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Abstract

The aim of this study is to fill in the shortage of customer research on tourism in five of the biggest European markets. Five tourism areas, namely the destination choice, the destination distance, the motivations to travel, the climate change and the environmental considerations, are refined by several academics and researchers worldwide and consequently studied. To investigate these topics, we conduct field interviews and use three different statistical methods to analyze the data. Among other findings, we show that the destination distance significantly depends on GDP per capita and Hofstede’s uncertainty avoidance. Moreover, it is found that different market segments have different tourism preferences and therefore, should be targeted by different holiday destinations. All these findings can be sensibly used by practitioners and the public authorities to optimize tourism services.
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1. Introduction

In this article, we investigate the tourism preferences of the customers in ten European Cities. The consequent research questions cover the actual destination choice of various consumer segments, the dependence of destination distance on the socio-demographic characteristics, GDP and cultural differences, the motivations to visit a destination and finally, the role of environmental protection and climate change on tourists’ plans. 

To refine these topics and choose the most interesting relation factors, several academics and researchers worldwide were invited to participate in an online survey (Appendix 1). All these topics have been investigated by many authors in the past, as they seem to be of crucial importance and vitality for both the travel and tourism (T&T) industry and many countries’ and regions’ economies. (LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R., 2008) In the same direction, marketing strategies are based on consumer wishes and desires as “consumer research on tourism is a cornerstone of marketing strategy” (Raaij, W. F. v., 1986). In other words, it is very important to the travel and tourism industry to gain knowledge regarding travel-related behavior, motivations, and preferences of major tourism markets (Mattila A., Apostolopoulos Y., Sonmez S., Yu L. and Sasidharan V., 2001). Apparently, the cities to conduct the surveys (Appendix 2) were selected according to their strategic spatial position (they are all belong to five EU - OECD member countries and three different geographical and cultural regions) and the importance of tourism on their economies [contribution of at least 6% of GDP (OECD Tourism trends and policies, 2010)].

The purpose of the current study is to fill the shortage of customer research on tourism in five of the biggest European markets. Specifically, it intends to identify the segments of customers, explore their needs and wants and suggest how they can be fulfilled. To do so, five layers of demographic classification (city of residence, gender, age, marital status, highest level of education and current occupation), each country’s GDP per capita and Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance will be used. To our knowledge, this is the first research in tourism studying the customers’ preferences by their city of residence instead of their nationality. Eventually, this differentiation is a crucial determinant of tourists’ choices especially in diverse markets like the ones in Belgium and the Netherlands. 
As far as the destination choice is concerned, a plethora of countries is the outcome in most of the studies published so far, giving out different ratios of domestic and international holidays (Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009; Flash Eurobarometer Series 281, 2009; Flash Eurobarometer Series 291, 2010; Ng, S. I., Lee, J. A., Soutar, G. N., 2007; LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R., 2008). Some of them have sought to explore the distance covered by tourists while travelling (Lise W. and Tol, Richard, S. J., 2002 and Eugenio-Martin, J. L. and Campos-Soria, J. A., 2010). However, the number of studies in this field is low and the findings are limited. To our knowledge, this is the first study to estimate the actual travel distance based on each country’s GDP per capita and Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance. Furthermore, plenty of studies have been written on tourists’ motivations and the destination choice criteria (Kozak, M., 2002; LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R., 2008; Hamilton, J. M. and Lau, M. A., 2005; Lise W. and Tol, Richard, S. J., 2002; Jang -Shawn, SooCheong and Cai, L. A., 2002; Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009; Flash Eurobarometer Series 281, 2009; Flash Eurobarometer Series 291, 2010). The ten most important criteria in a number of studies, as in the study of Hamilton, J. M. and Lau, M. A. (2005), plus eco-friendliness are used in the current study to investigate which are the factors that induce Europeans to travel. Moreover, the role of environmental considerations on the destination choice has recently been investigated to make it clear whether sustainable tourism should be promoted to vacationers (Uyarra, M. C. et al. 2005; Mercado L. and Lassoie, J. P., 2002; Liere, K. D. v. and Dunlap, R. E., 1980 and the Flash Eurobarometer Series 281, 2009).  Finally, climate change poses both challenges and opportunities to popular and emerging holiday destinations (Koshida, G. and Avis, W., 1998 and Amelung, B., Nicholls, S. and Viner, D., 2007). To capture any travel pattern alterations caused by this change, both cases were included in the questionnaire. This is an extension that no other study on market research, to our knowledge, has come up with. 

The conclusions of this work are useful for the tourism practitioners and the public authorities to develop their tourism services. Firstly, emerging destinations, e.g. Thailand, are revealed in the choice analysis. Secondly, it is found that destination choice significantly depends on market segments, GDP and Uncertainty Avoidance. In addition, the expected triad of motivations are found to influence the destination choice. These are Access to sea/lakes, Climate/Weather and Price. Another finding has to do with the preference towards eco-friendly destinations. Southern Europeans consider of environmental protection more than their Northern counterparts do. This is the case with the climate change perceptions, as well. Finally, also women are more sensitive than men.

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 elaborates on the previous research findings in the relevant tourism topics. Each section is devoted to a different topic, namely destination choice, destination distance, criteria on choosing a holiday destination, environmental considerations and climate change. To add on this, chapter 3 regards the research methods used in the current study. More specifically, it discusses the survey design, the sample profile, the structure of the questionnaire and the source and purpose of each question. Moreover, chapter 4 includes the statistical analysis of the data, the presentation of the results, the interpretation of these results and their relevancy to previous studies. The last chapter of this study (chapter 6) puts on the conclusions we came up with. A separate part of it is dedicated to the implications for the practitioners, including an interrelation table with the interactions between the variables and the sample’s characteristics. Last but not least, this research finishes with the limitations and suggestions for future research.
2. Literature review

2.1 Destination choice

Tourists’ destination choice has been, for a long time, the most well studied topic in tourism. The evident reason for this is because “different nationalities have diverging spatial distribution travel patterns” (Oppermann, M., 1993). A great variety of articles have been written on that field by academics worldwide. Most of them tried to form models and theories around the tourists’ destination choices. The main categories include: destination loyalty, destination competitiveness, destinations’ quality and pricing, the correlation between nationality and spatial travel pattern within the destination country, theoretical models to explain the decision making process of tourists regarding destination choice, domestic destination preference,  a typology of vacationers with respect to destination choice  patterns and the impact of the economic determinants of the international tourism flows. 
The most relevant surveys studying the actual holiday destination choice, seem to be Ng’s et al (2007), LaMondia’s et al (2008) works and the Flash Eurobarometer analytical reports. In more details, Ng, Lee and Soutar (2007) tested the relationship between the cultural distance and the Australian tourists’ intentions to visit a wide range of holiday destinations. In particular, they used five cultural distance measures and several questionnaires to capture the aforementioned intention.  The findings confirm a strong negative relationship between these measures. Furthermore, LaMondia, Snell and Bhat (2008) studied the Germans’, Greeks’, French’s, Italians’, Spaniards’ and Britons’ preferences to stay within their country of residence. The highest coefficients were 5.849 and 5.069 for Greeks and Spaniards, respectively.
According to the Flash Eurobarometer Series 258 (2009), the top three main-holiday destinations for the countries of interest were: the Netherlands, France and Spain (for the Netherlands), France, Belgium and Spain (for Belgium), Spain, Italy and Portugal (for Spain), Portugal, Spain and France (for Portugal) and Greece, Italy and France for Greece. Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009) was published later in the same year. The same topic was investigated there, as well. The top three destinations were: the Netherlands, France and Spain (for the Netherlands), France, Belgium and Spain (for Belgium), Spain, France and Portugal (for Spain), Portugal, Spain and Brazil (for Portugal) and Greece, Italy and Germany (for Greece).

In early 2010, the Flash Eurobarometer Series 291 (2010) was published to give out the following results as for the planned main-holiday destinations: the Netherlands, France and Italy (for the Netherlands), Belgium, France and Spain (for Belgium), Spain, Italy and France (for Spain), Portugal, Spain and Brazil (for Portugal) and Greece, Italy and Germany (for Greece). Unfortunately, here only the destination continents (not the specific countries) visited by each demographic group are provided. In all these three reports, a preference towards domestic holidays can be noticed. We assume that it is affected by the high domestic holiday percentages in urban (42.3%) and rural (41.5%) areas. In the current research, only people in metropolitan cities were interviewed. Thus, the frequency of domestic holidays is expected to be lower.

Based on these surveys, we are going to extract information about any changes in tourism preferences after comparing the corresponding findings. 
2.2 Destination distance

There is an inexplicable lack of academic research regarding the relationship between the holiday destination distance and the socio-demographic, cultural and economic characteristics. Only two studies were found to elaborate on this topic. In particular, Lise and Tol (2002) conducted a cross-section analysis on destinations of OECD tourists including travel distance, among other variables, in order to investigate the sensitivity of tourist demand for vacation destinations with respect to climate. Their most interesting conclusion is that “Dutch tourists prefer a longer distance to the holiday destination”. Additionally, Eugenio-Martin and Campos-Soria (2010) implemented a bivariate probit model to test the aforementioned relationship. In particular, income, gender, age, size of household and attributes of the place of residence were studied for the role playing on four spatial alternatives: not travelling, travelling domestically only, travelling abroad only and travelling domestically and abroad.

Extending this model, we are going to test the influence of the same predictors, plus Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance dimension and each country’s GDP per capita on the actual distance in kilometers between the city of residence and the holiday destination (see http://www.webflyer.com/travel/mileage_calculator). As the exact holiday destination is not included in this study, as such it is considered to be the capital of the foreign country visited. In case of domestic holidays, the distance is calculated by the distance between the city of residence and the farther domestic airport divided by 2 (see http://www.aircraft-charter-world.com). In this way, the results come close to the mean domestic distance.
2.3 Criteria on choosing a holiday destination

Understanding why people travel and what attributes influence their visitation to specific destinations are of significant interest to many countries and regions vying for the lucrative tourism market (Jang-Shawn, SooCheong and Cai, L. A., 2002). In this direction, Kozak (2002) conducted a questionnaire survey to record the differences between the motivations of German and British tourists visiting Mallorca and Turkey. According to this study, the differentiating destination attributes for vacationers visiting Turkey were the “level of prices/ costs”, “people and culture”, and “scenery and landscape”, while for Mallorca were “accommodation facilities”, “being family oriented”, “availability of sea/beaches”, “availability and suitability of nightlife/entertainment”, and the “relatively shorter flight time” compared to Turkey.  LaMondia et al (2008) tried to draw a general picture of how criteria for choosing a destination impact tourists’ choices by using the unique Eurobarometer vacation travel data collected in 1997. They found that the most important criteria for choosing a holiday destination were scenery and nature (49.7%), climate (45.9%), history and culture (31.0%), visiting friends and relatives (23.76%), and entertainment (19.5%).  Another study elaborated on the gender and religiosity impacts on the factors affecting destination choice during Spring Break in the USA, mainly concentrating on health-risk behavior potentials and destination-related expectations (Mattila A., Apostolopoulos Y., Sonmez S., Yu L. and Sasidharan V., 2001).

To add on this, Hamilton and Lau (2005) conducted a survey asking German tourists departing from Hamburg to participate in a survey concerning the role of climate information in tourist destination choice decision-making. Among other questions, there was one asking tourists to choose and rank their three most important destination attributes. Not only proved climate to be the most frequently chosen one, it also captured the highest ranking of all attributes. “Nature/Landscape”, “Access to the sea/ lakes”, “Cultural/ historical attractions” followed in both choice and ranking. The conclusion that comes out of this research is that “Destination climate is an important consideration for the choice of destination”. Lise and Tol (2002) conducted a cross-section analysis on the OECD tourists destinations and a factor and regression analysis on holiday activities of Dutch tourists. Their main conclusion is that “Climate is an important consideration for tourists’ choice of destination”.
Moreover, Jang and Cai (2002) revealed six underlying push factors and five underlying pull factors for the destination choice. “Knowledge seeking" was the most important factor to motivate the British traveling overseas, followed by "escape" and "family & friend togetherness" ones. Among the five pull motivators, "cleanliness & safety" was considered the most important that drew the British travelers to an overseas destination. This was followed by the factors of "easy-to-access & economical deal" and "sunny & exotic atmosphere".

