is significantly stronger for those
traveling for multiple purposes (0.98) than for those traveling for leisure only
(0.85). Basically, thisindicates that, although a moderation effect exists, the
opposite of the hypothesized moderation effect istrue. That is, for those
traveling for business and pleasure combined and/or visiting friends and
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relatives, satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases
generates ahigher level of satisfaction with satisfaction with travel/tourism
servicesthan it doesfor thosetraveling for leisure only.

Onereason thiseffect could be present is because perhaps more
opportunity for interaction with the services and services providers would exist
for thosetraveling for multiple purposes. For instance, hotel facilitiesand
amenitieswill be utilized more often by those traveling for business and
pleasure combined (e.g., fax services, Internet connections) than by those
traveling for leisure purposesonly. Also, the quality of these and similar
serviceswill be moreimportant to the travel er who is combining businesswith
pleasure. Having copiers, fax machines, telecommunication devices and similar
services not only available, but al so functioning properly could bevery
instrumental inleading to satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesfor the
individual traveling for multiple purposes.

Similarly, usually those traveling for multiple purposes (whether for
business and pleasure combined or for visiting friendsand rel atives) will have
lesstimeto explore and enjoy experiences of their own choosing while at the
destination. Therefore, the quality of the service aspects of travel/tourism
experienceswill likely become moreimportant to the satisfaction with

travel/tourism servicesfor individualstraveling for multiple purposes.
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Table4.14

Comparison of Structural Pathsfor Equivalency in Groupl (Leisure Only) and
Group 2 (Combined) Typeof Trip

Equivalent paths x df. Changein x* Standardized Coefficients
individually held invariant (of =1)

Group 1 Group 2
Base Model 1480.83 782
BETA PATHS
122 1481.21 783 0.38 0.09 021
223 1481.65 783 0.82 -0.05 0.04
324 1480.83 783 0.00 0.03 0.03
GAMMA PATHS
121 1505.24 783 24.41* 0.85 0.98
2292 1482.06 783 1.23 0.75 0.63
323 1482.86 783 2.03 0.96 0.85
424 1482.51 783 1.68 0.86 0.87

Note: * significant at 0.05 or better probability level
1 = 2 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services =» Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
2 =» 3 = Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences = Satisfaction with leisure life

3 = 4 = Satisfaction with leisure life = Satisfaction with life in general
1 = 1 = Satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases = Satisfaction with travel/tourism services

2 = 2 = Satisfaction with trip reflections =» Satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
3 = 3 = Satisfaction with leisure experiences at home = Satisfaction with leisure life
4 =» 4 = Sgtisfaction with nonleisure life domains = Satisfaction with lifein general
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4.6 SUMMARY OF CHAPTER IV

Chapter four examined the twenty-one hypotheses derived from the four
propositionsin depth. Thefirst four hypotheses, which were designed to
measure the hypothesized model shown in Figure 1.2, were generally supported.
Hypotheses one and two were only partly supported by the data analysis,
whereas hypotheses three and four were fully supported.

Structural equation modeling analysis (using LISREL) was conducted on
the datato test the fit of the proposed model. The analysis of the data showed
that the fit of the hypothesized model was good. No modifications needed to be
made to the existing model to enhance the fit, which indicated strong support
overall for hypotheses one through four.

As before, when the model was developed and tested on a different survey
population, two of the proposed relationships (the relationships from
"satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences” to "satisfaction with leisure life"
and from "satisfaction with leisure life" to "satisfaction with lifein general")
were insignificant when tested on all travelers. However, when the
hypothesized model was tested for only those who stayed seven or more nights
in the current study, all of the relationshipsin the model became significant,

suggesting that the service aspects of travel/tourism tapped in this model are
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morelikely to enhancethe quality of life of long-term visitorsthan short-term
visitors.

Similarly, satisfaction with leisure experiences at home had a stronger
Impact on satisfaction with leisurelife than did satisfaction with travel/tourism
experiencesfor thosewho traveled six or fewer nightsthan for those who
traveled seven or more. Thiswould imply that satisfaction with leisure
experiences at home (e.g., playing golf locally, reading abook, goingto a
movie) would beamoreimportant influence on satisfaction with lifein general
to those who do not spend as much time on vacation. This could be becausethey
do not have as much of an opportunity to interact with travel services and travel
service providersasdo those who stay longer, or it could infer that those who
traveled six or fewer nightssimply enjoy the leisure activitiesin which they
engage at or near their own homes so much that they choose not to spend as
much time on vacation.

Those who stay shorter periods of time on vacation deriveless
satisfactionwith lifein general from leisurelifethan those who stay for longer
periods of time. Thissuggeststhat having the opportunity tointeract with
travel/tourism professionalsand to engage in travel activities spillsup through
thelifesatisfaction vertically in such away that overall lifeis enhanced more

for those who spend more time on vacationsthan for those who spend less time.
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Hypothesesfivethrough eleven weretested to measure the moderation
effectsof travel personality type (e.g., allocentrism versus psychocentrism) on
variousrelationshipsinthe model. No moderation effectswere detected for the
proposed personality moderator. Several reasonsfor thiscould exist. For
instance, one of the three questions used to measure personality typelacked
internal consistency with the other indicators (based on the Cronbach’s Alpha)
and wasremoved from the study. Havingtoremove one of theitemsfromthe
measurement instrument may have provided an insufficient measurefor travel
personality type.

Further, not enough of the survey respondentsreported themselvesto
possess psychocentric characteristicsto perform LISREL analysis, therefore, a
limited number of respondents was available from this survey population to
analyzethe extreme ends of the centrism continuum (i.e., allocentrics and
psychocentrics). The best option availablefor testing thismoderator, giventhe
sparse number of psychocentrics, wasto use allocentrics versus midcentrics.

Allocentricsand midcentricsdo not tend to vary nearly asmuch in their
travel personalitiesasdo allocentrics and psychocentrics. Theinherent
similaritiesin thetwo groups being used to test for personality moderation
effectslikely caused theinsignificant results and subsequent lack of support for

hypothesesfivethrough eleven.
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Hypothesestwel ve through sixteen were fashioned to test for the
moderation effects of the length of stay. Thelength of stay moderator was
designedtoidentify if therelationshipsinthe hypothesized model differed for
short termvisitors (i.e., those who stayed six or fewer nights) and long term
visitors (those who stayed seven or more nights).

Hypothesestwelve and thirteen were supported by the analyses.
Hypothesistwelve was supported because the effect of satisfactionwith leisure
life on satisfaction with lifein general wasfound to be moderated by the length
of stay inthat the effect was positive for those staying more nights and negative
for those staying fewer nightson thetrip.

Thetesting of hypothesisthirteen indicated that the effect of satisfaction
with travel/tourism experiences on satisfaction with leisurelifeis moderated by
thelength of stay inthat the effect is positive for those staying more nights and
Isnegativefor those staying fewer nightson thetrip. Thissuggeststhat having
less of an opportunity tointeract with thetravel service providersandto take
advantage of travel servicesdiminishes satisfactionwithleisurelife, whereas
having more opportunity to do so enhancesthetravelers’ satisfactionwith
leisurelife.

Hypotheses fourteen through sixteen were not supported by the data
analyses. However, amoderation effect that was not hypothesized was

discovered. Satisfactionwith leisure experiencesat home had astronger effect
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on satisfactionwith leisurelifefor those who stayed six or fewer nightson their
vacation tripsthan for those who stayed seven or more. Thisimpliesthat
satisfaction with |eisure experiences at home becomes moreimportant to the
leisurelife of those who spend lesstime on their vacation trips.

