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Abstract: The objective of this paper is to identify selected aspects of the management of information
about prospective tourist destinations by young people (students) from Canada, Poland, and Trinidad
and Tobago. On the basis of a questionnaire study, the ranking of preferences of respondents (i.e.,
the main criteria of destination choice) has been presented. Students were selected as respondents — as
a “convenient sample” — in this privately funded study. A variety of aspects related to comfort
(and convenience) and attractiveness have been identified as most important to the choice of destina-
tion. These are also leading motives that may form a platform for advertising campaigns and sugges-
tions for regional development. This examination has been done mainly with the use of analysis of
averages, Spearman correlation coefficients, and various approaches to factor analysis. It turns out that
despite very different characteristics of respondents from the three countries, both their preferences and
motives for promotion of the destination are very similar. Conclusions can be helpful for travel agen-
cies and those responsible for the development of tourism infrastructure, as well as for the organization
of further studies on the subject. The combination of various statistical tools used when examining
the subject and the finding — that is, the similarity of preferences between travelers — can be regarded

as new value when examining the subject.
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1 Introduction

There are several items that have an impact on the
selection of a travel destination. These items include
examination of the destination from perspectives
such as culture, economic and political situations,
climate, and accessibility of attractions (e.g., cultural
events, monuments, and festivals), as well as from
the viewpoint of the customers, their age and sex,
family and socioeconomic status, the size of the
domicile location, their financial and physical well-
being, etc. (e.g., Vukicz et.al., 2015; Kim et.al.,
2007; Dwyer, Kim, 2010; Blumenberg et.al., 2012).

These characteristics are often interrelated, thus cre-
ating an even broader platform of preferences,
and associated constraints. The identification of par-
ticular attractions related to the promotion of the
destination and interrelations between these items are
important to the identification of efficient marketing
efforts focused on a particular group of customers.

Taking into account these items in order to satisfy
the needs and wants of prospective clients is com-
plex. This complexity hampers the actions of local
authorities in the administration of initiatives
for regional development as well as for tourist agen-
cies attempting to design and focus advertising cam-
paigns.

Tourism is an important element of the contempo-
rary economy. Income from this economic sector
accounts for some $1,245 million. In 2014, tourism
generated 9% of the World GDP and accounted
for some 10% of employment (UNWTO, 2015, p.2).
As presented by Sniadek, the average age of the
world population is currently 26 years, yet by 2050,
it is estimated to be 36 years (Sniadek, 2006, in:
Graja-Zwolinska, Spychata, 2012, p.54). Still the
largest group of tourists comprised of seniors.

However, one can also observe an increase in the
expenditures by young people for tourism purposes
(Demeter, Bratucu, 2014, p.115). As young people
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are becoming a more and more attractive group
for tourism agencies, and for those responsible
for regional development, some study is warranted
to explore how one may effectively recognize their
preferences, wants, needs, and constraints in order
to draw their attention towards the destination or
to experience tourism firms’ offerings.

The need to examine these statistics comes from the
logistics associated with efficient marketing commu-
nications. Consequently, two aspects should be ad-
dressed:

1) The recognition of factors that are most relevant
to acquisition of the offer by the young tourists.
This is the main objective addressed in this paper.

2) The recognition of sources of information used
by customers before making the decision relative
to the consumption of the tourism offer. In the
case of young people, the Internet is most likely
the main source of information about the destina-
tion (Nasierowski, Debski, 2015).

As a consequence of the above comments, the fol-
lowing hypotheses are examined:

o Hypothesis 1 (HI): There are different elements
that impact the selection of the destination for
different groups of prospective tourists; and

e Hypothesis 2 (H2): There are no means to isolate
these elements from the criteria used for the se-
lection of destination that are uniform for all dis-
tinctive groups of tourists, regardless of charac-
teristics of these groups.

The importance of verification of such hypotheses
originates from aspects relative to the selection of the
destination. Evidence to support or reject such hy-
potheses may help determine the key elements that
impact the destination choice subject to characteris-
tics of prospective tourists. These aspects are ad-
dressed in literature from many perspectives.