The European Commission also conducts yearly surveys in 32 European countries to record the attitudes of Europeans towards tourism. Two of the many topics studied in 2009 were the most important factors when deciding on holiday destination or accommodation and the major motivation for the main holiday trip. The top three factors for the countries of interest were: quality of service-safety/security-value for money (Netherlands), value for money-quality of service-price (Belgium), value for money-quality of service-safety/security (Spain), value for money-price-environmental considerations (Portugal), price-safety/security-environmental considerations (Greece). Moreover, the highest scores were found in the following demographic categories: Female, 15-24 years old, up to 15 years of education and manual workers, all for the Price factor and male, 55+ years old, 20+ years of education and self-employed for the Environmental considerations factor. As for the major motivation, the top three ones for the countries of interest are: Rest-Culture-Visiting friends (Netherlands), Rest-Sun-Visiting friends (Belgium), Rest-Sun-Visiting friends (Spain), Rest-Sun-Visiting friends (Portugal), Rest-Visiting friends-Sun (Greece). The 15-24 year olds were more attracted by sun, while those aged over 54 more frequently selected cultural holidays and holiday trips focusing on the beauty of nature. Finally, manual workers were more likely to select the “Sun” motivation (Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009).
 “Value for money” was identified as the most important consideration by 28% of EU citizens according to the Flash Eurobarometer 281 (2009). The top three factors for the countries of interest were Price-cultural attractiveness-quality of service (Netherlands), cultural attractiveness-value for money-price (Belgium), value for money-cultural attractiveness-price (Spain), value for money-price-quality of service (Portugal), price-eco friendliness-value for money (Greece). The demographic categories with the highest scores for the price factor were female, 15-24 year-olds, respondents that are still in education and manual workers. As for the Cultural attractiveness factor, the highest scores were found at the following demographic categories: female, age of 55 years or more, more than 20 years old when ending education and self-employed. Finally, the respondents that chose the Eco-friendliness factor were mostly women, between 40 and 54 years old, still in education and manual worker.

 The project of 2010 seems to also put on another relevant topic, that is ‘Attractions influencing the choice of destination’. When deciding on a holiday destination, the largest part of EU citizens (32%) named the “location’s environment” (i.e. its overall attractiveness) as the key consideration. As for each country’s of interest preferences, the top three attractions were cultural heritage-the environment-entertainment (the Netherlands), the environment- cultural heritage –entertainment (Belgium), cultural heritage-entertainment-the environment (Spain), cultural heritage-the environment-entertainment (Portugal), the environment-cultural heritage-entertainment (Greece). The highest scores for the Cultural heritage factor were found at the following demographic categories: Female, age of over 55 years, age of 16-20 when finishing education and employees (Flash Eurobarometer Series #291, 2010).

2.4 Climate and Tourism 

Undoubtedly, climate is a factor with an impact on the destination choice. Apparently, it is a relatively new topic, attracting much attention recently. Tourists’ concerns about climate and climate change are more notable (Amelung, B., Blazejczyk, K. and Matzarakis, A., 2007). It is clear that climate is one of the most important motivations for visiting a destination in the majority of relevant studies, or, to put it in another way, “climate is an important factor for tourists when choosing their holiday destination” (Hamilton, J. M. and Lau, M. A., 2005) or “climate has a strong influence on the tourism and recreation sector and in some regions of the world constitutes the resource on which the tourism sector is predicated” (Scott, D. and McBoyle, G., 2002). 
More specifically, Kozak (2002) found that “to enjoy good weather” motivation had the highest mean score (without major differences) for both German and British vacationers visiting Mallorca (6,40 and 6,43) and Turkey (6,33 and 6,31). Additionally, LaMondia et al (2008) found that the most important criteria for choosing a holiday destination were scenery and nature (selected by 49.7% of respondents), followed by climate (45.9%). An interesting conclusion they came up with is that those travelers whose main criterion for vacation destination choice was climate were significantly more likely to travel to a Mediterranean country. 
Another study underlining the importance of climate in holiday decision making was the one of Hamilton and Lau (2005). The authors surveyed German tourists departing from Hamburg and found that climate was the most important attribute in their decision to visit a destination. Studying the underlying pull and push factors for the destination choice, Jang and Cai (2002), found that nice weather was the fourth most important pull factor out of 41 motivation expressions. Furthermore, Gossling et al (2006) conducted a survey on tourists visiting Zanzibar. One of their questions covered the reasons for choosing Zanzibar as a holiday destination. Although, only a few tourists mentioned aspects related to climate, more than half of them rated climate very important or important for travel decisions. Moreover, Amelung et al (2007) studied climate the other way around, investigating which weather factors impinge mostly on tourists' weather perception and to what extent.  One of their main findings was that travel motivations have bearing on the way tourists perceive weather, mainly when weather conditions are poor. They also found significant differences between the responses of Israeli and international tourists, as well as between the results of “fine” and “dull” days, regarding the weather conditions. The latter (weather conditions’ differentiating effect) seems to be applicable to the current survey, as well.

Bigano et al (2006) used a variety of data sources to find that people, from all the 35 countries studied, prefer the same climate for their holidays. The optimal holiday destination has an average annual temperature of 16.2 ± 2. In their report, Terry Davies and Sarah Cahill (2000) analyzed the impacts of the tourism industry on the environment. They include a wide range of environmental disorders categorized by the type, the tourists’ activities and the aspects of the tourism industry. Finally, they discuss how each tourism sector can provide either upstream or downstream influence towards a more environmentally responsible tourism. In this report, there is often reference to ecotourism (travel and tourism that attempts to minimize impacts on the environment) that is similar to “ecolabels” included in this study’s questionnaire.

2.5 Public views on Climate Change

Climate change in IPCC usage refers to any change in climate over time, whether due to natural variability or as a result of human activity (IPCC, Climate Change, 2001). Human activity, of course, includes travelling and, in general, tourism activities. In this direction, some surveys have been conducted to capture the public opinion on climate change. A series of Eurobarometer works study this aspect. According to the Special Eurobarometer 217 (2005), respondents from the 25 European Union member states were asked to list the five main environmental issues they were worried about. In particular, the scores of climate change worry in the countries of interest were: the Netherlands 53%, Greece 47%, Belgium 45%, Spain 45% and Portugal 41%. Regarding the climate change worry variance over the socio-demographics, the categories with the highest scores are: Male (49%), Age of 25-39 (49%), Education [End of] 20+ years (49%), Occupation Managers (55%).

The same study was carried out by the same Organization three years later to give out the Special Eurobarometer 295 (2008). The corresponding scores for the countries of interest were:  Greece 67%, Belgium 58%, Spain 57% and Portugal 54% and the Netherlands 53%. Here, the highest scores over the different demographic categories were not provided. However, it is remarkable that climate change, as one of the 15 areas of environmental worries, has the greatest total increase compared to 2004 scores. In 2009, Special Eurobarometer 313 (2009) investigated the Europeans’ attitudes towards climate change. This study included the respondents’ perceptions on the seriousness of climate change as a problem. The scores of “A very serious problem” answer in the countries of interest were: Greece 94%, Spain 70%, Portugal 67%, Belgium 67% and the Netherlands 57%. Moreover, it was found that that those who consider “climate change” to be a very serious problem were more often respondents who: were female and between 15 and 54 years old, studied until the age of 16 or longer and were students, self employed or white-collar workers.

All the above studies indicate that climate change increasingly represents a spatial concern. Besides that, as time goes by, southern Europeans (people residing in the Mediterranean area) seem to worry more and more about climatic alterations compared to their northern counterparts.
2.6 Climate Change and Tourism 

As far as the climate change and its influence on the destination choice are concerned, there is a relatively short amount of literature, providing two types of implications – constraints and opportunities.
Daniel Scott & Geoff McBoyle (2002) used a modified version of the tourism climatic index (TCI) developed by Mieczkowski (1985) to investigate the relationship between climate and tourism by exploring the spatial and temporal patterns of the tourism climate resource in North America. According to the analysis they made for eight Canadian cities, they concluded that the annual tourism climate resource improved at each location in both the 2050s and 2080s. Under two climate change scenarios, Vancouver and Yellowknife were the largest benefactors in the 2050s and 2080s, respectively. Montreal and Toronto had the least net improvement. Another interesting finding was the seasonal impact of climate change on the tourism climate resource. Particularly, Calgary was the only city where the TCI increased in every month under all of the climate change scenarios. The rest of the cities had smaller increases (exceptions are Montreal and Toronto), changing in that way their Conceptual tourism climate distributions. Building on that, the authors conclude that the increased peak TCI scores and additional months in the ‘excellent’ category for several Canadian cities would be expected to have a positive impact on the domestic tourism economy.
Geoffrey Wall, writing for the Canada Country Study (Koshida, G. and Avis, W., 1998), suggests that global climate change may place constraints upon and provide new opportunities for the tourism industry. After examining the climate change impacts on tourism in a range of categories (water-based recreation, natural areas, winter recreations and summer recreations), he concluded that “it is likely that future climates will influence the viability of alternative types of tourism, providing challenges and threats to some destination areas and enhanced opportunities for others”.

Additionally, an experiment was undertaken by Becken (2004) in Australia and New Zealand to explore how tourists perceive climate change. The experiment included two simple questions: “Do you think global climate change is an issue for tourism? Why?” and “Would you participate in a ‘tree-planting-scheme’ where you plant a tree at a small cost to offset some of the greenhouse gas emissions produced as a result of your travel? Why?”. After splitting the respondents in 5 groups, they found that only one segment might be susceptible to initiatives involving cognitive effort, whereas other groups are characterized either by complete lack of knowledge (which requires a low level of information) or by the emphasis on affective and emotional components.

Moreover, Geoffrey Wall and Catherine Badke (1994) studied four research areas by sending letters to 192 agencies individually responsible for climate and tourism. The findings are the following:

· The majority (81%) of respondents felt that climate and weather are major tourism determinants. This implies that any change in climate could have an impact on the tourism industry world-wide.

· The majority of the respondents that did answer this question, from both the tourism (80%) and the climate organizations (74%), believed that climate change may be a significant issue for tourism in their country.

· Consequences of climate change could include the alteration of natural features, making tourism less attractive than previously in a region; the shifting of the seasons making certain activities infeasible in peak periods; and the alteration of habitats, making some activities less enjoyable than previously.
After gaining data on two (the macro- and micro-) levels, Lise and Tol (2002) concluded that a gradual warming would induce tourists to seek different holiday destinations, or travel at different times during the year. Climate change is therefore likely to lead to drastic changes in tourist behavior. Although very responsive, tourists were found not to care much about climate change. Furthermore, Amelung et al (2007) used historical weather data and two IPCC future emission scenarios to compute the Mieczkowski’s Tourism Climatic Index for each grid cell across the land surface of the earth. Their results revealed changes in the tourism comfort level with a too hot climate at the Northern Mediterranean countries causing a “bimodal shoulder peaks” pattern in these regions and a general poleward movement in tourism comfort.
A pilot study was developed by Braun et al (19990 to investigate the sensitivity of destination choice to climate change effects. They used five groups of respondents and provided them with five different climate change scenarios (two positive, two negative and one neutral) about coastal destinations in Germany. The main finding of the study was that the reported likelihood of choosing a destination decreased in the case of negative climate change scenarios, but the increasing effect for the positive scenario proved to be insignificant. To add on this, Daniel Scott et al (2004) investigated the current patterns and the potential changes in the spatial and temporal distribution of the climate resource for tourism in 143 North American cities using the Mieczkowski’s TCI (MIieczkowski, Z., 1985) and 2 climate change scenarios. The conclusion they came up with is that different tourism destinations are likely to be ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ under climate change, with some benefiting from an improved and extended warm-weather  tourism season (northern USA and Canada) and others suffering from climatic conditions less conducive to general tourism activities and perhaps reduced tourism demand (large urban centers in the USA).

Hamilton (2004) used two different climate specifications to capture the climatic attractiveness of 41 countries that German tourists had visited. For specification 1, the climate scenario leads to an increase in the index values for every country, but the increases are higher for the northern European countries. According to the values for specification 2, the popular southern European countries face decreases in the index values under a climate change scenario. However, in the same scenario, Spain keeps the highest index value for August.  Berrittella et al (2006) came up with the conclusion that climate change can affect many aspects of our lives through tourism, like domestic demand, household income, investment flows and welfare (Berrittella M., Bigano A., Roson R. and Tol R. S. J., 2006).

Finally, Hamilton et al studied the impacts of climate change, population growth and economic growth on tourism and the potential change on the current pattern of international tourism caused. The most interesting finding was that climate change would lead to a gradual shift of tourist destinations towards higher latitudes and altitudes. Climate change would also imply that tourists would stay closer to home, causing a fall of total international tourist numbers (Hamilton, J. M., Maddison, D. J.  and Tol, R. S. J., 2004). In Canada, Wilton and Wirjanto (1998) estimated that a 10°C above normal summer temperature would increase domestic tourism expenditures by approximately 4% (Scott, D. and McBoyle, G., 2002).