Hypotheses seventeen through twenty-one which were designed to
measure to moderation effects of the type of trip were not supported by the data
analyses. Infact, hypothesistwenty-one proposed that the effect of satisfaction
with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases on satisfaction with
travel/tourism servicesis moderated by thetypeof trip in that the effect islikely
to bemoreevident for thosetraveling for "leisureonly"” than for thosetraveling
for "multiple purposes.”

During theanalysis, the opposite wasfound to betrue. Thatis, the effect
of satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases on satisfaction
with travel/tourism services was discovered to be moderated by thetypeof trip
inthat the effect ismore evident for those traveling for "multiple purposes"
(i.e., business and pleasure combined and/or visiting friends and family) than
for thosetraveling for "leisureonly."

Thiseffect could exist because perhaps more opportunity for interaction
with the services and services providerswould exist for thosetraveling for
multiple purposes. For instance, thosetraveling for business and pleasure

combined will probably spend moretime using the hotel facilities and amenities
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(e.g., fax services, Internet connections) than will thosetraveling for leisure
purposesonly. Theseservicescould, therefore, be moreimportant to those
traveling for business and pleasure combined.

Additionally, sincelesstimeto explorewhile at the destination isfeasible
for those traveling for multiple purposes(i.e., business and pleasure combined
and/or visiting friendsand relatives), the quality of the service aspects of
travel/tourism experiences will become moreimportant to the satisfaction with
travel/tourism servicesfor thosetraveling for multiple purposes. Thisis
reasonableto assume since thetimeto choose their own leisure activities,

particularly at the destination, will subside.
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CHAPTER YV

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The results of the analyses presented in Chapter 1V are discussed in
Chapter V. Conclusions based on the interpretation of the data are deliberated.
Issues related to the testing of the hypothesized model and the of the proposed
moderators are addressed in some detail. Factors affecting anticipated results
are delineated. The managerial implications for the travel/tourism industry are
offered. Suggested areas for future research are introduced. The contributions

of this study are presented.
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5.2 OVERVIEW

The findings of this study establish that travelers’ quality of life can be
affected by leisure travel/tourism. The "fit" of the structural model shown in
Figure 1.2 was good. Asinthe Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) study, lifein
general was confirmed to be significantly predicted by satisfaction with
nonleisure life domains (e.g., family, job, health), but not by satisfaction with
leisurelife. Similarly, satisfaction with leisure life was determined to be
predicted by satisfaction with leisure experiences at home, but not by
satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences, which is consistent with the
findings of the previous study (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999), as well.

Theresultsindicated that satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences was
predicted by trip reflections and satisfaction with travel/tourism services, as
hypothesized. Further, satisfaction with travel/tourism servicesis predicted by
satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases, as was postul ated.

This study built on previous research that has demonstrated the link
between satisfaction with leisure life and satisfaction with lifein general. This
study was areplication and extension study of a study that attempted to develop
a measurement instrument that could be used by travel/tourism industry
professionals periodically to gauge the health of the industry in relation to

enhancing the travelers’ QOL (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). The results
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establish the structural effect of many aspects of leisuretravel/tourism on
leisurelifeand overall life satisfaction. Many of thefindingsof theinitial study
arevalidated in this study, other new discoveries are exposed, aswell.

The moderation effects of personality type, type of trip, and length of stay
ontherelationshipsinthismodel aretested for thefirst timeinthisstudy. In
two instances, the desired categorieswere unavailablefor analysis, so the
analyses had to be made using proxy categories. Thislikely may have
accounted for several of theinsignificant findingsinregard to the moderators.

The pretest the measurement instrument and model suggested that the
hypothesized model (Figure 1.2) had an inadequate fit and needed modification
(Figure 1.2) when tested on apopulation of graduate students, faculty, and staff
at alargeuniversity (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999). The present research study
demonstrated that the original model did possess adesirable overall structural
fit for abroader population (travelerswho residein Southwest Virginia).
Nonetheless, two of the hypothesized relationshipsin the model yielded
insignificant paths.

The current work demonstrated that lifein general isinfluenced (either
directly or indirectly) by nonleisurelife domains, satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences, trip reflections (i.e., perceived freedom from
control, perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and

spontaneity), satisfaction with travel/tourism services, and satisfaction with the
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service aspects of travel/tourism phases (i.e., pretrip services, en route services,

destination services, and return trip services).

5.3TRAVEL/TOURISM AFFECTSLIFEIN GENERAL

The conclusion that travel/tourism affectslifein general ispartly derived
from the pretesting of theinstrument. Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) found that,
although some adjustments were suggested for the exact structure of the
travel/tourism variablesthat affect satisfaction with lifein general, this
relationship does, indeed, exist. Infact, the authorsuncovered that satisfaction
with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases, trip reflections, satisfaction
with travel/tourism services, and satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences
had amore direct impact on satisfaction with lifein general than originally
believed.

However, inthe modified model reported by the authors (shown in Figure
2.1), the path between satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and
satisfactionwith leisurelifein addition to the path from satisfaction with leisure
lifeand satisfaction with lifein general becameinsignificant asthe model fit
wasincreased. Thisfindingwasinconsistent with abody of research that has
established that leisurelifeimpactsoverall life satisfaction (see, for example,

Andrews and Withey 1976 and Campbell, Converse, and Rogers 1976). So, the
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authors concluded that perhapsthiswas dueto either an inadequate measure for
theleisure construct, sinceit had initially shown insufficient internal reliability,
or because the respondents were equating "travel/tourism" with "leisurelife.”
Another possibility for this happening in the preliminary study could be
associated with apossible bias problem which may have existed withinthe
survey population (e.g., graduate students, faculty, and staff at auniversity). It
ishighly feasiblethat | eisure satisfaction for thisgroup of individual s does not
equateto that of the population at large.

Theindicator for leisure life which had not shown strong internal
consistency with the otherswas examined for content. It appeared asthough the
indicator in question was measuring the importance of leisurelife rather than
thetraveler’ ssatisfaction with leisurelife. Therefore, for the current study, that
indicator was replaced with another that was carefully designed to measure
satisfaction with leisurelife. Nevertheless, asthe model wastested, the same
dilemmaoccurred. Thatis, althoughtheoverall fit of the proposed model was
excellent, the pathsfrom satisfaction with travel/tourism experiencesto
satisfaction with leisurelife and from satisfaction with leisurelifeto
satisfactionwith lifein general were againinsignificant. Further, the
modification indices suggested amoredirect fit than originally hypothesized
from satisfaction with travel/tourism services and from sati sfaction with

travel/tourism experiencesto satisfaction with lifein general.
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All three constructs (i.e., satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences,
satisfactionwith leisurelife, and satisfaction with lifein general) showed a
strong internal reliability inthe current study. Infact, all of theindicatorsfor
the model loaded well on the constructsthey purported to measure, with one
exception (i.e., theindicator that wasremoved from the study). In other words,
theinternal reliability of the entire measurement model was excellent, soitis
necessary to ook elsewherefor the explanation for theinsignificant paths
between the aforesaid relationships. Likewise, the sample populationfor the
current study ispresumed to be more representative than the pretest population,
soitisunlikely that abiasoccurred causing thisquandary. Therefore, the
remaining explanation offered during the pretest phase centers around the
possibility that the survey respondents are equating travel/tourismto leisurelife
whentheleisuretravel /tourism concepts areintroduced into the model. While
thisrationalization may still have credence, evidencefor an alternative
interpretation was discovered during the testing of the moderators during the
current work.