One perspective concerns the general aspects of tour-
ism (e.g., Kozak, Rimmington, 1999; Sirakaya et al.,
1996; Crompton, 1992; Wong, Kwong, 2003; Bizir-
gianni, Dionysopoulou, 2013; Fyhri et al., 2011) and
the motives for different forms of tourism (e.g.,
Doran et al., 2014). The other perspective concerns
perceptions of attractiveness and the competitive
position of the destination (e.g., Buhalis 2000; Chen,
Tsai, 2007; Decorp, Snelders, 2003; Chen, Gursoy,

2001; Panter et al., 2008; Kozak, Rimmington, 1999;
King et al,. 2015). The third perspective, on which
we direct our interest, relates to the choice criteria of
destination by customers (Park, Jei, 2010; Yousefi,
Marzuki, 2012; Cho, 2009; Bond, Falk, 2013; and in
particular Eugenio-Martin, 2003). Within this area,
we have chosen to confine our focus to young people
(e.g., Moisa, 2010; Kim, Jogaratnam, 2003; Sung,
Hsu, 2010; Lam, Hsu, 2005).

A questionnaire study conducted in Canada, Poland,
and Trinidad and Tobago (T&T) examined destina-
tion preferences. In order to address these prefer-
ences, the following structure for the presentation
has been selected. In Section 2, selected preferences
pertaining to efficient marketing communication
have been described. Section 3 explores ranking
of preferences when choosing a destination.

The factor analysis of prospective preferences in the
selection of a destination has been used in order
to identify the main motives that drive the choice
of prospective young tourists, which may also inform
the direction of advertising choices. The results
of such an analysis have been presented in Section 4.
Conclusions pertaining to the particulars of tourism
and suggestions for further study have been present-
ed in Section 5.

2 Marketing Communication Management
Relative to the Area of the Selection
of Destination

The reports of the World Tourism Organization
(WTO) contain data that suggest that the presence
of young people as customers in the tourism sector
has increased. The number of trips has increased
from 136 to 187 million between 2000 and 2010 and
account for some one-fifth of all world travelers.
Expenditures for such trips amounted to US $165
million in 2010 (The Power ..., 2011, pp.6-8). It has
also been noted that generation Y can be character-
ized by higher tourism activity than their predeces-
sors (Vukic et al., 2015, pp.482-491).

The increase in expenditures toward tourism by
young people is determined mainly by two factors:
being interested in the world, and education (Youth
Travel..., 2008, p. xi). The definition of “youth trav-
el” adopted by WTO also follows such a pattern:
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“youth travel includes all independent trips for peri-
ods of less than one year by people aged 16-29
which are motivated, in part or in full, by a desire
to experience other cultures, build life experience
and/or benefit from formal and informal learning
opportunities outside one’s usual environment” (Di-
onysopoulou, Mylokanis, 2013, p.23). The place
of residence may indirectly indicate that it is an im-
portant aspect for young travelers and is related to:

o The wealth level of the society, which determines
the possibility to finance trips by young people
in order to satisfy their objectives, or earning
some profits for less wealthy parts of the society,

e Availability of attractive locations in other cul-
tures and countries; yet these items may be very
different for North America tourists than for tour-
ists from Europe due to shorter distances to reach
appealing locations, and

e Patterns pertaining to travel in a given society —
for example, in the North America, there will be
longer trips, whereas in Europe, trips are general-
ly shorter in time or distance traveled is shorter.

There are also other distinct characteristics and pat-
terns of travel by young people. Young people have
more “free time,” so trips are often long and more
expensive. There appears to be evidence that young
people choose to take time off their studies or from
work in order to travel (Yoon, 2014, p.1014).

An additional motive for youth travel is a desire
to learn more about foreign locations. Tourists do
not, however, often return to places visited previous-
ly. For young travelers, the probability that they re-
turn is higher owing to the fact that they have more
years of life to do so. On the other hand, young peo-
ple are prone to seek novelties and are frequently
pioneers in identifying attractive destinations.
They are less discouraged because of social unrest,
diseases, natural disasters, or terrorist threats (Vukicz
et al., 2015, p.82) that may have a negative impact
on such destinations (e.g., France, Belgium, Egypt,
or Turkey at the beginning of 2010s).