2.7 Environmental considerations and Tourism

Several academics have tried to give a view of environmental behavior in tourist destinations. Among others, Mihalic gave a definition of ecolabels: “Ecolabels are awarded to products environmentally less harmful in comparison to other products from the same product group”. Then, she underlined the existence of various kinds of ecolabels in the tourism market. If quasi ecolabelling (which does not meet all the criteria of independence, transparency and objectivity) is ignored, ‘tourism labels’ often combine the criteria of ecolabels (refer to the impact of tourist products or tourism on the environment) and eco quality labels (refer to the tourist product's environmental attributes, e.g. to the state of the environmental quality of the tourist destination) (Mihalic T., 2001).
Additionally, Uyarra et al studied the attributes for determining the destination choice and the holiday enjoyment of 654 tourists visiting two Caribbean islands. They included 16 environmental attributes in their questionnaires, like beach characteristics and fish diversity to accent the influence of the environment on the destination choice and the holiday enjoyment. Evidently, a healthy environment, either sea-based or land-based, significantly contributed to both destination choice and holiday enjoyment (Uyarra, M. C., Cote, I.M., Gill, J. A., Tinch, R. R. T., Viner, D. and Watkinson, A. R., 2005). Zahra, among other competitiveness rules for the 21st century, suggested that companies recognizing the great potential of environmental entrepreneurship can derive a great deal of competitive advantage from their investments in environmentally friendly strategic choices. The second location was that some of the investments in environmentally friendly technologies and practices are already paying off (1999) for companies and their stakeholders (Zahra, S. A., 1999).
Moreover, Kozak underlined that there is a clear influence of the environmental considerations on the travelers’ destination choice. On top of that, he supported that the future competitiveness of destinations will be based on the extent to which they are concerned with their sustainability (Kozak, M., 1999). In the same direction, Larry Dwyer and Chulwon Kim (2003), having given insights on the destination competitiveness, underlined that policymakers have long come to realize that environmental commitment makes good economic sense for the tourism sector. In another study, Mercado and Lassoie (2002) concluded that clean ocean water and beaches were the most important factors considered by the vacationers visiting Punta Cana, the Dominican Republic. Their most interesting finding is the additional price that respondents were willing to pay for staying in a hotel or resort that had adopted a recycling water program, what is described as “minimized impact of tourism on the local environment” in the current study.
Furthermore, Van Liere and Dunlap (1980), made an evaluation of existing knowledge regarding the social bases of public concern with environmental quality. After reviewing the relative literature, they concluded that age hypothesis posits a negative association between age and environmental concern (the older – the less negative), education is positively associated with environmental concern, the associations between income and environmental concern are not so clear, occupational prestige and environmental concern are positively related, social class is positively associated with environmental concern and most of the studies reviewed indicated that females are more environmentally concerned than males. The Flash Eurobarometer 281 (2009) included the same question in order to investigate the attitudes of Europeans towards tourism. The scores for the first answer (environmental considerations already have an impact on my holiday plans) in the countries of interest are: Portugal 58%, Greece 45%, Spain 40%, Belgium 34% and the Netherlands 26%. Besides that, the demographic categories with the highest scores are: Females 31.3%, 40-54 year-olds 33.7%, End of education at 20+ years of age 36.8%, Self-employed 34.1%.
The European Commission conducted another survey on the Europeans’ attitudes towards the issue of sustainable consumption and production. Although it refers to products, the difference to the holidays services should not be so large. About the importance of a product’s impact on the environment, the “very important” scores for the countries of interest are: Greece 58%, Belgium 40%, Portugal 39%, Spain 35% and the Netherlands 21%. The highest scores were observed for women, older respondents, while respondents with different levels of education and different occupations did not differ much in terms of the total importance they gave to a product’s environmental impact. The results get even more interesting when the importance of ecolabelling in purchasing decisions is studied. Overall, almost half (47%) of EU citizens said that ecolabelling plays an important role in their purchasing decisions. In more details, 64% of Greeks, 57% of Portuguese, 49% of Spaniards, 45% of Dutch and 42% of Belgians chose this answer. The demographic categories with the highest contribution to this option were: women, the over 39 year-olds, those with the highest level of education and the self-employed (Flash Eurobarometer 256, 2009).

One more survey was conducted by the European Commission to record the Europeans’ attitudes towards the environment. It also included the question “how informed do you feel about environmental issues?”. The well informed answer scores for the countries of interest are: Netherlands 62%, Belgium 56%, Spain 48%, Greece 48% and Portugal 39%. The well informed respondents were mainly: females, more than 40 years old in age, having obtained their highest degree after their 20 years of age and managers or students (Special Eurobarometer 217, 2005).
3. Methodology

3.1 The survey

The current research puts on the holiday destinations chosen by tourists and the public opinion on the environmental issues relating to tourism. The safest and most reliable way to capture all the above is by carrying an outfield, face-to-face, researcher-administered survey (interview). Other kinds of surveys, like telephone, direct mail or online, would limit the broadness of the sample and would probably provide less accurate data. As argued by Nachmias & Nachmias, a field survey provides a cost-effective way to collect data and is suitable to investigate phenomena that can be observed directly by the researcher (Seddighi, H.R., Theocharous, A. L., 2002, pg 480).
Consequently, the writer visited the metropolitan areas of 10 cities (see Appendix 2) and the respondents were asked to fill in a questionnaire of 12 questions translated into each city’s official language. At the same time, participants were able to check the results and updates of the surveys on www.tourism-survey.blogspot.com.  

As mentioned before, the questions cover two fields. The first part consists of the personal choice of destination, the most important motivations on this and the influence of environmental issues on the destination choice, while the second one records the respondents’ demographic characteristics.

3.2 Sample Profile

At the 10 cities visited (Appendix 2), only people permanently living in one of them and being over 15 years old were supposed to be members of the general population. It was done so in order to keep the number of values of the “city of residence” variable low and comparable. The individuals were chosen through the purest form of probability sampling, that is the simple random sampling technique. To have a sample as complete as possible, several places in each city were visited, at different times of the day, on different days (Appendix 2). In that way, it became more likely that hardly anybody from the city’s population could be excluded from the sample. 

Men and women of all ages (over 15 years old) were approached regardless of their relationship with tourism. So, even people that had not travelled the last years could participate in this survey. Eventually, the final sample consisted of more than 1000 respondents, with more than 100 of them interviewed in each city. The only exception was the city of Porto where more than 90 individuals where interviewed. 

3.3 The Questionnaire

Hardcopy questionnaires were used for this research. On the top of each, there were clearly stated: the research topic “Survey on the Europeans’ Tourism preferences”, the university’s name and logo, as well as the phrase “Your answers will remain anonymous”. In order to be sure about the respondents’ permanent residence, the corresponding question was placed first. In case the option “other city” was chosen, the interview was kindly stopped by the researcher. Questions 2 to 7 included the destination choices and the environmental considerations in the following order: destinations already visited, destinations planned to visit until the end of 2010, the destination visited during the main holiday, the most important factors for choosing a destination and the influence of environmental considerations and climate change in tourism. Accordingly, questions 8 to 12 were placed to record the sample’s socio-demographic profile.

Finally, the English questionnaire was translated in five languages with the back-translation procedure. For this to be done, academics, native speakers and language teachers were consulted.
3.4 Questions and Answers

All the questions and answers can be found in Appendix 3. 

Question 1 was designed to capture the relationship between the personal preferences and the city of residence. Only respondents that permanently live in one of the 10 cities were allowed to fill in the rest of the questionnaire.

Question 2 and 3 concerned the destinations that respondents have already visited and planned to visit, respectively, on vacation in 2010. These two questions were placed there to distinguish the destinations into the already visited and the ones visited in the future.  In that way, we can discriminate the destinations that were already visited (we assume that respondents do not lie) and the destinations to be probably visited in the future.

Question 4 regarded the destination that hosted/ will host their main holiday (of the longest duration) in 2010. This question was a slightly altered version of “Question 6” in the Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009). Under questions 2, 3 and 4, there was enough space for the respondents to fill in the corresponding country/countries.

In Question 5, respondents were asked to choose the three factors (among 11 ones) playing the most important role on their destination choice decision.   Although, the Eurobarometer Series 281 included a similar question, the answer options were few and too general. For this reason, the question investigated in Hamilton’s and Lau’s work (2005) was preferred. To choose the 10 factors, the authors analyzed the attributes that were found to be the most important for tourists in 7 studies on destination image. However, an 11th factor was added to the answers set of the current research, to also investigate the importance of eco-friendliness. This question was purposefully placed on the first page of the questionnaire. Respondents were not told in advance the specific focus of the interview. This way, the individuals’ perceptions on the importance of climate and eco-friendliness was assessed before they became aware of this topic being the main theme of the survey.
Question 6 was added to project tourists’ environmental consciousness and their perception about ecolabels. It was based on “Question 11” of the Flash Eurobarometer Series 281. The question was slightly changed to become thorough and the answers remained the same. To support this, Mihalic (2001), in her study on the environmental behavior implications for tourist destinations, suggested that positive answers to questions such as: “When choosing a destination/hotel – do you take environmental criteria into account?” can express and measure the actual environmental behavior and not just the intention to act in an environmentally friendly way. Overall, question 6 is meant to record tourist’s actual behavior towards eco-friendly destinations.
Question 7 referred to tourists’ views on climate change and its impact on their destination choice. Studying the relevant literature, two opinions prevail. According to the first, climate change can be a benefactor for northern, non-popular touristic destinations (Scott, D. and McBoyle, G., 2002; Scott, D., McBoyle, G. and Schwartzentruber, M., 2004; Hamilton J. M., 2004 and Amelung, B., Blazejczyk, K. and Matzarakis, A., 2007). In contrast, climate change may also represent a drawback for some previously benefitted destinations (Koshida, G. and Avis, W., 1998; Becken, S., 2004; Wall, G. and Badke, C., 1994; Amelung, B., Nicholls, S. and Viner, D., 2007; Braun, O. L., Lohmann, M., Maksimovic, O., Meyer M., Merkovic A., Messerschmidt E., Riedel A. and Turner M., 1999; Scott, D., McBoyle, G. and Schwartzentruber, M.,2004; and Hamilton, J. M., Maddison, D. J.  and Tol, R. S. J., 2004). In this direction, in the current survey, as many respondents had already taken climate change into consideration while choosing their destination were able to choose between two answers, i.e. “rejection of negative impacted destinations” (Answer 1) and “preference towards positively impacted destinations” (Answer 2). Respondents that chose answer 1 could also choose the sub-answer “I choose domestic destinations because of the rejection of negatively impacted ones” (Answer 11), as also argued by Hamilton, J. M., Maddison, D. J.  and Tol, R. S. J. (2004) and Scott, D. and McBoyle, G. (2002). The rest of the answers, as well as the question, remained in the standards of Question 6.

Questions 8 to 12 (Appendix 4) recorded the respondents’ demographic characteristics, namely, the gender, the age, the marital status, the highest degree of education and the current occupation, respectively. In order to be sure that the answers remained congruent regardless of the differences across the countries and the cities (e.g. education in the Netherlands), natives were consulted.
4. Analysis and Results

4.1 Destination choice

In this section, we will discuss the dependence of the actual destination choice on several demographic states. However, the wide range of touristic destinations necessitates a careful analysis and precludes the regression methods. Therefore, by implementing crosstabulation analyses between each one of the three destination categories (already visited, planned to visit and main holidays) and the demographic characteristics, we can gain useful intelligence on the different tourist groups’ preferences.
	
	
	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	

	
	
	AMS
	ROT
	BRU
	ANT
	MAD
	BAR
	LIS
	POR
	ATH
	THE
	

	
	BELGIUM
	8
	10
	9
	7
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	

	
	FRANCE
	11
	16
	43
	41
	7
	14
	4
	7
	4
	5
	

	
	GREECE
	3
	4
	5
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	61
	74
	

	
	ITALY
	8
	9
	13
	16
	12
	11
	4
	2
	4
	3
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	2
	3
	4
	0
	6
	2
	53
	39
	0
	0
	

	
	SPAIN
	14
	11
	18
	16
	52
	43
	17
	21
	1
	2
	

	
	USA
	11
	7
	1
	5
	4
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	


Table 1a: Cross-tabulation analysis – Already visited destinations by city of residence
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Figure 1: Tourism flows from each city of residence – Already visited destinations
The tables and figures here show the top three destinations for each city of residence. As for the destinations visited before summer (Table 1a – Figure 1), France is popular in all the cities of residence, Spain in all of them except for the Greek ones and Italy is such in the Belgian, Spanish and Greek cities. The rest of the top three destinations are Belgium (popular only in Rotterdam), Greece (popular in Athens and Thessaloniki, as also found by LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R. (2008), Portugal (popular in Lisbon and Porto) and the USA (popular in Amsterdam).
	
	
	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	

	
	
	AMS
	ROT
	BRU
	ANT
	MAD
	BAR
	LIS
	POR
	ATH
	THE
	

	
	FRANCE
	18
	11
	27
	25
	12
	9
	5
	7
	1
	4
	

	
	GERMANY
	6
	6
	6
	1
	6
	7
	3
	1
	1
	7
	

	
	GREECE
	9
	1
	2
	10
	4
	0
	1
	1
	79
	65
	

	
	ITALY
	11
	7
	8
	19
	13
	11
	4
	5
	5
	3
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	3
	5
	3
	3
	5
	3
	55
	47
	0
	0
	

	
	SPAIN
	23
	18
	12
	20
	55
	39
	17
	23
	2
	1
	

	
	THAILAND
	3
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	

	
	UK
	7
	9
	11
	5
	6
	5
	6
	6
	2
	2
	

	
	USA
	8
	16
	3
	5
	5
	4
	2
	3
	1
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 1b: Crosstabualtion analysis – Planned to visit destinations by city of residence
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Figure 2: Tourism flows from each city of residence – Planned to visit destinations

The top three destinations visited from summer till the end of the year (Table 1b – Figure 2) are Spain which is popular in all the cities of residence except for the Greek ones, France (not popular in Lisbon and Athens), Italy (popular in Amsterdam, Antwerp, Madrid, Barcelona and Athens), the UK (popular in Brussels and Lisbon), Portugal (popular in both Portuguese cities), Greece (popular only for domestic tourism), Germany (preferred by Thessaloniki residents), Thailand (popular in Athens) and, finally, the United States of America that are chosen by tourists living in Rotterdam.