Aswas mentioned in the previous chapter, when the "length of stay"
moderator was tested, the two relationships which had becomeinsignificantin
both the pretest and the current study (i.e., therelationships from satisfaction
with travel/tourism experiencesto satisfaction with leisurelifeand from

satisfactionwith leisurelifeto satisfaction withlifein general) werefoundto be
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significant for those who stayed seven or more nightsat their tourism
destinations. Thissuggested that the hypothesized model provides abetter

assessment of long-term rather than short-term visitors.

5.4MODERATION EFFECTS

Several moderation effectswere detected for some of the model’ s paths.
Thisincluded significant moderation effects caused by the length of stay for the
path between satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and sati sfaction with
leisurelife. Thatis, thedirection of the path coefficient changed for thetwo
groups(i.e., "short stay” versus"long stay"). A negative effect wasreported for
those who stayed six or fewer nights, whereas apositive effect was present was
present for travelerswho stayed seven or morenightson their trip. Thisleadsto
the belief that satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences has a negative effect
for those who spend fewer nightson their trips but apositive effect for those
who stay longer.

A similar result wasindicated for the path between satisfaction with
leisurelife and satisfaction with overall life, with anegative effect again being
detected for those who stay lesstime and apositive effect being observed for
those spending moretimeon thetrip. Thisagainwould seemto indicate that

leisurelife hasanegativeimpact on life satisfaction for those who spend shorter

195



periods of timeon leisuretrips, whereasleisurelife hasapositiveimpact onlife
satisfaction for those who stay longer.

Thismoderation effect could beresponsiblefor theinsignificant paths
reported from satisfaction with travel/tourism experiencesto satisfaction with
leisurelife and satisfaction with leisurelifeto satisfaction with lifein general in
both the pretest and the present study. It would appear from theresultsof this
moderation test that the proposed model would possibly be more stable for those
who stay seven or more nightson their trips, sincethisgroup generatesa
positive effect for this path.

Theonly other moderation effect detected for thelength of stay isin
regard to therelationship between satisfaction with | eisure experiences at home
and satisfactionwith leisurelife. Thiseffect wasnot originally hypothesized,
but is not surprising because satisfaction with leisure experiences at home
would logically contribute moreto the satisfaction with leisurelifefor those
spending lesstime on vacation than for those spending moretime, asthe results
indicate.

Thetype of trip was shown to moderate only the relationship between
satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases and satisfaction
with travel/tourism services. Remarkably, the relationship between satisfaction
with the service aspects of travel/tourism phases and satisfaction with

travel/tourism servicesissignificantly stronger for those who traveled for
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“multiple purposes” (i.e., business and pleasure combined and/or visiting family
and friends) than for thosetraveling for leisureonly. Thisislikely because the
range and quality of the servicesfor those traveling for business and pleasure
combined will be more extensivethan for travelersjust looking torelax and
unwind (e.g., fax services, I nternet access, office suites). Moreover, the quality
of thefacilities provided by employers often exceeds those purchased by leisure
travelers.

Itispossiblethat additional moderation effects would have been detected
for thetype of trip had sufficient data been available for the "business and
pleasure combined"” category to run LISREL analysis (aminimum of 200
responsesfor each group isrequired). Launching abroader-scale survey inthe
future could perhapsresolvethisissue.

Aswas mentioned in Chapter 1V, no moderation effects were discovered
for travel personality type. Thisismost likely theresult of having insufficient
datafor the psychocentric personality typetorun LISREL analysis. Thetwo
groups being analyzed (allocentrics versus midcentrics) are so closein opinions,
by definition, that thisisnot an unexpected consequence of testing thetwo
groups against each other. Conducting alarge-scale mailing of the survey could
alleviatethisobstacle. Moreover, theinsufficient number of psychocentric
respondents could be, in part, caused by having purchased amailing list of

"vacationers," which produced a population moreinclined to have higher annual
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incomesthan the general population. Profilesof psychocentricsindicate that
thisgroup tendsto comefrom lower income households. Thiscould also have
contributed to thelack of presence of psychocentricsinthe present study. The
study could berepeated using ageneral mailinglist (i.e., arandom selection
from atelephone book) rather than one made up exclusively of "vacationers."

Another possibility for the personality type not yielding significant
moderation effects on the model’ s pathsisthat one of theindicatorsdid not fit
well with the othersand had to be removed from the study. Inthefuture, the
measurement instrument could beimproved to eliminate this concern.
Alternatively, adifferent personality type measure could be utilized (e.g., Type
A versus Type B personalities) to retest for the moderation effects of personality
typeonvariousrelationshipsinthe model.

Overall, the stability of the model’ s paths acrossthe various personality
type, length of stay, and type of trip groups exhibitsthat the model is
generalizableto amyriad of travelersand travel situations.

Research could be conducted to disclose additional moderators not
considered in thisstudy (e.g., domestic versusinternational travel, income, age,
gender, marital status). Further, it would be meaningful to seeif thoseitems
being tested as moderatorsin the current study also have predictive effects. For
Instance, past research hasindicated that personality type(i.e., allocentric

versus psychocentric) has apredictive effect on several of therelationshipsin
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themodel (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1997). Additional research could be
conducted to validate thisfinding in addition to providing more refinement for

the model.

5.5MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

Thefindings of thisstudy are of utmost importance to managersin the
travel/tourismindustry. Theresults presented confirm that performance should
be measured not simply on the bal ance sheet, but also from asocially
responsible perspective of theindustry’ scontribution travelers QOL. The
measurement instrument refined and tested in this study should be used viamail
survey to periodically appraise how well theindustry isdoing in terms of
enhancing the QOL of itstravelers.

Theinstrument could al so be used to detect if those service areas which
have been identified to enhancetravelers QOL need improvement. Thiscould
be done by periodically administering the survey to thetraveling public and then
examining the mean scoresfor the various|eisure tourism aspects addressed in
thesurvey. Forinstance, travel customers’ perceptions of the quality of
servicesrelated to the pretrip should be assessed by examining the mean score
for that measurement item. For thisstudy, for instance, the satisfaction level for

the quality of pretrip serviceswashigh (i.e., 4.26 onascalefrom1to 5 -- see
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page 123), thus suggesting that theindustry isdoing agoodjobinregardto
providing quality pretrip servicesto thetraveling public. The measurement
instrument could be used in thisfashion to examine the health of the industry in
regard to the various service aspectsidentified for the pretrip, enroute,
destination, and return trip phases of thetrip.

Similarly, thetrip reflections measurement items could be appraised to
determine how well travel /tourism industry professional s are addressing each of
the six conditionsof leisure measured in thisstudy (i.e., perceived freedom
from control, perceived freedom from work, involvement, arousal, mastery, and
spontaneity). The present work suggeststhat theindustry isdoing well overall
inproducing favorabletrip reflectionsfor its customers, nonethel ess, thereis
certainly room for improvement inregard to several of the aspects of trip
reflections. For example, the mean scoresof 2.68 and 2.90onalto5scalefor
two of the mastery measurement items may imply that industry professionals
should take special care in improving their efforts to appeal to the perceived
mastery needs of their travel consumers.

The measurement instrument used in this study should be administered to
asurvey of travel/tourism consumers periodically (e.g., annually or biannually)
to examine the mean scores for these service items, thus monitoring the health
of theindustry. If the mean scores are consistently strong and stable, this would

suggest that the industry is adequately addressing the service needs of its
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travel/tourism consumers. Conversely, weak or |low mean scores on various
service-related measurement itemswould identify those aspects of the tourism
service experience which requireimprovement.

Furthermore, theindustry should compare the mean scores of the
aforesaid service measurement items over timeto monitor if they areincreasing
or decreasing with time. Thiscould help determineif industry professionalsare
improving or regressing in regard to producing consumer satisfaction with these
service areas.