Kim et al. (2007, in: Tibon 2012, p.1393) have iden-
tified typical motives for traveling presented by
young people. These include knowledge, sports,
adventure, relaxation, lifestyle, bragging about their
travels, and family. Some of these elements can be

regarded as universal and may be typical for other
age groups, though some are specific to young peo-
ple — gaining knowledge, for example.

When examining characteristics that are responsible
for the demand related to a chosen destination,
Niezgoda (2012) has indicated several reasons that
may be pivotal for the selection of the destination:
economic, legal, geographical, and sociopsy-
chological conditions, and the role of mass media.
When examining these preferences, one should keep
in mind that a selected city or region is typically very
specific and somewhat unique. They are character-
ized by many elements that impact their competitive
position as travel destinations. As pointed out by
Panasiuk (2015, p.431), beyond traditionally recog-
nized tourism agencies, there are institutions, as well
as local authorities, responsible for the creation
of the tourism offer, for making it available, that may
impact the creation of a climate friendly for tourists.

Dwyer and Kim (2010, pp. 400-405) specified some
120 items associated with the competitiveness of
a destination and grouped them into categories such
as endowed resources, created resources, supporting
factors, destination management, situational condi-
tions, and market performance indicators. Enright
and Newton (2005) have specified two factors
of a competitive destination, and only one indirectly
relates to tourism: “labor cost and skills, the level
of retail sector development, the level of technologi-
cal advancement, strategies of local companies, po-
litical stability, anti-corruption policy, the level
of educational system, strong currency and steady
prices” (in Navickas, Malakauskaite, 2009, p.39).
These elements are important to the marketing
of a destination that is independent of people and
agencies responsible for the creation of tourism poli-
cy and the tourism experience.

Factors of competitiveness of the tourism destination
were addressed by many researchers (e.g., Vanhove,
2002; Dwyer, Kim, 2003; Mechinda et al., 2010).
It was emphasized that the proper management of the
destination site is important and includes marketing
and promotion (Grzinic, Saftic, 2012, pp.63-64).
These elements correspond to the customers’ prefer-
ences. There were also attempts to link elements
of competitiveness with the demand for the specific
products.
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For example, Kaushik et al. (2010) examined tour-
ism-related habits of the Hindu people and assumed
the existence of relationships between variables such
as age, sex, background of the tourists, occupation,
income, and their impact on the selection of the des-
tination. The key elements related to the choice
of the destinations are “communication, objectivity,
basic facilities, attraction, support services, distinc-
tive local features and psychological and physical
environment” (Kaushnik et al., 2010, p.128).

On the basis of the examination of the above factors
and previously mentioned extensive reports about
various approaches delineating attractiveness of the
destination and young tourists' needs, wants, and
preferences, the questionnaire for our study was pre-
pared. In this study, we have concentrated on the
response to the question, What aspects/elements are
examined by respondents — young people, students —
when selecting the destination for their trips?
The answer to this question rests with the motives
for marketing/promotional campaigns concentrated
on young people.

3 Data and its Statistical Analysis

The questionnaire was distributed to students in three
countries that vary greatly in their characteristics:
Canada (Fredericton), Poland (Warsaw), and T&T
(Port of Spain). It was a “convenient sample” for the
authors. In this preliminary self-financed study, the
sample is not representative. There were no control
questions, so the consistency of responses was veri-
fied by comparisons between the responses to vari-
ous parts of the questionnaire. The disadvantage
of the sample is also related to the fact that investi-
gated samples are different in terms of response
numbers, age of respondents, and residence charac-
teristics of respondents (e.g., different size). Groups
of respondents may differ in terms of wealth, culture,
and attractions available in places of residence.

Thus, despite valuable information collected, this
study and its findings should be regarded as prelimi-
nary in testing our methodology for further investi-
gation of the subject. Respondents were asked 17
questions, with answers in the scale 1-5: 1 being not
important, 5 being very important elements in the

selection of a destination for traveling (to the select-
ed city or region).