	
	
	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	

	
	
	AMS
	ROT
	BRU
	ANT
	MAD
	BAR
	LIS
	POR
	ATH
	THE
	

	
	FRANCE
	11
	5
	24
	16
	4
	4
	2
	1
	0
	3
	

	
	GREECE
	7
	3
	6
	5
	2
	0
	0
	0
	79
	78
	

	
	INDIA
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	ITALY
	8
	6
	5
	12
	6
	9
	2
	2
	1
	1
	

	
	NETHERLANDS
	3
	7
	0
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	3
	4
	2
	1
	1
	1
	68
	47
	0
	0
	

	
	SPAIN
	13
	12
	10
	13
	55
	31
	7
	14
	1
	0
	

	
	SWITZERLAND
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	

	
	THAILAND
	2
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	

	
	UK
	0
	5
	8
	2
	2
	4
	1
	3
	1
	0
	

	
	USA
	9
	6
	3
	3
	3
	4
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 1c: Crosstabualtion analysis – Main holidays destinations by city of residence
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Figure 3: Tourism flows from each city of residence – Main holidays destinations

Eleven destinations consist the top three list of the main (longest) holidays for the ten cities surveyed (Table 1c – Figure 3). In more details, Spain is popular, once again, in all the cities of residence apart from the Greek ones, as was the case in the “Already visited”, the “Planned to visit” lists and the Flash Eurobarometer Series 281, 2009 and the Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009. Furthermore, as also found in the Flash Eurobarometer Series 291, 2010, Italy is one of the top three destinations for five cities (Rotterdam, Antwerp, Madrid, Barcelona and Lisbon). The rest of the most popular main holiday destinations are France (popular in Amsterdam, Brussels, Antwerp, Madrid and Thessaloniki), Greece (popular in Athens and Thessaloniki) – both consistent with LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R. (2008) and the Special Eurobarometer studies (Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009; Flash Eurobarometer Series 281, 2009 and Flash Eurobarometer Series 291, 2010), Portugal (popular for the Portuguese), the United Kingdom (popular in Brussels and Porto), the United States (popular in Amsterdam and Rotterdam), India (popular in Barcelona), the Netherlands (popular in Rotterdam) and, finally, Switzerland and Thailand which fill the top-three destination list for Athens. The countries with the highest domestic holiday orientation are Greece, Portugal and Spain (as also supported by LaMondia, J., Snell, T., Bhat, C. R., 2008). A potential relationship of this domestic orientation with the perceived cultural distance (as in Ng, S. I., Lee, J. A., Soutar, G. N., 2007 for Australian tourists) should be addressed by future research.

	
	
	GENDER
	Difference

	
	
	M
	F
	

	
	GREECE
	63
	86
	-23 (-14%)

	
	ITALY
	49
	33
	16 (20%)

	
	USA
	11
	23
	-12 (-35%)

	
	FRANCE
	71
	81
	-10 (-7%)

	
	NETHERLANDS
	27
	20
	7 (15%)

	
	
	
	


Table 2a:  Gender differences for the already visited destinations 

	
	
	GENDER
	Difference

	
	
	M
	F
	

	
	GERMANY
	27
	17
	10 (23%)

	
	GREECE
	71
	101
	-30 (-17%)

	
	ITALY
	46
	40
	6 (7%)

	
	NETHERLANDS
	20
	13
	7 (21%)

	
	PORTUGAL
	57
	67
	-10 (-8%)

	
	
	
	


Table 2b:  Gender differences for the planned to visit destinations 

	
	
	GENDER
	Difference

	
	
	M
	F
	

	
	EGYPT
	0
	8
	-8 (-100%) 

	
	GREECE
	77
	103
	-26 (-14%) 

	
	ITALY
	30
	22
	8 (15%) 

	
	SPAIN
	73
	83
	-10 (-6%)

	
	USA
	12
	20
	-8 (-25%)

	
	
	
	


Table 2c:  Gender differences for the main holidays destinations 
Much information is revealed by the crosstabulation analysis of the destination choice and the respondents’ gender (Tables 2a-c). Here, the differences between males’ and females’ destination choices are estimated to show the gender’s influence on the holiday spatial preferences. So, for the destinations visited before summer (Table 2a), USA keeps the largest difference with 35% of women more than men visiting this country. The rest of the differences are: Italy (20% for men), the Netherlands (15% for men), Greece (14% for women) and France (7% for women). As for the destinations visited from summer onwards (Table 2b), 23% of men more than women choose Germany as a destination, 21% men more than women visit the Netherlands and 17% women more than men travel to Greece. The corresponding differences for Portugal and Italy are 8% for women and 7% for men, respectively.

Finally, 100% of women more than men visit Egypt for their main holidays, as no man was found to spend his longest vacation in this country (Table 2c). It is found that women also prefer the USA (25%), Greece (14%) and Spain (6%). The only destination country pretty chosen by men is Italy with the difference of 15%.

The data are well distributed across the age categories. Therefore, it is better to implement a crosstabulation analysis including not only the overall top three destinations, but also the top three destinations after excluding the domestic holidays. So, for the destinations visited before summer (Table 3a), including domestic tourism, the most visited countries are France, Greece and Spain for all the age categories. It should be noticed that as age increases, the visits to Greece lower. After excluding domestic tourism, France, Italy and the UK are chosen by ages of 15-24, 25-39 and 40-54. On the contrary, for the 55+ age group, France, Italy and the USA compromise the top three destinations.

	
	
	AGE
	

	
	
	15-24
	25-39
	40-54
	55+
	

	INCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	FRANCE
	51
	52
	29
	20
	

	
	GREECE
	48
	65
	29
	7
	

	
	SPAIN
	61
	74
	42
	18
	

	EXCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	ITALY
UK
FRANCE
USA
	25
15
51

12
	31
19
52

13


	21
9
29

4


	5
2
20

5


	


Table 3a: Age differences for the already visited destinations

About the destinations visited during the second half of the year (Table 3b), Spain, Greece and Portugal are preferred by the three first age groups. On the other hand, Spain, Portugal and France get in the list for ages over 55, indicating that Greece (most of the times the Greek islands) targets young and middle aged tourists. If excluding domestic tourism, the data get much dispersed. In this case, the top three destinations are: France, Germany and the UK for youngsters (15 to 24 years old), France, Italy and the UK for tourists aged between 25 and 39, France, Italy and Germany for middle aged tourists (40 to 54 years old) and France, the UK and the USA for older people (55+).

	
	
	AGE
	

	
	
	15-24
	25-39
	40-54
	55+
	

	INCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	GREECE
	49
	74
	40
	9
	

	
	SPAIN
	71
	83
	39
	17
	

	
	PORTUGAL
FRANCE
	46

44
	42

42
	23

22
	13

11
	

	EXCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	FRANCE

GERMANY
ITALY

UK

USA


	44

22

20

21

18


	42

13

42

28

23

	22

7

21

5

4

	11

2

3

5

4
	


Table 3b: Age differences for the planned to visit destinations

The same pattern appears after analyzing the main holiday destinations across the age groups (Table 3c). Once again, Spain, Greece and Portugal are popular for teenagers, youngsters and middle aged tourists, with Greece left out after France for respondents over 55 years old.

	
	
	AGE
	

	
	
	15-24
	25-39
	40-54
	55+
	

	INCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	FRANCE
	13
	28
	16
	13
	

	
	GREECE
	52
	78
	40
	10
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	47
	42
	25
	13
	

	
	SPAIN
	41
	63
	38
	14
	

	EXCLUDING DOMESTIC HOLIDAYS
	FRANCE

ITALY

UK

USA


	13

10

9

12
	28

26

15

12

	16

11

1

4

	13

5
1

5
	


Table 3c: Age differences for the main holidays destinations

Marital status is another explanatory variable influencing the destination choice. In this analysis, there is enough data only for the three first categories, i.e. Single, Married and Divorced. So, respondents in all these categories travel to Spain, France and Greece for their winter and first half of the year holidays (Table 4a). As for the rest of the year (Table 4b), single tourists prefer visiting Spain, Greece and France and the married ones travel to Spain, Greece and Portugal. Divorced travelers give priority to Greece and Spain, leaving Portugal and France in the third place of their destination choice. As far as the main holidays are concerned (Table 4c), Single and Married segments choose the typical triad of destinations (Spain, Greece and Portugal) and the divorced group choose Spain, Greece and France.

	
	
	MARITAL_STATUS
	

	
	
	SINGLES
	MARRIED
	DIVORCED
	WIDOWED
	
	

	
	FRANCE
	100
	41
	6
	3
	
	

	
	GREECE
	99
	43
	6
	0
	
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	64
	39
	4
	2
	
	

	
	SPAIN
	124
	57
	10
	2
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4a: Crosstabulation analysis – Already visited destinations by marital status
	
	
	MARITAL_STATUS
	

	
	
	SINGLES
	MARRIED
	DIVORCED
	WIDOWED
	
	

	
	FRANCE
	83
	30
	5
	0
	
	

	
	GREECE
	112
	48
	12
	0
	
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	73
	44
	5
	1
	
	

	
	SPAIN
	143
	54
	10
	1
	
	

	Total
	1913
	949
	184
	23
	
	


Table 4b: Crosstabulation analysis – Planned to visit destinations by marital status
	
	
	MARITAL_STATUS
	

	
	
	SINGLES
	MARRIED
	DIVORCED
	WIDOWED
	
	

	
	FRANCE
	39
	24
	5
	1
	
	

	
	GREECE
	117
	53
	10
	0
	
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	71
	49
	4
	2
	
	

	
	SPAIN
	96
	48
	10
	1
	
	

	Total
	1913
	949
	184
	23
	
	


Table 4c: Crosstabulation analysis – Main holidays destinations by marital status
Useful information comes afloat after inputting respondent’s education level as a variable (no education, primary school, secondary school, bachelor, master, PhD, no answer – Appendix 4). Hence, the top three winter and spring destinations (Table 5a) for Secondary, Bachelor and Master Education respondents are Spain-Greece-Portugal, Spain-Greece-France and Spain-France-Italy, respectively. To add on this, during the second half of the year (Table 5b), the most visited countries are Spain, Portugal and Greece for the secondary education group, Spain, Greece and France for the Bachelor group and France, Spain and Italy for tourists having obtained a Master degree. Finally, regarding the main holidays (table 5c), the top three destinations are Spain-Greece-Portugal, Greece-Spain-Portugal and Spain-Italy-Greece for the Secondary Education, Bachelor and Master groups, respectively.
	
	
	LEVEL OF EDUCATION
	

	
	
	NO
	PR.SC.
	SEC.SC.
	BACH
	MAS
	PHD
	NO ANS.
	

	
	FRANCE
	0
	0
	58
	64
	26
	2
	2
	

	
	GREECE
	1
	2
	65
	67
	10
	3
	1
	

	
	ITALY
	1
	1
	26
	40
	13
	1
	0
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	0
	0
	62
	42
	4
	0
	1
	

	
	SPAIN
	0
	3
	88
	79
	21
	2
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5a: Crosstabulation analysis – Already visited destinations by level of education
	
	
	LEVEL OF EDUCATION
	

	
	
	NO
	PR.SC.
	SEC.SC.
	BACH
	MAS
	PHD
	NO ANS.
	

	
	FRANCE
	0
	2
	47
	45
	20
	4
	1
	

	
	GREECE
	1
	3
	70
	80
	16
	2
	0
	

	
	ITALY
	1
	3
	24
	38
	17
	3
	0
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	0
	3
	75
	39
	6
	0
	1
	

	
	SPAIN
	0
	4
	104
	80
	19
	2
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5b: Crosstabulation analysis – Planned to visit destinations by level of education
	
	
	LEVEL OF EDUCATION
	

	
	
	NO
	PR.SC.
	SEC.SC.
	BACH
	MAS
	PHD
	NO ANS.
	

	
	GREECE
	1
	4
	79
	83
	12
	1
	0
	

	
	ITALY
	1
	1
	10
	26
	12
	2
	0
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	0
	3
	75
	43
	5
	0
	1
	

	
	SPAIN
	0
	2
	82
	57
	13
	1
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5c: Crosstabulation analysis – Main holidays destinations by level of education
The last variable to be viewed for its influence on the destination choice is the respondents’ occupation (self employed, employer, employee, manual worker, student, unemployed, retired, no answer – Appendix 4). In this case, only self-employed, employees and student categories contain enough data to record the respondents’ spatial preferences. As for the first half of the year holidays (Table 6a), Spain, Greece and France are chosen by both self-employed and employee groups, while Spain, Portugal and France are preferred by students. During the second half of the year (table 6b), tourists choose Spain, Greece and France (self employed), Spain, Greece and Portugal (employees) and Spain, France and Portugal (students). Finally, all three profession groups spend their longest vacation in Greece, Spain and Portugal (Table 6c).
	
	
	CURRENT_OCCUPATION
	

	
	
	S.E.
	EMP/ER
	EMP/EE
	M.W.
	STU
	UNEMP.
	RET.
	NO ANS.
	