Thisstudy demonstratesthat leisuretravel contributesto anindividual’s
overall quality of life satisfaction. Thisfindingisimportant inthat enhancing
anindividual’ squality of life has been linked in medical research to maintaining
medical health, to morerapid recovery from certainillnesses, and to increased
longevity. Thetravel industry could use theinformation established inthis
work to provideinformation to the medical community that could be useful in
the prevention and treatment of various ailments.

Alsoimportant to travel/tourism managersisthe information obtai ned
regarding thetype of trip and thelength of stay moderators. For instance, the
degree of satisfaction with travel/tourism experiencesis present for those who
stay six or fewer nights, whereas a positive effect from satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiencesisrealized for those who stay seven or more nights.

Those staying longer periods of time have more of an opportunity to enjoy the
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services provided by the travel/tourism industry, whereas those staying shorter
amountsof timetend to utilizetravel/tourism services|ess and tend to be rushed
with their experiences. Further, thereislesstimefor servicerecovery inthe
event of amistake for those who stay shorter periods of time, thusincreasing the
risk of lower levelsof consumer satisfaction or greater levels of consumer
dissatisfaction.

Additionally, thereisnot asmuchtimefor travelersonly staying afew
nightsto establish memorable experiencesthat will beretained in the enduring
“trip reflections” of thetraveler. Thisdilemmamay be more of an "external"
factor whichisuncontrollablerather than related to the marketing mix variables
inregard to the short-term visitor, but controllablefor thelong-term visitor.
Thisinformationisvery useful from amarket segmentation perspective. Since
travel/tourism more positively influences the strength of the relationship
between satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences and satisfaction with
leisure life, more care needs to be given to long-term travel ers to make certain
that satisfaction with every aspect of the travel experience is maximized in order
to enhance their quality of life.

A tourism destination seeking to gain support from grant institutions
could theoretically use findings generated from administering the measurement
Instrument as a basis for positioning themselves as socially responsiblein

regard to QOL contribution and thus aworthy recipient of funds.
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5.6 CONTRIBUTIONSOF THE STUDY

This study contributes to both the theoretical and practical aspects of
travel/tourism. From atheoretical perspective, the study validates the notion that
the aspects of various aspects of an individual’s life can, in fact, indirectly
contribute that individual’s overall QOL. It also establishes that travel/tourismis
an important aspect of leisurelife.

From a practical perspective, the study provides validation for a model and
survey instrument that can be used by industry professionals on a periodic basis
(e.g., annually, biannually, and so forth) to "gauge" the health of the industry in
regard to how it is doing in contributing to the QOL of the traveling public. Each
phase of the travel experience can be examined in regard to its ability to contribute
to thetraveler's quality of life. For instance, the satisfaction measures related to
"destination" satisfaction may provide travel industry professionals at the tourism
site (e.g., tour guides, hotel clerks) with useful information on how they can
enhance travelers' quality of life.

Thefindings that the length of stay affects the degree of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction associated with various aspects of the trip indicates that industry
professional s should take special care in satisfying the needs of those staying

greater lengths of time, since they are likely to remember the experience more than
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those staying for lesser amounts of time. Thisisalso truesincelonger tripswill
likely have more of achancetoimpact thetraveler's QOL.

Futureresearch can better explain the perplexity of theinsignificant paths
from satisfaction with travel/tourism experiences to satisfaction with leisurelife
and from satisfaction with leisurelifeto satisfaction with lifein general. This
could bedone by running LISREL analysisfor the structural model only using
those who stayed seven or more nights on thetrip for anational sample popul ation.
It would beinteresting to seeif, when conducted on alarger broad-based sample, if
theserelationshipswill continueto be positivefor individual s who stay extended

periods of time and negative for those who stay shorter periods of time.

5.7 CONCLUSION

The results of this study provided support that travel/tourism does
enhance the QOL of the traveler. Thiswas done by building on previous
research which had demonstrated that life in general and leisure life could be
predicted by satisfaction with travel/tourism services and satisfaction with
travel/tourism experiences.

The theoretical basis for the study was established during the pretest
phase by identifying those aspects of travel/tourism that help to make up the

travel/tourism experience. Further, the components of the leisure life domain
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weredistinguished. Finally, thefactoring out of thevariouslifedomainsto
allow for the separation of theleisurelifedomain was possibleto measuretheir
combined contributionto QOL. Thefindingssupported theideathat
travel/tourism services and experiences can bring about the type of satisfaction
that isenduring and thus contributesto thetravelers’ QOL.

Several important implications of thisstudy include the support for the
model proposed by Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal (1999) that established that "industry
performance can be measured not only through profitability but also through the
kind of customer satisfaction that isenduring and contributing to QOL" (p.

160). Further, the measurement instrument that was developed during the
pretest with considerable successwasrefined and improved. Thismeasurement
instrument could proveto be auseful tool for tourismindustry professionalsin
assessing their rolein contributing to their guests’ QOL and in monitoring the
strengths and weaknesses of the industry in regard to various aspects of
travel/tourism services.

It issuggested that additional validation studies across several traveling
populations should be conducted. Additionally, testingto seeif the model holds

invariousinternational cultureswould proveto be useful aswell.
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APPENDIX A

Sampling Design and Survey Instrument

The survey was mailed to 2,000 residents of Southwest Virginiawho
travel. The sample was obtained from a credible mailing list provider and
included a stratified random sample from thirty-three counties and thirteen
cities. The countiesincluded are Alleghany, Amherst, Augusta, Bath, Bedford,
Bland, Botetourt, Buchanan, Campbell, Carroll, Craig, Dickenson, Floyd,
Franklin, Giles, Grayson, Henry, Highland, Lee, Montgomery, Patrick,
Pittsylvania, Pulaski, Roanoke, Rockbridge, Rockingham, Russell, Scott,
Smyth, Tazewell, Washington, Wise, and Wythe. The cities are Bedford,
Bristol, Covington, Clifton, Forge, Danville, Galax, Lexington, Lynchburg,
Martinsville, Radford, Roanoke, Salem, and Staunton.

The cover letter and survey instrument that were mailed to the individuals
on the mailing list with a pre-addressed, stamped return envelope are shown
below. The reminder postcard that was mailed out three weeks later to non-
respondentsis exhibited immediately after the survey instrument. Lastly, this
APPENDIX also contains the question numbers for many of the variables of the
survey. Thiskey will be needed to interpret the findings from many of the

tables presented in future appendices.
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COVERLETTER

Vireini

v:[1e(:1.1 College of Human Resources and Education
VIRGINIA POLYTECHENIC INSTITUTE Department of Hospitality and Tourism Management
AND STATE UNIVERSITY 362 Wallace Hall, Blacksburg, Virginia 24061-0429

(540) 231-5515 Fax: (540) 231-8313

October 6, 1998
Dear Vacatiocner:

As part of the requirement for my doctoral degree program at
Virginia Tech, I am conducting a study to help understand the
causes of satisfaction with leisure travel. The study will help
advise the travel/tourism industry on how to better serve the
traveling public.

Would you help me ocut by participating in this study? All you need
to do is fill out the enclosed qguestionnaire. It should take
approximately 15 minutes to complete. Please answer each gquestion
as carefully as possible, place it in the enclosed postage-paid,
self-addressed envelope and drop it in the mail by October 30,
1598.

Since few travelers from Southwest Virginia will be receiving this
questionnaire, your participation is critical to the completion of
this research project and my doctoral dissertation.

Thank you for taking part in this study.