About 235 responses were collected in Poland,
and 201 are being further analyzed. Of these, 70%
of the respondents were aged younger than 25 years;
56% were residents of Warsaw, and the remaining
portion residents of neighboring cities. Warsaw can
be regarded as a very attractive tourist destination,
with a host of cultural events and sites. It is a city
with many administrative facilities, where several
headquarters of big companies (as well as multina-
tional companies) are located, along with many uni-
versities. These particulars are important, because
young travelers may seek unique attractions when
traveling — compared to those available at home.
For them, traveling to destinations with different
cultural characteristics and attractions is relatively
simple because of the short distance necessary
to travel from their city of residence. Travel may
often be considered a symbol of status for this group.

Canadian respondents (n = 110) are predominantly
residents of Fredericton (New Brunswick), a city
with some 50,000 inhabitants. It is a pleasant and
small city in a quiet, relatively rich environment,
with a few historic attractions, a growing art
and music scene, a major art gallery, and opportuni-
ties for summer and winter sports. Major employers
include the Canadian government, two universities,
a hospital, and the police, where salaries are general-
ly above average. There are no big companies and
essentially no industrial sector, though there is
a developing knowledge sector, with most employ-
ment sourced from the government and service sec-
tor as a result of being the provincial capital. Travel
abroad is less common here, with the exception
of university and government populations, which
make up a large percentage of the city’s population.

Respondents in T&T (n = 121) reside mainly in Port
of Spain. This is ethnically, culturally, and, from
the viewpoint of religion, a very diverse society.
Some 50% of respondents are young people, 50%
are 30 to>35 years old, studying part-time, em-
ployed, and with families. Several respondents have
relatives or friends living in California, Florida, and,
at times, Toronto or Montreal, and their traveling can
been associated with visiting these friends and fami-
ly (authors’ assumption).
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To be noted: average income per capita in the sam-
pled three countries are as follows: Canada, $43,248;
Poland, $12,494; T&T, $20,444 (http://data.world
bank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD, accessed: 30
September 2016).

Evaluation of elements important to the selection of
destination is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Elements important in the selection of a destination by respondents
from Poland, Canada, and T&T

ELEMENT -> average for

Poland T&T Canada

Journey costs 4.42 4.39 4.22
Climate 4.37 3.88 3.84
Easy Access to attractions 4.30 4,15 3,53
Zjiiizgn?nféizlﬁ:,aéi:ﬁ:?:ﬁll:s?gflear;grounds) 4.16 4.40 3.66
Quality of accommodation and facilities 4.13 4.39 3.99
Quality of catering/restaurants facilities 4.06 4.18 3.62
Easy Access 3.98 3.80 3.17
Flora, fauna and natural environment 391 3.15 3.00
Quality and accessibility of shops 3.68 4.04 3.19
Clubs, theme parks, entertainment 3.48 3.88 3.32
Quality and efficiency of local transport 3.46 4.17 3.15
Special events, festivals 3.23 3.53 3.47
Architectural attractions. museums 2.96 3.04 2.96
ggli)l(i)tl;t;mty for practicing a specific sport and related 203 242 213
Destination Brand (known, popular) 2.77 3.23 3.03
Folk art of a specific area 2.38 2.56 2.14
Presence of places of religious worship 2.04 2.46 1.64
Average 3.54 3.63 3.18

Number of responses 225 121 110

Responses from the three countries were checked
for similarity of preferences using Spearman correla-
tion coefficient. The results indicate the following:
Poland vs T&T = 0.790; Poland vs Canada = 0.880;
T&T vs Canada = 0.876; with the significance level
of 0.000. Thus, despite many differences among
respondents — their age, wealth, etc. — criteria used
for the selection of destination can be regarded as
similar.

The most important factor for respondents when
selecting a destination is the cost of the journey,
followed by climate, easy access to attractions,