	
	BELGIUM
	5
	1
	13
	0
	16
	2
	3
	0
	

	
	FRANCE
	26
	6
	74
	0
	35
	1
	9
	1
	

	
	GREECE
	16
	10
	85
	2
	22
	8
	5
	1
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	11
	1
	54
	0
	37
	2
	2
	2
	

	
	SPAIN
	31
	10
	95
	0
	45
	5
	8
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6a: Crosstabulation analysis – Already visited destinations by current occupation
	
	
	CURRENT_OCCUPATION
	

	
	
	S.E.
	EMP/ER
	EMP/EE
	M.W.
	STU
	UNEMP.
	RET.
	NO ANS.
	

	
	FRANCE
	22
	3
	49
	0
	42
	1
	1
	1
	

	
	GREECE
	28
	13
	92
	1
	25
	8
	5
	0
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	14
	4
	60
	0
	42
	0
	2
	2
	

	
	SPAIN
	36
	5
	110
	1
	50
	3
	4
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6b: Crosstabulation analysis – Planned to visit destinations by current occupation
	
	
	CURRENT_OCCUPPATION
	

	
	
	S.E.
	EMP/ER
	EMP/EE
	M.W.
	STU
	UNEMP.
	RET.
	NO ANS.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	GREECE
	31
	15
	95
	2
	24
	9
	4
	0
	

	
	PORTUGAL
	16
	5
	60
	0
	40
	1
	3
	2
	

	
	SPAIN
	27
	4
	93
	1
	22
	3
	5
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6a: Crosstabulation analysis – Main holidays destinations by current occupation
4.2 Destination distance

In this section, the hypothesized relationships between the destination distance (in kilometers) and the demographic characteristics, uncertainty avoidance, GDP per capita will be tested using the method of linear regression. After inputting all the variables in the model (Tables 7a–c), multicollinearity is observed with tolerance values (1/VIF) less than 0.1 (Table 7c). This means we should implement three different regressions (as many as the categories) to separate the predictors that correlate.

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,524E9
	13
	1,172E8
	11,436
	,000a

	
	Residual
	1,024E10
	999
	1,025E7
	
	

	
	Total
	1,176E10
	1012
	
	
	


Table 7a: ANOVA – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics, GDP and uncertainty avoidance
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5969,233
	726,714
	
	8,214
	,000

	
	Amsterdam
	-177,694
	452,383
	-,016
	-,393
	,695

	
	Brussels
	661,082
	398,809
	,058
	1,658
	,098

	
	Antwerp
	1472,429
	391,046
	,133
	3,765
	,000

	
	Madrid
	1050,029
	392,374
	,092
	2,676
	,008

	
	Barcelona
	1062,192
	387,189
	,094
	2,743
	,006

	
	Lisbon
	283,922
	419,857
	,025
	,676
	,499

	
	Porto
	499,724
	429,997
	,042
	1,162
	,245

	
	Athens
	58,765
	445,285
	,005
	,132
	,895

	
	Male
	195,208
	203,108
	,029
	,961
	,337

	
	Age1524
	1344,159
	359,889
	,180
	3,735
	,000

	
	Age2539
	1146,116
	348,887
	,164
	3,285
	,001

	
	Age4054
	572,835
	380,482
	,068
	1,506
	,132

	
	UNC_AVOID
	-54,843
	7,562
	-,328
	-7,252
	,000


Table 7b: Coefficients – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics, GDP and uncertainty avoidance
	Model
	Beta In
	t
	Sig.
	Partial Correlation
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	Tolerance

	1
	Rotterdam
	,000a
	,000
	1,000
	,000
	4,829E-14

	
	GDP_PER_CAPITA
	.a
	.
	.
	.
	,000


Table 7c: Excluded variables – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics, GDP and uncertainty avoidance
4.2.1 Demographics

Based on Eugenio-Martin, J. L. and Campos-Soria, J. A. (2010), we use three demographic covariates (city of residence, gender, age) to predict the outcome. For this reason, we define the following model:

DISijz= β0 + β1i CITYi + β2j GENj + β3z AGEz + ε,
where i=1,2,…,10,

CITYi= Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Brussels, Antwerp, Madrid, Barcelona, Lisbon, Porto, Athens, Thessaloniki,

j=1,2

GENj= Male, Female,

z= 1,2,3,4,

AGEz= 15-24, 25-39, 40-54, 55+
The results of the analysis, indicate that the proportion of variance explained for destination distance is 13% (R² = 0.130) and the effect of the predictors on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 11,436, p < .01)

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,360a
	,130
	,118
	3201,336


Table 8a: Model summary – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,524E9
	13
	1,172E8
	11,436
	,000a

	
	Residual
	1,024E10
	999
	1,025E7
	
	

	
	Total
	1,176E10
	1012
	
	
	


Table 8b: ANOVA – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-173,224
	445,687
	
	-,389
	,698

	
	Amsterdam
	3058,065
	447,994
	,268
	6,826
	,000

	
	Rotterdam
	3235,758
	446,173
	,286
	7,252
	,000

	
	Brussels
	1648,262
	446,853
	,144
	3,689
	,000

	
	Antwerp
	2459,609
	439,881
	,222
	5,592
	,000

	
	Madrid
	2475,956
	447,328
	,217
	5,535
	,000

	
	Barcelona
	2488,120
	444,026
	,221
	5,604
	,000

	
	Lisbon
	722,669
	446,027
	,064
	1,620
	,105

	
	Porto
	938,471
	455,585
	,080
	2,060
	,040

	
	Athens
	58,765
	445,285
	,005
	,132
	,895

	
	Male
	195,208
	203,108
	,029
	,961
	,337

	
	Age1524
	1344,159
	359,889
	,180
	3,735
	,000

	
	Age2539
	1146,116
	348,887
	,164
	3,285
	,001

	
	Age4054
	572,835
	380,482
	,068
	1,506
	,132


Table 8c: Coefficients – Linear regression – Destination distance by demographics
The coefficients above (Table 8c) indicate that both City of Residence and Age have a significant influence on the travel distance. On the other hand, Gender does not seem to significantly predict the outcome. In particular, tourists departing from Rotterdam and Amsterdam prefer the most remote holiday destinations (b=3235.758, p<0.01 and b=3058.065, p<0.01, respectively, compared to Thessaloniki). This preference of Dutch tourists compared to other European ones is supported by Lise and Tol, as well (Lise W. and Tol, Richard, S. J., 2002). Other cities with significant coefficients are Barcelona (b=2488.120, p<0.01), Madrid (b=2475.956), Antwerp (b=2459.609, p<0.01), Brussels (b=1648.262, p<0.01), and Porto (b=938.471, p<0.05), all compared to Thessaloniki. 

Age is another significant predictor of travel distance. Specifically, the age categories 15-24 and 25-39 positively influence the travel distance (b=1344.159, p<0.01 and b=1146.116, p<0.01, respectively, compared to 55+). This finding comes in contradiction to Eugenio-Martin’s and Campos-Soria’s (2010) findings, who supported that older people are more likely to travel abroad than domestically.
Finally, as far as Gender is concerned, males seem to travel further (b=195.208), as also found by Eugenio-Martin and Campos-Soria (2010), without this influence being significant, though. 
4.2.2 Uncertainty Avoidance

Uncertainty avoidance indicates to what extent a culture programs its members to feel either uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured situations. Unstructured situations are novel, unknown, surprising and different from usual (see http://www.geert-hofstede.com). Remote destinations definitely represent novel, unknown, surprising and unusual situations in terms of culture, administration, geography and economy (Ghemawat, P., 2001). Therefore, it is expected that tourists from countries with low Uncertainty avoidance travel longer distances to their holiday destination. 

Hence, the following model will be used to predict the destination distance in regards to Hofstede’s Uncertainty avoidance:


DISi= β0 + β1 Unc_Avoidi + εi,
where  i=1,2,…,10.
The results of the second analysis, indicate that the proportion of variance explained for destination distance is 9% (R² = 0.091) and the effect of the predictor on the dependent variable was found significant (t-stat = -10,050, p < .01).

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,301a
	,091
	,090
	3252,279


Table 9a: Model summary – Linear regression – Destination distance by uncertainty avoidance
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,068E9
	1
	1,068E9
	100,994
	,000a

	
	Residual
	1,069E10
	1011
	1,058E7
	
	

	
	Total
	1,176E10
	1012
	
	
	


Table 9b: ANOVA – Linear regression – Destination distance by uncertainty avoidance
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	7111,268
	461,495
	
	15,409
	,000

	
	UNC_AVOID
	-50,356
	5,011
	-,301
	-10,050
	,000


Table 9c: Coefficients – Linear regression – Destination distance by uncertainty avoidance
Apparently, the coefficients table shows such the negative relationship as described before. As Uncertainty Avoidance increases by one unit, the travel distance decreases by 50.356 km, p<0.01.

4.2.3 GDP

Lacking the sample’s income levels, each country’s GDP per capita value is going to be resolved on their prediction on the actual travel distance through the following model: 

DISi= β0 + β1 GDPi + εi,

where i=1,2,…,10.
Here, we expect a positive relationship between GDP values and distance in kilometers. The results of the third analysis, indicate that the proportion of variance explained for destination distance is 5.8% (R² = 0.058) and the effect of the predictor on the dependent variable was found significant (t-stat=7,861, p < .01).
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,240a
	,058
	,057
	3311,172

	a. Predictors: (Constant), GDP_PER_CAPITA


Table 10a: Model summary – Linear regression – Destination distance by GDP per capita
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	6,775E8
	1
	6,775E8
	61,790
	,000a

	
	Residual
	1,108E10
	1011
	1,096E7
	
	

	
	Total
	1,176E10
	1012
	
	
	


Table 10b: ANOVA – Linear regression – Destination distance by GDP per capita
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-304,703
	382,489
	
	-,797
	,426

	
	GDP_PER_CAPITA
	,114
	,014
	,240
	7,861
	,000


Table 10c: Coefficients – Linear regression – Destination distance by GDP per capita
Indeed, the analysis shows a positive relationship, indicating that as GDP per capita increases across the five countries, tourists travel longer distances to their holiday destinations (b=0.114, p<0.05). This is the case in the study of Eugenio-Martin and Campos-Soria (Eugenio-Martin, J. L. and Campos-Soria, J. A., 2010), as well.

4.3 Criteria on choosing a destination

In this section, we will see how the motivations to visit a destination vary across the different demographic groups. The tables of the multinomial regression are the following.

	Model
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept Only
	7,452E3
	
	
	

	Final
	6,716E3
	735,773
	330
	,000


Table 11a: Model fitting information – Multinomial regression – Criteria by demographics
After including the predictors to the model, the final model is a better fit than the original one, as the decrease in log-likelihood is positive and significant (x²=735.773, p<0.01), (Table 11a).

	Effect
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood of Reduced Model
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept
	6,716E3
	,000
	0
	.

	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	7,080E3
	363,895
	99
	,000

	GENDER
	6,751E3
	34,853
	11
	,000

	AGE
	6,757E3
	41,224
	33
	,154

	MARIT_STAT
	1,234E4
	5,621E3
	44
	,000

	EDUCATION
	6,805E3
	88,617
	66
	,033

	CUR_OCCUP
	6,792E3
	76,353
	77
	,499


Table 11b: Likelihood ratio tests – Multinomial regression – Criteria by demographics
Age and Current occupation do not have a significant main effect on the choice of attributes (p>0.10).The rest of the predictors have a significant main effect on the model:

City of Residence [x²= 363.895, p<0.01], Gender [x²= 34.853, p<0.01], Marital Status [x²= 5.621E3, p<0.01] and Education [x²= 88.617, p<0.05]
The parameter estimates table gives the comparisons between the outcome categories 2 to 12 and the reference category that is Attribute 1 (Access to the sea/lakes – from now on ASL). The probability that an individual i chooses the alternative m is estimated by the following formulas:

For m=2,…, 12 , 
P(Yi=m) = exp (zmi) / [1 + ∑12h=2 exp (zhi)] 
and for m=1, hence the reference category (ASL), 
P(Yi=1) = 1 / [1 + ∑12h=2 exp (zhi)],
where zmi = αm + ∑6k=1 βmk * χik. (see Williams, R.)

Looking at the parameter estimates, we can glean interesting information about the influence that each one of the three aforementioned demographic variables (City of Residence, Gender, Marital Status and Education) has on the actual choice of each attribute. To be more specific, based on the beta coefficients, the p-values and the Wald statistics, we are able to explore which variables significantly predict the outcome.

We set the first option (Access to the sea and lakes - ASL) as the reference category. As far as the second answer(Accommodation) is concerned, the demographics that predict the outcome are (betas by category in descending order): Barcelona (0.249), Porto (0.226), Madrid (0.205), Brussels (0.075), Rotterdam (0.051), Athens (0.009), Lisbon (-0.141), Amsterdam (-0.295), Antwerp (-0.357) compared to Thessaloniki; males (-0.127) compared to females; married (0.129), divorced (0.100) and widowed (-0.015) compared to singles; primary education (0.392), bachelor degree (0.022), master degree (-0.027) and PhD (-0.853) compared to secondary education. 