Sincerely,

DBTleel

anet D. Neal
Ph.D. Candidate

Enclosures

A Land-Gront University— The C: Lk Is Our Campus
An Equal Opp ity ¢ Affirmaive Action Dstindi
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT

SATISFACTION SURVEY OF

YOUR MOST RECENT VACATION TRIP

This survey questionnaire is about your last vacation trip. Identify the most recent vacation trip you took and describe it b
indicating the type of trip. Which of the following best describes your last vacation trip?
__ Beach

__ Resort

___ Theme Park(s)

Festivals/Special Events

Recreation

Outdoor

__ Combined (business and pleasure)

Visiting friends and relatives

Touring (traveling from place to place)

Other. Please specify.

How many nights did you stay on your trip?

Did this trip take place within the United States or abroad?
O Within the United States/domestic
O Abroad/international

Now concentrate on the trip you just identified. Take a moment to think about your experiences on that trip. The remaind
of this questionnaire is designed to measure your satisfaction or dissatisfaction with various aspects of your most recent vacatic
trip. Read each statement and indicate your agreement or disagreement with it by marking the appropriate response categor

SATISFACTION WITH TRAVEL/TOURISM SERVICES RELATED TO THE PRETRIP (7%e iten
in this section focus on your experiences with making travel arrangements for your most recent vacation trip. If you didn’t u.
services of travel and tourism professionals [e.g., travel agents, ticket agents, hotel reservations clerks] then mark "N
Applicable” to the items in this section.)

Strongly  Agree Neither  Disagree  Strongly Not

Agree Agree Disagree | Applicable
nor
Disagree
1. 1 was satisfied with the quality of the service o a o u] a a

provided by travel and tourism professionals
(e.g., travel agents, ticket agents, hotel
reservation clerks) while planning the trip.

2. Making travel and accommodation a a o a ] [m]
arrangements for this trip was basically
problem-free (e.g., travel agents were
knowledgeable, I was not put on hold for long
periods of time).

3. The cost of the services provided by travel a a a a ] O
and tourism professionals in helping me with
the travel logistics was reasonable and well
worth it.
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SATISFACTION WITH TRAVEL/TOURISM SERVICES RELATED TO THE EN ROUTE TRIP
(The items in this section focus on your experiences with travel services provided to you by travel carriers and personnel while
traveling to the destination site. If you used your automobile to drive to the destination site, then mark "Not Applicable" to
the items in this section.)

Strongly  Agree Neither
Agree Agree

nor
Disagree
I was pleased with the quality of the services =] ] u]
provided in transit to the vacation site.

My travels to the vacation site were basically =] u] ]
problem-free (e.g., plane seats were as

reserved, train seats reclined properly, bus

driver did not get lost).

The cost of travel to the vacation site was u] =] =]
reasonable and well worth it.

Disagree  Strongly
Disagree

a

Not

i Applicable

o

o

SATISFACTION WITH TRAVEL/TOURISM SERVICES AT THE DESTINATION SITE (7#e items
in this section focus on your experiences with travel and tourist services at the vacation site. If you didn't use travel and
tourism services at the vacation site [e.g., activities, attractions, restaurants, hotels], then mark "Not Applicable” to the items
in this section.)

Strongly  Agree Neither
Agree

Agree
nor
Disagree
Tourist services at the vacation site (e.g., O a [m]
regarding activities, tourist attractions,
restaurants, hotels) were comprehensive and
of high quality. These services made the trip
a richer experience for me.
Tourist services provided at the vacation site m} ] m]
were basically problem-free (e.g., the hotel
room reserved was available at check-in time,
the food was acceptable).
The cost of tourist services at the vacation site =] u] o

was reasonable and well worth it.
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SATISFACTION WITH TRAVEL/TOURISM SERVICES RELATED TO THE RETURN TRIP
(The items in this section focus on your experiences with travel services provided to you by travel carriers and personnel while
returning home from the destination site. If you used your automobile to drive home from the destination site, then mark "Not
Applicable” to the items in this section.)

Strongly  Agree Neither  Disagree  Strongly Not
Agree Agree Disagree | Applicable
nor
Disagree :

1. I was satisfied with the quality of the services [m] a a o o | [m]
provided by those who assisted me on the way
home (e.g., flight attendants, cabin stewards,
bus drivers, ticket agents). :

2. My return travels were basically problem-free a m] o o o a
(e.g., the plane seats were comfortable, we ‘
returned on time).

3. The cost of travel home from the vacation site o a m] =] m] o

was reasonable and well worth it.

SATISFACTION WITH TRAVEL/TOURISM SERVICES RELATED TO THE TRIP IN
GENERAL (The items in this section focus on your general feelings about the travel and tourism services related to every
aspect of the trip: pretrip, en route, destination site and return trip. If you didn't use any travel and tourism services related
to any aspect of the vacation trip, then mark "Not Applicable” to the items in this section.)

Stwongly Agree  Neither Disagree  Strongly i Not
Agree i

Agree Disagree ; Applicable
nor
Disagree i
1. In general, I was pleased with the quality of o o [m] o [m] [m]
the travel and tourism services related to this
vacation trip.
2. The travel and tourism services related to this u] a 8] o a o
vacation trip were basically problem-free. i
3. The cost of the travel and tourism services o o o o o' o
related to this vacation trip was reasonable
and well worth it.
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TRIP REFLECTIONS (The items in this section focus on your post-trip reflections — those memorable moments that
enriched your life. Mark "Not Applicable" to the items below that do not apply to your vacation.)

Swongly  Agree  Neither Disagree  Strongly Not
Agree Agree Disagree : Applicable
nor
i

1 On this trip, I felt free to do the kinds of a a a O a m]
things that I can't do at home.

2. On this trip, I felt free from the controls of o [m] ] O O =]
other people. I felt in control of my
movements and actions.

3. On this trip, I felt free from the pressures of o a o o a o
life.

4. On this trip, I felt far away from the drudgery o a1} n} =] o =}
of work.

5. 1 needed to get away from work and relax. o o m] o mj O
This trip helped me to rejuvenate.

6. I was feeling overworked and emotionally o o a o O a
exhausted. This trip helped me fo get away
from the stresses and strains of work.

7. On this trip, I became emotionally involved [u] ] a u] ] a
and engaged with people and things. This
experience was very pleasant for me.

8. This trip allowed me to get close to my o o o [ o a
spouse, children, relatives, and/or friends. It
was very much worthwhile.

9. On this trip, I was able to re-establish a o a o u] a a
dwindling relationship with people for whom I
care a lot.

10. On this trip, I managed to do exciting things. a a [n} o o o
I experienced a lot of thrills. This experience
has been enriching.
On this trip, I established friendships with one ] a ] m] [m} a
or more new people. This was exciting. 1
needed to make new friends.
On this trip, 1 got involved with an exciting ] [m] o ] ] a
activity. I felt alive.

13. On this trip, I was able to pursue a passionate m} m] o o ] =]
interest. This experience was thrilling.
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TRIP REFLECTIONS (Continued from previous page)

Swroagly
Agree

4, On this trip, I had a chance to master a hobby [w]
or sport. 1had wanted to do this for a long
time but never had the chance.

15. On this trip, 1 was able to sharpen my skills a
on a passionate hobby or sport. This was
very rewarding to me.

16. On this trip, 1 felt spontaneous. This 8]
experience has enriched me in ways | never
expecied.

17. One camaot afford to be spontaneous in a
everyday life. But one needs to be
spontanecus once in 2 while. This trip
allowed me to do just that — be spontaneous.