and the variety of leisure and recreation offered.
Similar results were obtained by Buchta and Skiert
(2012, p.26) when examining students’ preferences:
cost of the journey, sight-seeing, and climate re-
ceived the highest scores. Young people who are
active and would like to travel, and concurrently are
younger than 25 years of age, do not have enough
money in order to achieve all the objectives associat-
ed with traveling, especially when they use their own
resources. This constitutes an important constraint
for youth travel, especially when they have no other
financial support.
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As suggested by Panasiuk (2014, p.129) tourism
satisfies higher level needs and calls for a consump-
tion of funds. An important, but not critical, criteri-
on, as presented in Table 2, concerns comfort
associated with traveling: quality of accommodation
(hotels) and facilities, quality of catering and restau-
rant facilities, quality and accessibility of retail
shops, and the variety of leisure and recreation of-
fered. It seems somewhat strange that climate is the
second most important element when selecting desti-
nation, because it does not intuitively correspond
to the logic of the decision-making processes of
young tourists. For respondents from T&T, climate
is not important. On the other hand, one can accept
that it is a universal element important to all tourists
— regardless of their age. In conclusion, when prepar-
ing a tourism offer for young tourists, it is crucial
to emphasize the possibility of active recreation, with
a variety of choices of an acceptable quality, while
being mindful of costs.

As a rule, young people are not overly interested in:
the presence of places for religious worship, folk art,
destination brand (known, popular), architectural
attractions (museums) or, more surprisingly, various
leisure recreations (such as swimming pools, cinema,
parks, and play grounds).

The ranking of travel preferences by different groups
of respondents, who are highly and positively corre-
lated at the acceptable significance level, is some-
what surprising. Despite fundamental differences
in the demographics of respondents — with only two
similar elements: age, and that they are students —
the rankings of contributing factors important to the
choice of destination are similar.

4 Examination of Responses Based on Factor
Analysis

Examination of average values of various factors that
impact the selection of the destination provides
an overview of typical preferences. These items may
assist in the selection of specific marketing strategies
presented to various groups of customers. On the
basis of the results of factor analysis, an attempt has
been made to isolate motives for going to a specified
destination/city/region. We expected that factor

analysis results might provide different outcomes for
respondents from Canada, Poland, and T&T.
It turned out that for the analysis of the countries,
one can identify a different number of variables that
denote preferred destinations for traveling. Only in
the case of Poland, all the variables can be used.
In the case of Canada, we have to exclude four vari-
ables:

e opportunity for practicing a specific sport and
related facilities,

e architectural attractions, museums,

e presence of places of religious worship, and

e flora, fauna, and natural environment.

In the case of T&T, we have to exclude three ele-
ments:

e opportunity for practicing a specific sport and
related facilities,

e presence of places of religious worship, and

e climate.

The main reason for excluding these elements was
their lower than 0.5 values in the anti-image-
correlation matrixes and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy index.

The next steps in the analysis indicated that one can
identify key motives for the selection of the destina-
tion — a city or region. The justification rests with
acceptable values of:

e the Determinant of Correlation Matrix (DCM) —
the lower the better, and

e substantially higher than 0.5 value of KMO.

The discussed dimensions for the countries under
investigation are as follows:

e Canada: DCM = 0.35; KMO = 0.733,
e Poland: DCM =0.019; KMO = 0.742, and
e T&T: DCM =0.012; KMO = 0.802.

The method of main elements in the factor analysis
was used in order to determine the motives for the
selection of the destination. Both conditions, here the
low value of DCM and high value of KMO, are sat-
isfied. The optimum number of factors was deter-
mined based on the examination of the scatter plots.
In order to use a simple interpretation of factors,
the Oblimin rotation was used.
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The analysis of results of factor analysis suggests
the existence of two factors for all three examined
groups of respondents. These are comfort (which
includes convenience) and attractiveness. The inter-
pretation of these constructs may be as follows:
Comfort: “something that brings aid, support, or
satisfaction. An appurtenance or condition furnishing
mental or physical ease” (Websters ..., 1986, p.454).
Convenience: “A favourable or advantageous condi-
tion, state, or circumstance. Something suited to ones
material wants, freedom from difficulty, discomfort,
or trouble” (Websters ..., 1986, p.497). Attractive-
ness: “able to cause to approach by influencing

the will or appealing to the senses. Having qualities
that arouse interest, pleasure, or affection in the ob-
server” (Websters ..., 1986, p.141).

In our research, comfort and attractiveness may re-
late to different aspects for the different groups
of respondents. Certainly, an issue of interpretation
of these factors — comfort, convenience, attractive-
ness — is open for discussion, as they are very broad,
and their interpretation depends on many elements:
culture, family status, age, wealth, education, prefer-
ences, etc.