As for the third option (Climate/Weather) the effects of each predictor variable are (betas by category in descending order): Rotterdam (1.509), Brussels (1.506), Amsterdam (1,309), Antwerp (1.303), Barcelona (1.227), Porto (1.208), Madrid (0.920), Lisbon (0.799) and Athens (0.085) compared to Thessaloniki; males (-0.177) compared to females; widowed (0.269), married (-0.015) and divorced (-0.229), compared to singles; bachelor degree (0.204), master degree (-0.028), primary education (-0.250) and PhD (-0.325) compared to secondary education. These results (except for the Netherlands) seem to coincide with the Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009, where the “Sun” motivation was placed in the second position in Belgium, Spain and Portugal, whereas in Greece it stayed at the third place.

The corresponding estimates for option 4 (Cuisine
) are: Barcelona (1.239), Antwerp (1.184), Rotterdam (0.993), Brussels (0.911), Amsterdam (0.664), Porto (0.446), Madrid (-0.005), Lisbon (-0.542) and Athens (-1.211) compared to Thessaloniki; males (0.325) compared to females; widowed (0.281), divorced (0.222) and married (0.111) compared to singles; bachelor degree (-0.036), master degree (-0.419), primary education (-0.643) and PhD (-0.438) compared to secondary education.

The cities with higher influence than Thessaloniki on option 5 (Cultural/historical attractions) are: Barcelona (1.210), Madrid (1.009), Brussels (1.007), Rotterdam (0.994), Porto (0.853), Amsterdam (0.815), Antwerp (0.751) and Lisbon (0.686). Only Athens contributes less than Thessaloniki to this choice (-1.265). This is also the case in Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009), Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009 and Flash Eurobarometer Series 291 (2010). Also, males appreciate these attractions less (-0.298) than females, as also found in Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009) and Flash Eurobarometer Series 291 (2010). Speaking about marital status, widowed (0.698) and divorced (0.064) respondents choose this answer more than singles, whereas married do less (-0.038). Finally, the estimates for education in descending order are: PhD (0.920), bachelor degree (0.759), master degree (0.578) and primary education (0.283) compared to secondary education. 

Ease of access is the sixth option and the estimates are the following: Athens (-0.609), Madrid (-0.719), Brussels (-0.804), Barcelona (-0.971), Antwerp (-1.258), Porto (-1.272), Rotterdam (-1.314), Amsterdam (-1.539) and Lisbon (-1.655), letting Thessaloniki residents capture the first place; males (0.560) compared to females; married (0.046), divorced (-0.324) and widowed (-17.294) compared to singles; primary education (0.772), bachelor degree (-0.016), PhD (-0.047) and master degree (-0.819) compared to secondary education.

Regarding the seventh option – Eco-friendliness
 – only Barcelona (0.559) and Athens (0.115) citizens base their holiday destination choice on this factor more than Thessaloniki ones do, letting behind the cities of Brussels (-0.058), Porto (-0.121), Lisbon (-1.012), Rotterdam (-1.162), Amsterdam (-1.467), Antwerp (-1.556) and Madrid (-1.962). This positive influence of eco-friendliness to the preferences of Greek tourists is also mentioned in the Flash Eurobarometer Series #281 (2009) and the Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009.The rest of the estimates are: males (-0.536) compared to females; divorced (0.766) and married (0.114) compared to singles; primary education (0.591), PhD (0.446), master degree (0.048) and bachelor degree (-0.127) compared to secondary education.

The estimates for the Hospitality option by demographics category in descending order are: Rotterdam (1.053), Brussels (0.693), Lisbon (0.647), Antwerp (0.513), Porto (0.436), Amsterdam (0.421), Barcelona (0.338), Madrid (0.204) and Athens (-0.055) compared to Thessaloniki; males (0.200) compared to females; widowed (1.243), divorced (0.354) and married (0.202) compared to singles; PhD (0.336), bachelor degree (0.335), master degree (0.019) and primary education (-0.113) compared to secondary education.

Moreover, the demographics that predict option 9 (Nature/ Landscape) and the corresponding estimates are: Barcelona (0.695), Brussels (0.407), Madrid (0.407), Amsterdam (0.388), Rotterdam (0.257), Lisbon (0.154), Athens (0.099) and Porto (-0.040) compared to Thessaloniki; males (-0.080) compared to females; widowed (0.620), married (0.136) and divorced (-0.410) compared to singles; PhD (0.260), master degree (0.153), bachelor degree (0.106) and primary education (-0.085) compared to secondary education. 

The estimates for option 10 (Price) are: Barcelona (0.117), Porto (-0.051), Madrid (-0.077), Athens (-0.159), Brussels (-0.173), Lisbon (-0.234), Amsterdam (-0.467), Antwerp (-0.753) and Rotterdam (-0.755) compared to Thessaloniki; The difference between Greece and the Netherlands and Belgium is also recorded in Flash Eurobarometer Series 258, 2009, whereas in Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009) only Belgians had lower preference towards Price compared to Greeks. The rest of the estimates are: males (-0.043) compared to females; divorced (0.0260) and married (0.004) compared to singles; bachelor degree (0.166), primary education (0,140), master degree (0.034) and PhD (-0.220) compared to secondary education.

Finally, the estimates for option 11 (Sport and leisure activities) are: Brussels (1.222), Barcelona
 (1.214), Madrid1 (0.987), Antwerp (0.814), Rotterdam (0.775), Porto (0.720), Lisbon (0.608), Amsterdam (0.245) and Athens (-2.035) compared to Thessaloniki; males (0.552) compared to females; married (0.199) and divorced (-0.613) compared to singles; primary education (0.534), bachelor degree (0.165), PhD (0.168) and master degree (-0.598) compared to secondary education.

4.4 Environmental Considerations and Tourism

In this section, we will discuss the tourists’ views towards environmental protection, ecofriendly destinations and ecolabels. After the analysis, we will see what are the differences across different segments. The relevant question can be found in Appendix 3b.
	Model
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept Only
	2,543E3
	
	
	

	Final
	2,290E3
	253,364
	186
	,001


Table 12a: Model fitting information – Multinomial regression – Environmental considerations by demographics
The unexplained variance significantly decreases by 253.364, p<0.01 from the baseline model to the final one (Table 12a). In other words, the new model is a better fit than the original one.
	Effect
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood of Reduced Model
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept
	2,290E3
	,000
	0
	.

	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	2,381E3
	90,778
	54
	,001

	GENDER
	2,314E3
	24,355
	6
	,000

	AGE
	2,286E3
	.
	18
	.

	MARIT_STAT
	2,382E3
	92,289
	24
	,000

	HIGH_DEGREE
	2,255E3
	.
	36
	.

	CUR_OCCUP
	2,378E3
	88,468
	48
	,000


Table 12b: Likelihood ratio tests – Multinomial regression – Environmental considerations by demographics
Table 12b summarizes the steps in the analysis. After the main effects and the demographic ones are entered, the chi-square statistics for the city of residence, gender, marital status and current occupation are highly significant, indicating that the fit of the model is getting better as these terms are added. Consequently, these are the factors we are going to further analyze. In this case, answer 3 (No, environmental considerations do not and will not impact my holiday destination choice) is set as the reference answer, so as to examine the dispersion from the most negative opinion (Appendix 3b).

Looking at the parameter estimates, we draw the following conclusions. For answer 1 (Environmental considerations already have and will have an impact on my holiday destination choice), the contributions of the cities in descending order are: Porto (1.489), Madrid (0.773), Lisbon (0.768), Barcelona (0.370), Athens (0.312), Amsterdam (-0.451), Brussels (-0.657), Antwerp (b= -0.954) and Rotterdam (b= -1.252), compared to Thessaloniki. This is consistent with the Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009) findings that place Portugal in the 1st position, Belgium in the 18th and the Netherlands in the 23rd position in a similar question. Moreover, males are less likely to base their destination choice on their environmental considerations (-0.453). This is not the case with, divorced (0.294) and married (0.263), compared to singles, letting widowed at the last place (-1.835). As for the current occupation, only unemployed (0.886) and manual workers (0.373) contribute more than self-employed do. The rest occupations are retired (-0.104), students (-0.401), employees (-0.686) - that is also supported by Flash Eurobarometer Series 281 (2009) and Flash Eurobarometer 256, 2009 - and employers (-0.796).

In answer 2
 (I will consider environmental issues in the future, but I did not consider them yet), the parameter estimates are: Porto (1.068), Madrid (0.603), Lisbon (0.567), Amsterdam (0.482), Barcelona (0.108), Antwerp (0.099), Athens (-0.196), Brussels (-0.375) and Rotterdam (-0.841), compared to Thessaloniki; males (-0.332); married (0.163), divorced (-0.200) and widowed (-1.546), compared to singles; manual workers (1.321), unemployed (0.715), students (0.442), employees (-0.298), retired (-0.502) and employers (-0.700), compared to self-employed. The negative effect of Rotterdam is also evidenced in Flash Eurobarometer 256 (2009), for the whole population of the Netherlands, though.
It can be supported that these two answers are chosen by environmentally conscious holidaymakers. In both, females seem to be more environmentally concerned than males (b= -0.453 and b= -0.331, both for males), that is also supported by Liere, K. D. v. and Dunlap, R. E. (1980) and the Flash Eurobarometer 256 (2009). Moreover, environmental concerns seem to increase as age increases in both answers. This is also found by the Flash Eurobarometer 256 (2009) and Harry et al (ref: Liere, K. D. v. and Dunlap, R. E., 1980), but contradicts to Liere, K. D. v. and Dunlap, R. E. (1980) study.

In addition, residents of Madrid (1,486), Porto (1.081), Barcelona (0.922), Amsterdam (0.566), Rotterdam (0.195), Antwerp (0.060) and Athens (0.045) are less aware of environmental protection at their holiday destinations (Answer 4 – Appendix 3b) than Thessaloniki ones, while Lisbon (-0.105) and Brussels (-0.164), are more. The same, but only for Portuguese respondents (compared to the Greek ones) was supported by the Special Eurobarometer 217 (2005). Moreover, males are more aware (-0.254). The rest of the estimates are married (0.005), divorced (-0.577), widowed (-1.307), compared to singles; unemployed (1.382), student (-0.014), retired (-0.219), employee (-0.238), manual worker (-0.487) and employer (-0.632), compared to self-employed.
As for the groups in answer 5 (I have no knowledge of this topic), holidaymakers departing from Barcelona (b= 1.466), Madrid (1.255), Lisbon (1.045), Porto (0.652), Antwerp (0.509) have less knowledge of environmental protection regarding their holiday destination choice than their Thessaloniki counterparts do, who follow behind Rotterdam (-0.213), Amsterdam (-0.460), Brussels (-0.552) and Athens (-0.848). Men also choose less this answer (-0.654) than women. The rest of the estimates are widowed (0.446), married (-0.254) and divorced (-0.419), compared to singles; unemployed (1.870), retired (1.343), employer (-0.415) and employee (-0,798), student (-1.199), manual workers (-0.2512) compared to self-employed. From those, only the high awareness of students can be justified by the Special Eurobarometer 217 (2005).

4.5 Climate change and Tourism

In this analysis, a multinomial logistic regression will be implemented to identify the climate change influence on the destination choice across the cities surveyed and the demographic categories. The question and the set of answers can be found in Appendix 3b.

	Model
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept Only
	2,543E3
	
	
	

	Final
	2,290E3
	253,364
	186
	,001


Table 13a: Model fitting information – Multinomial regression – Climate change by demographics
The unexplained variance significantly decreases by 253.364, p<0.01 from the baseline model to the final one (Table 13a). In other words, the new model is a better fit than the original one.
	Effect
	Model Fitting Criteria
	Likelihood Ratio Tests

	
	-2 Log Likelihood of Reduced Model
	Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Intercept
	2,290E3
	,000
	0
	.

	CITY_OF_RESIDENCE
	2,381E3
	90,778
	54
	,001

	GENDER
	2,314E3
	24,355
	6
	,000

	AGE
	2,286E3
	.
	18
	.

	MARIT_STAT
	2,382E3
	92,289
	24
	,000

	HIGH_DEGREE
	2,255E3
	.
	36
	.

	CUR_OCCUP
	2,378E3
	88,468
	48
	,000


Table 13b: Likelihood ratio tests – Multinomial regression – Climate change by demographics
Table 13b summarizes the steps in the analysis. After the main effects and the demographic ones are entered, the chi-square statistics for the city of residence, gender, marital status and current occupation are highly significant, indicating that the fit of the model is getting better as these terms are added. Consequently, these are the factors we are going to further analyze. Once again, the most negative perception (answer 4 - No, environmental considerations do not and will not impact my holiday destination choice) is set as the reference answer (Appendix 3b).

After analyzing the parameter estimates, we draw the following results.