18 On this trip, I enjoyed getting to do things on o
the "spur-of-the-moment.”

Agree  Neither
Agree

nor

Disagree
a a
a o
u] o
o a
u} u]

Disagree  Strongly

Disagres
(u] a
o o
o o
n| a
a a

Not
Applicable

SATISFACTION WITH THE GENERAL TRIP EXPERIENCE (7he items in this section focus on your
general feelings toward the vacation trip — whether or not the trip, at large, was an enriching experience in you life.)

Strongly  Agree  Neither
Agres

1. All in all, I feel that this trip has erriched ny a
fife. T'm really glad I went on this trip.

2. On this trip, 1 accomplished the purpose of the =]
vacation. This experience has enriched me in
some ways.

3. This trip was rewarding to me in many ways. ]
[ feel much better about things and myself
after this trip.
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O a
a a
N} (W]

Disagree  Strongly

Disagree
a O
w} m)
0O o

Not
Applicable
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SATISFACTION WITH LEISURE EXPERIENCES AT HOME (The items in this section focus on your
general feelings of leisure experiences at home -- whether or not you feel that the leisure time at home has recently been spent
in meaningful, fulfilling ways. The three items below refer lo "work" as "job-related work.” If you feel that you don't work,

please mark "Not Applicable” to that item.)

Strongly
Agree
I I do things that are fulfilling when I'm off a
work.
2. Lately, I have been fecling very good about o
the way I spend my leisure time after work.
3. Leisure time after work is very important to o

me.

Not
Applicable

SATISFACTION WITH LEISURE EXPERIENCES AT LARGE (The items in this section focus on your
general feelings of leisure experiences at large — if you feel that the leisure time at home, as well as away from home, has
recently been spent in meaningful, fulfilling ways. One item below refers to "work” as "job-related work." If you feel that you

don't work, please mark "Not Applicable” to that item.)

Strongly
Agree
1. Recently, I have been spending quality leisure =]
time in general (e.g., going on vacations,
relaxing around the house, enjoying a hobby).
2. I am the kind of person who knows how to (=]
enjoy leisure time anytime and anywhere.
3. I am generally happy with the quality of my o

leisure time.
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SATISFACTION WITH NON-LEISURE LIFE DOMAINS (The items in this section focus on your general
feelings about other life experiences besides leisure. For example, feelings about your job, your family, your personal health,
your community, and any other experiences that are meaningful to you.)

Swongly Agree  Neither  Disagrec  Strongly Not
Agree Agrec Disagree  Applicable
nor
Disagree
1. I am generally happy with my job. o o m] o u} o
2. I am generally happy with my family o o o =] a a
situation.
3. I am generally happy with my personal a a a [} a o
health.
4. I am generally happy with the relationships I u} a o o a o
have with people such as relatives, friends,
and neighbors.
5. I am generally happy with my community and o o a} a m} o
neighborhood.
6. 1 am generally happy with my standard of [n} m] a o o a
living and financial situation.

SATISFACTION WITH LIFE IN GENERAL (The items in this section focus on your general feelings about your
life in general.)

Strongly ~Agree  Neither  Disagree  Strongly
Agree

Agree Disagree
nor
Disagree
1am generally happy with my life. [m] o a =] o
2. Although I have my ups and downs, in a a m] o =}
general, I feel good about my life.
3. I lead a meaningful and fulfilling life. o o o o o
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LIFE SATISFACTION RELATED TO TRIYP (The items in this section focus on your general feelings about your
vacation trip enriching your life in general.)

Swongly  Agree Neither  Disagree  Strongly Not
Agree Agres Disagres { Applicable
nor
Disagree
1. I feel as though this trip has enriched my life. O a o a a a
2. Taking this vacation trip was important to me. O [m] | [m} a O
My life would have been more stressful
3. I felt that 1 really needed this wip. Tt helped O ] o o o ]
me rejuvenate and feel good about myself and
my life in general.

YOUR VIEWS REGARDING TRAVEL IN GENERAL (7he iterns in this section focus on your general feelings

about your traveling.)
Smongly  Agree  Neither Disagres  Strongly Not
Agres Agree Disagree : Applicable
nor
Disagree

1. I am the kind of person who enjoys B8 [m] m} O m] O
embarking on new adventures while on
vacation.

2. In general, I feel confident in the planning O ] O a ] a
decisions I make regarding my vacation trips.

3. T usually experience feelings of anxiety about m) m] O a a m]
traveling.

ABOUT YOU (Demographic informarion.)
Age Gender (please circle): M F
Race (please circle): White Black Other (Please specify)
Marital status (please circl):  Now married  Widowed  Divorced  Separated  Never macried
Please approximate your houschold income to the nearest $10,000.
How ofien do you use leisure resources near your home (¢.g., golf courses, hiking trails, lakes)?
DOVeryoften O Often [ Notveryofien O Never
"Psychocentrics” are defined as travelers who are rather self-inhibited and non-advenmresome on
vacation. "Allocenirics” are defined as those who enjoy trying a wide variety of pursuits and challenges while on vacation.
Place zn "X" on the following grid in the location that best describes your travel personality.

Ihnkyonforwmplenngthlsqmire Please send it to Janet Neal, Department of Hospitality and Toarism
Management, Virgimia Tech, Blacksharg, VA 24061-0429.
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Reminder Postcard (front and back)

Dear Vacationer:

A few weeks ago, a travel satisfaction survey was mailed to you If you have
already retumed your completed questionnaire, thank you for your
participation. If not, please retum by November 10, 1998. Youcoopu‘anon
can help maike this study a success.

j‘amtD Neal,Ph.D Candidate

quMofMﬂymﬂTourmMmgunent
Virginia Tech

Blacksburg, VA. 24061-0429

A TECH
AC

E RALL
SBURG. VA 24061
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Question Numbers and Coding Information

Questions 4-59 were all measured on a Likert-type scale and were coded from 5
= 1 (strongly agree =» strongly disagree). Question 60 was reverse coded.

1. Type of trip (1 = beach, 2 = resort, 3 = theme park(s), 4 =
festivals/special events, 5 = recreation, 6 = outdoor, 7 = business and
pleasure combined, 8 = visiting friends and relatives, 9 = touring, 10
=other).

4. I was satisfied with the quality of the service provided by travel and
tourism professionals (e.g., travel agents, ticket agents, hotel reservation
clerks) while planning the trip.

5. Making travel and accommodation arrangements for this trip was basically
problem-free (e.g., travel agents were knowledgeable, I was not put on
hold for long periods of time).

6. The cost of the services provided by travel and tourism professionals in
helping me with the travel logistics was reasonable and well worth it.

7. I was pleased with the quality of the services provided in transit to the
vacation site.

8. My travels to the vacation site were basically problem-free (e.g., plane
seats were as reserved, train seats reclined properly, bus driver did not get
lost).

9. The cost of travel to the vacation site was reasonable and well worth it.

10. Tourist services at the vacation site (e.g., regarding activities, tourist
attractions, restaurants, hotels) were comprehensive and of high quality.
These services made the trip a richer experience for me.

11. Tourist services provided at the vacation site were basically problem-free

(e.g., the hotel room reserved was available at check-in time, the food was
acceptable).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23

24.

25.

The cost of tourist services at the vacation site was reasonable and well
worth it.

I was satisfied with the quality of the services provided by those who
assisted me on the way home (e.g., flight attendants, cabin stewards, bus

drivers, ticket agents).

My return travels were basically problem-free (e.g., the plane seats were
comfortable, we returned on time).

The cost of travel home from the vacation site was reasonable and well
worth it.

In general, I was pleased with the quality of the travel and tourism
services related to this vacation trip.

The travel and tourism services related to this vacation trip were basically
problem-free.