Table 2. The selection of elements that create the scale of comfort (and convenience)
and attractiveness for three groups of respondents

Poland Canada T&T
COMFORT (and CONVENIENCE)
Quality of accommodation and facilities 0.538 0.679 0.733
Journey costs 0.597 0.655
Quality and accessibility of shops 0.680 0.579 0.719
o s it gt | o | oss
Climate 0.700
Quality and efficiency of local transport 0.666 0.622 0.710
Easy access 0529 0.605
Quality of catering/restaurants facilities 0.676 0.778 0.572
Clubs, theme parks, entertainment 0.510
Easy access to attractions 0.575 0.815
Destination brand (known, popular) 0.738 0.517
ATTRACTIVENESS

Easy access 0.741
Easy access to attractions 0.677
Architectural attractions, museums 0.623 0.759
Special events, festivals 0.585 0.656
Flora, fauna and natural environment 0.585 0.688
Folk art of a specific area 0.652 0.738
The strength of these relations can be regarded as average.
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Items describing these factors may overlap, e.g. what
is comfortable might also be interpreted as attractive,
and there may exist substantial differences in the
interpretation of these factors in different countries.

Table 2 presents items that form the scale of comfort
(and convenience) and attractiveness along with their
factor loadings (Pearson correlation coefficients that

denote the strength of relations among variables)

for the three countries.

The models arrived at based on the results of factor
analysis explain:

e 40.7% of variance for Canada,
o 34.7% of variance for Poland, and
o 44.5% of variance for T&T.

Unidentified elements are responsible for the remain-
ing portion of the variance. These are relatively low
values, and these results may be the consequence
of the formulation of questions in the questionnaire —
that is, if they were not focused enough or if they
might have been interpreted differently. Also, there
exists the potential for different interpretations of the
wording used in the questionnaire by the different
groups of respondents.

It is also interesting that climate is one of the critical
criterion of destination choice (based on the exami-
nation of average values, as presented in Table 1),
yet climate gets a low value when factor analysis
results are examined.

Next, brand recognition, folk art, and the presence
of places for religious worship are not important
items for the selection of the destination, neither
when using results or average values, nor when using
the results of the factor analysis. Therefore, these
elements should not be used as the leading motives
in marketing campaigns promoting the destination
for young people. Surprisingly, the variety of leisure
and recreation offered are not among the important
items for young people.

When searching for the more universal method
to identify “what is important for young people when
they choose a tourist destination,” the factor analysis
was used for all respondents in our study. The initial
analysis has provided evidence that all variables
(questions in the questionnaire) can be used in the

factor analysis. The following contributes to such
a conclusion: DCM = 0.280; KMO = 0.808; Measure
Sampling Adequacy > 0.50 for all variables.

The further analysis of data can be carried out using

two approaches:

e VARIANT 1 — Using two factors as the optimal
solution, and

e VARIANT 2 — Using eigenvalue > 1 as the selec-
tion criterion.

VARIANT 1

Similar to factor analysis for the countries in the
sample, two factors were accepted as the optimal
solution. The Oblimin rotation with the Kaiser nor-
malization was used to identify factors and their
elements. Table 3 shows the composition of these
elements and respective factor loadings for the vari-
ables that indicate the strength of relationships be-
tween variables.

The first category (comfort and convenience) con-
cerns the infrastructure of the location, how easy it is
to travel there, and the costs associated with the
journey.

The second relates to the specific physical features
of the destination (attractiveness). Such a model
explains 34.8% of the variance of the investigated
phenomena — here, the motives for the selection of
the said destination. The rest of the variance can be
explained by unidentified elements.

The results show that factor analysis results — with
respect to comfort, convenience, and attractiveness,
with some minor exceptions in the case of Canada —
are similar. Irrespective of differences in the charac-
teristics of the three groups of respondents, the ele-
ments that make factors are similar — and the
motives for the selection of the destination are simi-
lar.