For answer 1 (I have already rejected destinations where climate change had a negative impact), the estimates denote that respondents in Benelux are less likely to consider climate change when choosing a holiday destination. Specifically, the influences on the outcome in descending order are: Porto (0.224), Lisbon (-0.234), Athens (-0.316), Madrid (-0.410), Barcelona (-0.545), Brussels (-1.627), Amsterdam ( -1.824), Antwerp (-2.050) and Rotterdam (-2.251). The reference city is Thessaloniki. This low effect of the Netherlands and Belgium was also found in Special Eurobarometer 295 (2008) and the Special Eurobarometer 313 (July 2009). As for the gender, males (-0.413) are less sensitive, as also found in the Special Eurobarometer 313 (2009). The rest of the groups are widowed (0.747), divorced (0.104) and married (-0.050), compared to singles; manual workers (1.199), retired (0.559), employers (0.284), students (-0.010), employees (-0.249) and unemployed (-0.950) compared to self-employed.

As far as answer 2
 (Yes, I have already visited or planned to visit destinations that are benefitted by climate change) is concerned, the estimates place the following cities as significant contributors (in descending order): Porto (0.544), Lisbon (0.322), Madrid (-0.373), Barcelona (-0.660), Athens (-0.961). Brussels (-1.188), Antwerp (-1.305), Amsterdam (-1.882) and Rotterdam (-2.289), compared to Thessaloniki; males (-0.345); divorced (0.262), married (-0.095) and widowed (-1.201) compared to singles; unemployed (0.588), students (0.315), retired (0.309), employers (0.184) and employees (0.017) compared to self-employed.

This seems to be a development not studied before. Although a lot of studies (especially in North America) addressed the issues of tourism seasonality and spatial choice alterations (Hamilton, J. M., Maddison, D. J.  and Tol, R. S. J., 2004; Scott, D. and McBoyle, G., 2002; Koshida, G. and Avis, W., 1998;  Wall, G. and Badke, C., 1994; Amelung, B., Nicholls, S. and Viner, D., 2007; Braun, O. L., Lohmann, M., Maksimovic, O., Meyer M., Merkovic A., Messerschmidt E., Riedel A. and Turner M., 1999; Scott, D., McBoyle, G. and Schwartzentruber, M., 2004; Hamilton J. M., 2004; Seddighi, H.R., Theocharous, A. L., 2002; Amelung, B., Blazejczyk, K. and Matzarakis, A., 2007), none of them has recorded the public opinion towards the visitation to destinations benefitted by the climate change. 

Interpreting these findings, it is apparent that people in countries with minor climatic alterations (Benelux) are less likely to change their holiday spatial preferences due to climate change (b<-1.00). In contrast, their southern counterparts (Iberia, the Balkans, etc) look for destinations that are rather benefitted than harmed (as their home countries are) by climate change. This is supported by the higher contribution to the outcome found for these cities (b>-1,00).

In answer 3 (Yes, I will consider climate change in the future, but I have not considered it yet) future-oriented attitudes are recorded. Iberia is an area with this kind of perceptions. In more details, the cities and the estimates are: Porto (1.136), Barcelona (1.000), Madrid (0.998), Lisbon (0.825), Athens (0.235), Amsterdam (-0.535) and Rotterdam (-1.077). The findings about the Netherlands are also supported by the Special Eurobarometer 295 (2008) and the Special Eurobarometer 313 (July 2009).
In answer 5 (I am not aware of the level of climate change and its impacts at my holiday destinations) Madrid has the highest impact towards the “lack of knowledge” choice (1.433). The rest of the cities are Barcelona (1.245) and Porto (1.120), Athens (0.608), Lisbon (0.335), Brussels (0.050), Amsterdam (-0.533), Antwerp (-0.572) and Rotterdam (-0.911) compared to Thessaloniki. The high lack of information about climate change in Spain (43%) is also supported by the Special Eurobarometer 295 (2008). To add on this, males are more aware on this topic (-0.328) than females. The rest of the estimates are 0.177 for married and 0.019 for divorced compared to singles; 1.348 for unemployed, 1.058 for manual workers, 0.458 for retired, -0.047 for students, -0.264 for employers and -0.294 for employees compared to self-employed.

Finally, the predictors with the estimates for answer 6 (I have no knowledge of this topic) are: Porto (2.500), Madrid (1.489), Lisbon (1.264), Barcelona (1.046), Brussels (0.297), Amsterdam (0.254), Antwerp (0.182), Athens (-0.101), Rotterdam (-0.882) compared to Thessaloniki; males (0.096); married (0.317), divorced (-0.132) compared to singles; employers (1.730), students (0.472), employees (0.423), manual workers (0.109) compared to self-employed.

5. Conclusions

5.1 Conclusions

The present study makes a number of contributions to a growing body of literature on tourism preferences regarding various subjects critical for the travel and tourism industry. To achieve this, we used four kinds of analyses to explore the public views on five areas, i.e. the destination choice and four of the determinants (destination distance, criteria to choose a destination, environmental considerations and climate change). The method used for the data collection was a field, researcher-administered survey. Hence, more than a thousand interviews were undertaken by consumers living in ten different cities, in five countries, in three distinct European regions. 

Both, confirmation of previous findings as well as discovery of new ones, were parts of the outcome. To illustrate this point, not only typical destinations like Spain, France and Italy but also new emerging ones (Thailand, the Caribbean islands) were revealed by the analysis. In addition, the separation of the holiday destinations in three groups (i.e. already visited, planned to visit, main holidays) proved to be wise and captured different tourism preferences for different periods of the year. The most representative example of this is holiday destinations in France that are less likely to be visited during the Europeans’ main holidays. 

The greatest contribution of this study lies on the actual travel distance. To our knowledge, this is the first study to estimate the distance based on demographic, cultural and financial dimensions. As expected, Dutch tourists choose the farther destinations, letting the Greeks in the last place. To add on this, the older the tourists  are, the further they travel. As for the uncertainty avoidance and the countries’ GDPs, we found the presumed negative and positive respective relationships to the actual distance.

Further, trying to capture the criteria of these spatial choices in the most objective way, we selected the ten most important factors found in seven studies. After adding eco-friendliness as the 11th one and analyzing the data, we had the expected triad of attributes – Access to the sea/ Weather/ Price – being on the top. However, only Catalans and women were found to be significantly eco-friendly compared to their counterparts, but this was further researched by the next question.

So, as far as the environmental considerations are concerned, southern Europeans considered of environmental protection in their holiday destinations more than their Northern counterparts did (answer 1). As mentioned before, women had higher intention than men. Interestingly enough, the most popular answer (28%) was the first one (Yes, environmental considerations already have and will have an impact on my holiday destination choice), but also a large part of the sample (22%) were not aware of the level of environmental protection at their holiday destinations. This necessitates a more detailed as well as careful targeting and positioning by each eco-friendly destination’s tourism specialists to communicate sustainability.

Finally, a question about climate change was added in the last page of the questionnaire. To our knowledge, this is the first survey to include tourists’ opinions on climate change testing both good and bad climate change impacts. As the survey moved towards the south, it got more likely that people have rejected a holiday destination because of the negative impact of climate change. Women do it more often than men, as well. Moreover, the pattern in answer 2 (Yes, I have already visited or planned to visit destinations that are benefitted by climate change) is almost the same as in answer 1. So, respondents in the south of Europe have already noticed the climate change and started searching for benefitted holiday destinations. Another segment with the same spatial preference is manual workers. Regarding future oriented behaviors, most of the “Southerns” significantly contribute to the outcome. It is only Athenians that have a positive but not significant influence. What is more, Brussels citizens seem to diverge from the rest of the “Northerns” behavior and care for sustainability during their vacation. Last but not least, Madrid, Barcelona, Porto, Female, Married, Divorced, Primary school education and Manual workers are the segments that have not already formed a perception in this area and could be targeted by an effective positioning to communicate the benefits tourists will savor after climatic alterations.

5.2 Implications

Through this study, we draw useful implications for the T&T industry. All the significant results are summarized in Table 14. The abbreviations included in this table are explained in the corresponding section at the end of this paper.

	
	Destination choice
	Destination distance
	Criteria on choosing a destination
	Environmental considerations
	Climate change
	

	
	Countries:

Already visited- 

Planned to visit- Main holidays
Including (excluding) domestic holidays
	In km


	Ref. category: Access to sea and lakes
	Ref. category:

No impact
	Ref. category:

No impact
	

	City of residence

Ref.category: Thessaloniki
	Amsterdam:

Spain- Spain-Spain
Rotterdam:

France-Spain-Spain
Brussels:

France-France-France
Antwerp:

France-France-France
Madrid:

Spain-Spain-Spain
Barcelona:

Spain-Spain-Spain
Lisbon:

Portugal-Portugal-Portugal
Porto:

Portugal-Portugal-Portugal
Athens:

Greece-Greece-Greece
Thessaloniki:

Greece-Greece-Greece
	Rotterdam:

3236

Amsterdam:

3058

Barcelona:

2488

Madrid:

2476

Antwerp:

2460

Brussels:

1648

Porto:

938 

Lisbon:

922 (not sig)

Athens:

59 (not sig)
	Amsterdam:

CW-Cha

Rotterdam:

CW-Cu-Cha-Hos-Sla

Brussels:

CW-Cu-Cha-Sla

Antwerp:

CW-Cu-Cha

Madrid:

CW-Cha-Sla

Barcelona:

CW-Cu-Cha-Eco-NL-Sla

Lisbon:

CW-Cha

Porto:

CW-Cha

Athens:

Eco


	Amsterdam:

Rotterdam:

Brussels: 

NH

Antwerp:

Madrid: 

NAw-NA

Barcelona: 

NAw-NK

Lisbon: 

Yes-NA

Porto: 

Yes-YesF-NAw-NH-NA

Athens:


	Amsterdam:

Rotterdam:

Brussels: NH

Antwerp:

Madrid: YesF-NAw-NK-NA

Barcelona: YesF-NAw

Lisbon: YesF

Porto: YesF-NAw-NK-NH-NA

Athens: 


	

	Gender 


	Male
:

Italy, Netherlands

Germany, Italy, Netherlands

Italy

Female: 

Greece, USA, France

Greece, Portugal

Egypt, Greece, Spain, USA
	Male: 195 (not sig)

Female: Ref. categ.
	Male: Cu – Eoa - Sla

Female: Cha - Eco
	Male:

Female: Yes – NK - NH
	Male:

Female: YesR – NH - NA
	

	Age 


	15-24: 

Spain, France, Greece 

(France, Italy, UK)

Spain, Greece, Portugal 

(France, Germany, UK)

Greece, Portugal, Spain 

(France, USA, Italy)

25-39: 

Spain, Greece, France 

(France, Italy, UK)

Spain, Greece, Portugal/France 

(Italy, France, UK)

Greece, Spain, Portugal 

(France, Italy, UK)

40-54: 

Spain, Greece, France

(France, Italy, UK)

Greece, Spain, Portugal

(France, Italy, Germany)

Greece, Spain, Portugal

(France, Italy, USA)

55+:Ref. category

France, Spain, Greece

(France, USA, Italy)

Spain, Portugal, France

(France, UK, USA) 

Spain, Portugal, France

(France, Italy, USA)
	15-24: 1344

25-39: 1146

40-54: 573

55+: Ref. category
	15-24: -

25-39: -

40-54: -
55+: Ref. category

	15-24: YesF
25-39: -

40-54: -
55+: Ref. category

	15-24: -

25-39: -

40-54: -
55+: Ref. category

	

	Marital status
	Single

Spain, France, Greece

Spain, Greece, France

Greece, Spain, Portugal

Married

Spain, Greece, France

Spain, Greece, Portugal

Greece, Portugal, Spain

Divorced

Spain, Greece, France

Greece, Spain, France/Portugal

Spain, Greece, France


	
	Single: Ref. categ.
Married: -

Divorced: -

Widowed:-
	Single: -
Married: -

Divorced: -

Widowed:-
	Single: -
Married: NH

Divorced: NH - NA

Widowed:-
	

	Education
	Secondary

Spain, Greece, Portugal

Spain, Portugal, Greece

Spain, Greece, Portugal

Bachelor

Spain, Greece, France

Greece, Spain, France

Greece, Spain, Portugal

Master

France, Spain, Italy

France, Spain, Italy

Spain, Greece, Italy
	
	No degree: -

Primary school: -

Secondary school: Ref. categ.

Bachelor: Cha

Master: Cha

Phd: -
	No degree: -

Primary school: -

Secondary school: Ref. categ.

Bachelor: -

Master: -

Phd: -
	No degree: -

Primary school: NK

Secondary school:  Ref. categ.

Bachelor: -

Master: -

Phd: -
	

	Current occupation
	Self-employed

Spain, France, Greece

Spain, Greece, France

Greece, Spain, Portugal

Employee

Spain, Greece, France

Spain, Greece, Portugal

Greece, Spain, Portugal

Student

Spain, Portugal, France

Spain, France, Portugal

Portugal, Greece, Spain
	
	
	Unemployed: NH
	Laborer:  YesV - NA

Unemployed: NAw – NK - NH

Employer: NK

Retired: NK


	

	Uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede’s scores)
	
	-50 (negative relationship)
	
	
	
	

	GDP
	
	114 (positive relationship)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 14: Implications – All dependent variables by demographics, GDP per capita and uncertainty avoidance
In the first column, we can see only Mediterranean countries (Portugal, Spain, France, Italy and Greece) being chosen by vacationers. Therefore, these countries should start/keep on targeting citizens of the ten cities regardless of their demographic status. Further, the second column indicates which markets are of interest for remote holiday destinations. So, Rotterdam is the first one and Thessaloniki the last one. Accordingly, cities like Thessaloniki, Athens, Lisbon and Porto are to be targeted by destinations in or around Europe. Moreover, males, youngsters, low uncertainty avoidance and high GDP tourists tend to travel longer distances and thus are to be targeted.