The cost of the travel and tourism services related to this vacation trip was
reasonable and well worth it.

On this trip, I felt free to do the kinds of things that I can't do at home.

On this trip, I felt free from the controls of other people. I felt in control
of my movements and actions.

On this trip, I felt free from the pressures of life.
On this trip, I felt far away from the drudgery of work.

I needed to get away from work and relax. This trip helped me to
rejuvenate.

I was feeling overworked and emotionally exhausted. This trip helped me
to get away from the stresses and strains of work.

On this trip, I became emotionally involved and engaged with people and
things. This experience was very pleasant for me.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

This trip allowed me to get close to my spouse, children, relatives, and/or
friends. It was very much worthwhile.

On this trip, I was able to reestablish a dwindling relationship with people
for whom I care a lot.

On this trip, I managed to do exciting things. I experienced a lot of
thrills. This experience has been enriching.

On this trip, I established friendships with one or more new people. This
was exciting. I needed to make new friends.

On this trip, I got involved with an exciting activity. I felt alive.

On this trip, I was able to pursue a passionate interest. This experience
was thrilling.

On this trip, I had a chance to master a hobby or sport. I had wanted to do
this for a long time but never had the chance.

On this trip, I was able to sharpen my skills on a passionate hobby or
sport. This was very rewarding to me.

On this trip, I felt spontaneous. This experience has enriched me in ways
I never expected.

One cannot afford to be spontaneous in everyday life. But one needs to be
spontaneous once in a while. This trip allowed me to do just that -- be
spontaneous.

On this trip, I enjoyed getting to do things on the “spur-of-the-moment.”

All in all, I feel that this trip has enriched my life. I'm really glad I went
on this trip.

On this trip, I accomplished the purpose of the vacation. This experience
has enriched me in some ways.

This trip was rewarding to me in many ways. I feel much better about
things and myself after this trip.
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

I do things that are fulfilling when I'm off work.

Lately, I have been feeling very good about the way I spend my leisure
time after work.

Leisure time after work is very important to me.

Recently, I have been spending quality leisure time in general (e.g., going
on vacation, relaxing around the house, enjoying a hobby).

I am the kind of person who knows how to enjoy leisure time anytime and
anywhere.

I am generally happy with the quality of my leisure time.
I am generally happy with my job.

I am generally happy with my family situation.

I am generally happy with my personal health.

I am generally happy with the relationships I have with people such as
relatives, friends, and neighbors.

I am generally happy with my community and neighborhood.

I am generally happy with my standard of living and financial situation.
I am generally happy with my life.

Although I have my ups and downs, in general, I feel good about my life.
I lead a meaningful and fulfilling life.

I feel as though this trip has enriched my life.

Taking this vacation trip was important to me. My life would have been
more stressful without this trip.

I felt that I really needed this trip. It helped me rejuvenate and feel good
about myself and my life in general.
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58.

59.

60.

62.

63.

64.

69.

70.

71.

72.

I am the kind of person who enjoys embarking on new adventures while on
vacation.

In general, I feel confident in the planning decisions I make regarding my
vacation trips.

I usually experience feelings of anxiety about traveling.
Gender (1 = male, 2 = female).
Race (1 = white, 2 = African American, 3 = other).

Marital status (1 = now married, 2 = widowed, 3 = divorced, 4 =
separated, 5 = never married).

The actual number of nights spent on the trip
Actual age of the respondents.
Actual income of the respondents.

Early respondents = 1, late respondents = 2, non-respondents = 3.
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APPENDIX B

Respondent Profile Data

Table B.1
Age of Respondents

Mean = 56.55
n = 811
Age <25 | 25-34 | 35-44 | 45-54 | 55-64 | 65-74 | 75-84 85+
n 30 33 124 152 175 193 95 9
% 3.7 4.1 15.3 18.7 21.6 23.8 11.7 1.1

Table B.2

Income of Respondents

Mean = $57,053.60
n=681
Income | < $20,000 | $20,000-39,999 | $40,000-59,999 | $60,000-79,999 | $80,000-99,999 [ $100,000 +
n 28 138 180 125 85 125
% 4.1 20.1 26.5 18.4 12.5 18.4
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Table B.3
Marital Status of Respondents (n = 807)

Marital Now Widowed Divorced Separated Never
Status Married Married
n 628 70 48 7 54
% 77.8 8.7 5.9 0.9 6.7
Table B.4
Gender of Respondents (n = 806)
Gender Male Female
n 458 348
% 56.8 43.2
Table B.5
Ethnic Origin of Respondents (n = 805)
Ethnic Origin White African-American Other
n 786 16 3
% 97.6 2.0 0.4
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Early Respondents versus Late Respondents

APPENDIX C

Table C.1
Results of t-test to Survey Questions
by Early Respondents versus Late Respondents

Question Early Late t-value d.f. 2-tailed
Number Respondents Respondents Significance
Mean n Mean n

4 4.3 743 4.3 64 0.154 805 0.878

5 4.2 747 4.2 63 0.732 73.417 0.466

6 4.4 740 4.1 64 1.484 73.032 0.142

7 4.2 732 4.0 60 1.330 71.388 0.188

8 4.1 724 4.1 58 0.218 780 0.827

9 4.2 740 4.0 62 1.581 72.257 0.118

10 4.1 746 4.1 61 0.572 805 0.568

11 4.2 732 4.0 63 1.219 793 0.223

12 4.0 730 3.8 64 1.592 74.930 0.116

13 4.5 731 4.7 60 -0.411 789 0.681

14 4.0 729 3.8 54 1.553 72.999 0.125

15 4.1 747 4.0 65 1.747 72.497 0.085

16 4.2 742 4.1 62 0.966 802 0.334

17 4.1 741 4.0 61 1.440 74.401 0.154

18 4.1 746 3.9 60 1.892 75.517 0.062

19 4.0 732 4.1 63 -0.545 793 0.586

20 3.9 724 3.9 54 0.058 776 0.954
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21 4.1 727 4.0 56 1.056 781 0.291
22 4.3 717 4.2 67 1.192 782 0.234
23 4.1 724 4.1 68 0.312 790 0.755
24 3.8 742 3.6 68 1.489 76.835 0.141
25 3.8 722 3.8 62 0.809 782 0.419
26 4.1 718 4.2 61 -0.117 777 0.907
27 3.3 712 3.4 58 -0.259 768 0.796
28 4.3 722 4.2 53 0.118 773 0.906
29 3.3 733 3.4 61 -0.480 792 0.631
30 3.6 727 3.5 65 0.500 790 0.617
31 3.4 713 3.4 67 -0.555 778 0.579
32 2.7 712 2.6 61 1.173 771 0.241
33 2.9 709 3.0 64 -0.973 771 0.331
34 3.3 735 3.3 63 0.684 796 0.494
35 3.3 736 3.3 55 0.406 789 0.685
36 3.7 738 3.8 61 -0.753 797 0.452
37 4.2 735 4.2 62 0.322 795 0.747
38 4.2 745 4.3 56 -0.959 799 0.338
39 3.9 704 4.0 68 -0.016 770 0.310
40 3.9 746 3.9 64 -0.058 808 0.954
41 3.5 746 3.6 62 -0.588 806 0.557
42 4.2 747 4.1 61 0.544 806 0.587
43 3.8 747 3.7 65 0.423 810 0.673
44 3.9 742 3.8 61 0.791 801 0.429
45 3.9 741 3.9 63 -0.186 802 0.852
46 3.9 738 4.0 46 -0.652 782 0.514
47 4.2 731 4.2 51 -0.330 780 0.741
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48 4.0 742 4.0 47 -0.215 787 0.830
49 4.2 743 4.2 67 -0.246 808 0.806
50 4.1 747 4.2 66 -1.362 811 0.173
51 4.1 734 4.2 66 -1.496 798 0.135
52 4.3 743 4.4 62 -1.774 803 0.077
53 4.3 743 4.4 62 -1.394 803 0.164
54 4.2 743 4.3 62 -0.457 803 0.658
55 4.0 743 3.9 64 0.548 805 0.584
56 3.6 741 3.7 61 -0.946 800 0.345
57 3.7 736 3.7 61 -0.179 795 0.858
58 4.1 723 4.0 52 0.899 773 0.369
59 4.2 711 4.3 48 -0.472 757 0.637
60 3.4 714 3.4 56 -0.325 768 0.745
69 7.8 715 7.9 64 -0.052 777 0.959
Demographic factors:
70 (Age) 56.6 748 56.0 63 -0.297 809 0.767
71 (Inc.) | $56,0176 627 | $67,203 54 -1.539 679 0.124

NOTE: * denotes significance at the 0.05 level.