Doubtless, the tourism authorities should plan their policies based on the criteria that each segment pay attention on and accordingly, the branding managers should communicate the destinations’ virtue. In more details, destinations that offer good weather conditions should highlight their competitive advantage to vacationers from Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Brussels, Antwerp, Madrid, Barcelona, Lisbon and Porto. Furthermore, cuisine is one of the significant predictors for Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Brussels, Barcelona and males regarding the city of residence and the gender. Therefore, culinary tourism is preferred by these segments and traditional cuisine destinations should target accordingly. All the cities of residence, apart from Athens, base their holiday plans on cultural and historical attractions. Females, bachelor and master graduates have the same preference. This is an useful finding for historical destinations to plan their promotion activities.

In addition, destinations easily approached and/or with a well developed transportation infrastructure should attract male holidaymakers. On the other hand, women are attracted by eco-friendly destinations and tourism units. Hospitality is an attribute that only Rotterdam citizens consider of and thus they should be targeted by “warm culture” destinations. Tourists departing from Barcelona express a special interest towards beautiful landscapes and are the optimal target group for quality nature touristic points. To add on this, regarding the sport and leisure activities, Rotterdam, Brussels, Madrid, Barcelona and of course males constitute the segments to be attracted. As for price, only Rotterdam and Antwerp citizens significantly prefer less economic destinations compared to Thessaloniki’s ones. Finally, quality accommodation is not considered as a high priority attribute from any of the aforementioned tourist groups. 

As regards the tourism sustainability, Portuguese (Lisbon & Porto) and female tourists are already considerate and travel to eco-friendly destinations. Porto and 15-24 years of age segments place these worries to the future and will act so then. This means that destinations that have already been awarded some tourism ecolabels should target the first group and emerging ones should target the second one. However, all eco-friendly destinations should communicate this competitive advantage of sustainability to Madrid, Barcelona, Lisbon, Porto and female vacationers that have not shaped any opinion yet. 

To conclude, as climate change represents a seminal challenge to travel and tourism, the industry’s practitioners should design their plans under the customers’ opinions on that issue. In more details, only females have already rejected a destination where climate change had a negative impact. On the contrary, manual workers have already visited a destination that has been benefitted by climate change. Therefore, these segments should be approached by destinations with northern –traditionally cold- climates. This means that equatorial countries that have negative impacts by climate change, should seek for different elements to communicate to potential visitors in order to drive off any bad impressions caused by this change. As for future actions, people from Madrid, Barcelona, Lisbon and Porto will consider of climate change in the future and are to be targeted accordingly. Finally, Madrid, Barcelona, Porto, females, married, divorced, primary school, manual workers, unemployed, employers and retired consumers either expressed no awareness of the climate change levels, no knowledge of the topic or gave no answer. This could be a useful implication for both negatively impacted and benefitted destinations to act on.
5.3 Limitations and Further Research

This study has a number of limitations and each of them constitutes substantial research beyond the current study.
To start with, although questions 6 and 7 were formed so as to capture the actual environmental behavior, in some cases it was perceived that respondents stated their intention to act in an environmentally friendly way. Thus, it may be preferable for future research to include questions recording past behaviors, such as “Have you ever based your holiday plans on the destination’s eco-friendliness/ ecolabels/ minimized impact of tourism on the environment?” or “Have you ever visited a holiday destination certified with an ecolabel?”.
In addition, hearkening respondents’ feedbacks, we realized that a big share of tourists base their destination choice on a criterion not included in the present research. This is the “Visit friends and relatives (VFR)” one. It is, therefore, suggested for future research to include it. Moreover, this study only considered the direct effects of climate change on tourism. We ignored the effects of sea level rise that might change the responses in some countries and especially Belgium and the Netherlands due to the high flood risk.
Finally, the time constraint and lack of more field researchers did not allow the surveys to be conducted at the same period leaving some space for inconsistency in the destination choice answers by period. The survey dates for each city can be found in Appendix 2. To add on this, budget bounds and lack of any fund set one more limitation; Although it was planned to visit the two major countries in each European region (Benelux: the Netherlands-Belgium, Iberia: Spain-Portugal, Balkans: Greece-Bulgaria) in order to generalize the findings, the aforementioned barriers made the visit to Bulgaria impossible. It is definitely both wish and suggestion to future researchers to conduct surveys in more regions worldwide.

Abbreviations

ASL: Access to the sea/ lakes
Southerns: Spaniards, Portuguese, Greeks

Northerns: Dutch, Belgians

T&T: Travel and tourism

VFR: Visit friends and relatives

Ref. categ.: reference category

Acc: Accommodation 
CW: Climate/Weather 
Cu: Cuisine 
Cha: Cultural/historical attractions 
Eoa: Ease of access 
Eco: Eco-friendliness 
Hos: Hospitality
NL: Nature/Landscape
Pr: Price 

Sla: Sport and leisure activities
- Environmental considerations (Appendix 3b) -
Yes: Answer 1 

YesF: Answer 2

NAw: Answer 4

NK: Answer 5

NH: Answer 6

NA: Answer 7
- Climate change (Appendix 3b) -
Yes: Answer 1 
YesV: Answer 2
YesF: Answer 3
NAw: Answer 5
NK: Answer 6
NH: Answer 7
NA: Answer 8
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Appendices

[image: image8.png]Question 1*

Which research categories do you think are more interesting to be surveyed around Europe?
The more stars chosen, the more interesting the category.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Responses Total

Destination Choice 0% | 8% | 0% | 0% |17%|33%|42% 12 7
Prior knowledge of the destination 8% | 0% |33%|25%|17%| 8% | 8% 12 48
Length of the trips 8% |25%|17%|17%|33%| 0% | 0% 12 41
The number of destinations visited 8% |25%| 8% |25%|33%| 0% | 0% 12 42
Group trips 25%(25%|25%|17%| 8% | 0% | 0% 12 31
Prepackaged trips 25%(17%)| 8% [17%|25%| 8% | 0% 12 39
Type of holidays 17%)| 8% | 8% |17%|50%| 0% | 0% 12 45
Time of planning 8% |17%|17%| 8% |42%| 8% | 0% 12 46
Way of organizing the holidays (individually, travel agency, via the |17%| 0% 25%| 8% [33%| 0% |17% 12 49
internet)

Information source 8% | 8% | 0% |25%|17%(33%| 8% 12 56
Online travel products shopping 17%|17%| 8% |17%|17%|25%| 0% 12 45
Money spent on holidays nowadays, compared to the past 17%|17%|17%| 8% (17%|17%| 8% 12 45
The dilemma whether to go on holidays or not 8% |25%| 8% |25%|33%| 0% | 0% 12 42
Environmental concerns 8% | 8% | 0% | 8% |33%|25%|17% 12 59
Response to a poor service 17%| 0% | 8% |50%|25%| 0% | 0% 12 44
Methods of transport used for holidays 17%|17%|25%|25%| 8% | 8% | 0% 12 38
Airline service perceptions 17%|25%|17%|25%|17%| 0% | 0% 12 36
Tourism and safety (mainly concerning the terrorist attacks) 17%| 0% |25%|17%|17%| 8% [17% 12 49





Appendix 1a:  The topics refined by academics and researchers on www.kwiksurveys.com
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Appendix 1b:  The factors to be related to the tourism topics refined by academics and professors on www.kwiksurveys.com
	Place
	Period
	Number of questionnaires filled in
	Language

	Amsterdam
	15,16,21,26 June
	>100
	Dutch

	Rotterdam
	7,8,11,13,14 June
	>100
	Dutch

	Brussels
	14,15 September
	>100
	French

	Antwerp
	23,25 June and 1 July
	>100
	Flemish

	Madrid
	10,11,12,13 July
	>100
	Spanish

	Barcelona
	14,15,16,17 July
	>100
	Spanish

	Lisbon
	18,19,20,21 July
	>100
	Portuguese

	Porto
	22,23,24,25 July
	>90
	Portuguese

	Athens
	29,30 July and 4,5,6 August
	>100
	Greek

	Thessaloniki
	2,3 August
	>100
	Greek


Appendix 2: The Research Profile
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Place:
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Surveying the Europeans' Tourism Preferences

Your answers will remain strictly anonymous

Which is your permanent city of residence?

Amsterdam Brussels Other
Rotterdam Antwerp

As far as your holiday is concerned, which destinations have you already visited in 2010 for four or more nights
(>=4)?
(Please write down the names of the countries)
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Appendix 3a: The Questionnaire in English - Page 1

[image: image11.jpg]What are the three (3) most important attributes for your choice of des
(Please, check only 3 attributes)

1 Access to the seaflakes Eco-friendiiness
1 Accomodation [ Hospitality
[ climate/ weather L

[ Nature/ Landscape
price

) Sport and leisure activities

Cuisine
] Cultural/historical attractions
Ease of access

4

g your holiday destination, are you considerate about environmental issues and, for that reason, do

you choose eco-friendly destinations (e.g. destinations with eco-labels or with minimized impact of tourism on
the local environment)?

Yes, environmental considerations already have and will have an impact on my holiday destination
choice

Yes, I will consider environmental issues in the future, but I did not consider them yet
No, environmental considerations do not and will not impact my holiday destination choice

1am not aware of the level of environmental protection at my holiday destinations
Thave no knowledge of this topic

Inever go on holiday
No answer

1s climate change (higher temperature, increased ultraviolent radiation, humidity, etc) a factor that may affect
your choice of holiday destination?

Yes, I have already rejected destinations where dimate change had a negative impact

If yes: Because of rejecting negatively impacted international destinations, I have chosen
domestic ones

Yes, I have already visited/ planned to visit destinations that are benefitted by cimate change (e.g.
destiantions with increased temperature)

Yes, I will consider dimate change in the future, but I did not consider it yet

No, dlimate change will not impact my holiday destination choice

1am not aware of the level of dimate change and its impacts at my holiday destinations
Thave no knowledge of this topic

Inever go on holiday

No answer

What is your gender?

Male
Female





Appendix 3b: The Questionnaire in English - Page 2

[image: image12.jpg]What is your age?
15-24 55-64
2539 65+
40-54 No answer

10.
What is your marital status?
single
Married
Divorced

Widowed
No answer

11

What is the highest degree you have obtained?

No degree Master
Primary school phd
Secondary school No answer
Bachelor

12.

What is your current occupation?

Self-employed Without a professional activity
Employee Retired
Manual worker/ Laborer No answer

Student





Appendix 3c: The Questionnaire in English - Page 3

	Demographic questions 
	Answers

	1
	Which is your permanent city of residence?


	1. Amsterdam

2. Rotterdam

3. Brussels

4. Antwerp

5. Madrid

6. Barcelona

7. Lisbon

8. Porto

9. Athens

10. Thessaloniki



	8
	What is your gender?


	1. Male

2. Female



	9
	What is your age?


	1. 15-24

2. 25-39

3. 40-54

4. 55-65

5. 65+



	10
	What is your marital status?


	1. Single
2. Married
3. Divorced
4. Widowed
5. No answer



	11
	What is the highest degree you have already obtained?


	1. No degree
2. Primary school
3. Secondary school
4. Bachelor
5. Master
6. Phd
7. No answer



	12
	What is your current occupation?


	1. Self-employed
2. Employer
3. Employee

4. Manual worker/ Laborer
5. Student
6. Without a professional activity
7. Retired
8. No answer




Appendix 4: The demographic questions

� The typical vacationer deciding on: 


Accommodation: Lives in Barcelona, is a female, married and has finished primary education


Climate/Weather: Lives in Rotterdam, is a female, widowed and has obtained a bachelor degree


Cuisine: Lives in Barcelona, is a male, widowed and has finished secondary education


Cultural/historical attractions: Lives in Barcelona, is a female, divorced and has obtained a PhD


Ease of access: Lives in Thessaloniki, is a male, married and has finished primary education





� The typical vacationer deciding on: 


Eco-friendliness: Lives in Barcelona, is a female, married and has finished primary education


Hospitality: Lives in Rotterdam, is a male, widowed and has obtained a PhD


Nature/Landscape: Lives in Barcelona, is a female, widowed and has obtained a PhD


Price: Lives in Barcelona, is a female, divorced and has obtained a bachelor degree


Sport and leisure activities: Lives in Brussels, is a male, married and has finished primary education





� Although, Spaniards have always been fanatic sports supporters, the results may be biased by the surrounding atmosphere before and after the FIFA World Cup final.


� The typical vacationer that:


Is considerate about environmental issues lives in Porto, is a female, divorced and unemployed.


Will consider of environmental issues in the future lives in Porto, is a female, married and works as a manual worker.





� The typical vacationer that:


Has already rejected destinations with a bad climate change impact lives in Porto, is a female, widowed and works as a manual worker.


Has visited/ will visit a benefitted by climate change destination  lives in Porto, is a female, divorced and unemployed.


� Countries with the highest differences between the genders (five for each time period)





2