Please refer to APPENDIX A for question number key.
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Table C.2
x*> Test of Gender by

Early Respondents versus Late Respondents

Gender Early Respondents Late Respondents

(n = 739) (n= 67)
Male 431 27
Female 308 40
Pearson ¢? = 10.201
Significance = 0.070

Table C.3

x? Test of Marital Status by
Early Respondents versus Late Respondents

Marital Status Early Respondents Late Respondents

(n = 740) (n = 67)
Now Married 578 50
Widowed 62 8
Divorced 43 5
Separated 7 0
Never Married 50 4

Pearson y* = 2.446
(d.f. = 4)
Significance = 0.874

239




Table C.4

x? Test of Ethnic Origin by

Early Respondents versus Late Respondents

Ethnic Origin Early Respondents Late Respondents

(n = 738) (n = 67)
White 721 65
African-American 15 |
Other 2 1

Pearson ? = 5.245
(d.f. = 2)
Significance = 0.263
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APPENDIX D

Respondents Versus Non-respondents

Table D.1
Results of t-test to Selected Survey Questions
by Respondents versus Non-respondents
Question Respondents Non-respondents t-value d.f. 2-tailed

Number Significance

Mean n Mean n
70 56.5 811 48.2 52 3.465% 861 001
69 7.8 779 9.5 52 -1.598 829 110
37 4.2 797 4.6 52 -3.457% 847 001
38 4.2 799 4.3 52 -.677 | 55.69 501
39 3.9 772 4.2 52 -2.080 882 .38
52 4.3 805 3.9 52 4.362% 855 .000
53 4.3 805 3.9 52 5.138% 855 .000
54 4.2 805 3.9 52 2.946% 855 .003

NOTE: “Respondents”as reported here include both early and late respondents
* denotes significance at the 0.05 level.

Q70 = Age of the Respondent

Q69 = Number of nights on trip

Questions 37-39 are designed to measure the “satisfaction with the general trip experience” construct.
Q37 = “Allin all, I feel that this trip has enriched my life. I’'m really glad I went on this trip.”

Q38 = “On this trip, I accomplished the purpose of the vacation. This experience has enriched me in
some ways.”

Q39 = “This trip was rewarding to me in many ways. I feel much better about things and myself after
this trip.”

Questions 52-54 are designed to measure the “satisfaction with life in general” construct.

Q52 = “I am generally happy with my life.”

Q53 = “Although I have my ups and downs, in general, I feel good about my life.”

Q54 = “I lead a meaningful and fulfilling life.”
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Table D.2

x* Test Results of Gender for Respondents versus Non-respondents

Significance = 0.962

Gender Respondents Non-respondents

(n = 806) (n = 52)
Male 458 29
Female 348 23
Pearson y? = 1.004
(df. =1

NOTE: “Respondents” as reported here include both early and late respondents
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APPENDIX E

Survey Data Compared with SW Virginia Census Data
and with 1994 Tourism Study Data

Table E.1

x? Test Results of Gender for Census versus Survey

Gender Census Population Survey Sample
Male 49% 58%
Female 51% 42 %

Pearson y? = 1.775
(d.f. = 1)
Significance = 0.183

Table E.2

x*> Test Results of Gender for 1994 Tourism Study versus Current Survey

Gender 1994 Tourism Study Sample | Current Survey Sample
Male 56% 58%
Female 44 % 42 %
Pearson > = 0.082

(df. =1)

Significance = 0.775
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Table E.3

x> Test Results of Age Categories for Census versus Survey

Age Category Census Population Survey Sample

18-24 15% 4%
25-34 20% 4%
35-44 19% 15%
45-54 15% 19%
55-64 13% 22%
65-74 11% 24%
75-84 6% 12%
85+ 2% 1%

Pearson y? = 27.452
(d.f. =17
Significance = 0.000*

* indicates significance at the 0.05 level.

Table E.4

x> Test Results of Age Category 1994 Tourism Study versus Current Survey

Age Category

1994 Tourism Study Sample

Current Survey Sample

Significance = 0.140

<25 1% 4%
25-34 11% 4%
35-54 40% 34%
55-74 37% 46 %
75 + 10% 13%
Pearson y? = 6.925

(d.f. = 4)
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Table E.S

x?> Test Results of Income Category for Census versus Survey

Income Category

Census Population

Survey Sample

Significance = 0.000*

< $19,999 20% 1%
10,000-19,999 22% 2%
20,000-29,999 19% 7%
30,000-39,999 15% 13%
40,000-49,999 10% 12%
50,000-59,000 6% 14%
60,000-74,999 5% 18%
75,000-99,999 3% 14%
100,000- 124,999 1% 12%
125,000-149,999 0% 1%
$150,000 + 1% 6%
Pearson ¢? = 72.050

(d.f. = 10)

* indicates significance at the 0.05 level
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Table E.6
v’ Test Results of Income Category for 1994 Tourism Study
versus Current Survey

Income Category 1994 Tourism Study Sample | Current Survey Sample
< $9,999 16% 1%
10,000-19,999 21% 2%
20,000-29,999 21% 7%
30,000-39,999 18% 13%
40,000-49,999 11% 12%
$50,000 > 13% 64 %
Pearson ¢? = 69.703

(d.f. =5)

Significance = 0.000*

* indicates significance at the 0.05 level

Table E.7
x? Test Results of Marital Status for Census versus Survey
Marital Status Census Population Survey Sample
Now Married 58% 78%
Widowed 9% 9%
Divorced 7% 6%
Separated 3% 1%
Never Married 24% 7%

Pearson x> = 13.630
(d.f. = 4)
Significance = 0.009*

* indicates significance at the 0.05 level

246



Table E.8
x? Test Results of Marital Status for 1994 Tourism Study versus Current Survey

Marital Status 1994 Tourism Study Sample | Current Survey Sample
Single 24% 21%
Married 76 % 80%
Pearson ¢? = 0.188

(d.f. = 1)

Significance = 0.665

Table E.9
x*> Test Results of Ethnic Origin for Census versus Survey
Ethnic Origin Census Population Survey Sample
White 89% 98 %
African-American 10% 2%
Other 1% 0%

Pearson y? = 6.366
(d.f. = 2)
Significance = (.041*

* indicates significance at the 0.05 level

Table E.10
x*> Test Results of Ethnic Origin for 1994 Tourism Study versus Current Survey
Ethnic Origin 1994 Tourism Study Sample | Current Survey Sample
White 97 % 98 %
African-American 2% 2%
Other 1% 0%

Pearson y? = 6.40
(d.f. =2)
Significance = 0.726
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