In the case of respondents from two countries, the
option to practice various sport disciplines and the
related infrastructure, along with places of religious
worship, are not examined: these elements do not fit
the model we developed (with lower than 0.5 value
of the factor loadings).
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Table 3. Structure matrix for two factors analysis for the three countries

ELEMENTS ATTRACTIVENESS
Quality of catering/restaurants facilities 0.694 0.320
Easy access to attractions 0.692 0.265
Quality and accessibility of shops 0.673 0.145
iy e s and ostion el
Quality and efficiency of local transport 0.642 0.252
Quality of accommodation and facilities 0.627 0.088
Journey costs 0.546 0.051
Easy access 0.541 0.175
Clubs, theme parks, entertainment 0.477 0.209
Destination brand (known, popular) 0.468 0.157
Climate 0.443 0.062
Folk art of a specific area 0.177 0.749
Architectural attractions, museums 0.027 0.633
Flora, fauna, and natural environment 0.230 0.591
Presence of place of religious worship 0.158 0.583
Special events, festivals 0.279 0.417
gzﬁignity for practicing a specific sport and related 0.085 0.309

For Polish respondents, “destination brand (known,
popular)” is not an element of “comfort.” For Cana-
dian respondents, “ease of access” and “quality and
efficiency of local transportation” (these elements
may be linked one to another) are not items related to
comfort, but to attractiveness. This may result from
the fact that communication infrastructure in Canada
is well-developed, and with the lack of experience,
respondents might have assumed that the similar
infrastructure exists in other destinations.

Such results allow us to conclude for hypothesis H2:
In the selection of destination, it is impossible to
isolate those elements that are universal, despite the
characteristics of respondents; H2 cannot be con-
firmed. There are similar needs, preferences, and
desires relative to the choice of the destination —re-
gardless of cultural differences — which include
characteristics of place of residence (size, economic

situation, available attractions, etc.), age, sex, educa-
tion levels, social status, and material and health
conditions.

It can be concluded for hypothesis H1: There are
different elements that impact the selection of the
destination for different groups of prospective cli-
ents; H1 has not been confirmed. Despite the differ-
ences among the respondents, similar items are
decisive in the selection of the destination. Such
aresult can be regarded as questionable, yet it ap-
pears to be what the numbers show.

VARIANT 2

Eigenvalue > 1 can be used as the criterion for isola-
tion of factors. The Oblimin rotation has been used.
Consequently, five factors, which can be grouped
as comfort and attractiveness, can be identified.
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Table 4. Structure matrix for Variant 2

FACTORS AND THEIR ELEMENTS

1 2 3 4 5
Quality and efficiency of local transport 0.753 0.235 0.284 0.097 0.010
Easy access 0.699 0.077 0.091 0.222 0.137
Quality and accessibility of shops 0.699 0.075 0.364 0.211 0.044
Journey costs 0.634 0.007 0.260 —-0.033 0.109
Var.lety 9f leisure agd recreation offered 0.558 0,037 0.455 0.279 0.175
(swimming pools, cinemas, parks, playgrounds)
Folk art of a specific area 0.086 0.764 0.212 0.077 0.178
Architectural attractions, museums —0.024 0.667 0.046 0.204 0.006
Presence of places of religious worship 0.297 0.645 —0.048 0.026 0.010
Quality of accommodation and facilities 0.363 0.048 0.723 0.134 —0.003
Quality of catering/restaurants facilities 0.469 0.256 0.713 0.086 0.184
Destination brand (known. popular) 0.162 0.123 0.619 0.373 —0.140
Easy access to attractions 0.552 0.134 0.563 0.143 0.313
Climate 0.199 —0.096 0.559 —0.133 0.531
Special events, festivals 0.190 0.255 0.057 0.814 0.045
Clubs, theme parks, entertainment 0.260 -0.003 0.367 0.659 0.197
Opp(.)r.tumty for practicing a specific sport and related 0.043 0.038 0,081 0251 0721
facilities
Flora, fauna, and natural environment 0.182 0.463 0.157 —0.082 0.631

Table 4 provides the composition of these categories
and their factor loadings that show the strength
of relations between indicators. The first and third
factor deal with the infrastructure of the selected
destination, ease of access and the infrastructure
of the location, and ease of access and the associated
costs (thus, comfort and convenience). The second
factor addresses specific features of the destination
(thus, attractiveness). The fourth one deals with en-
tertainment (attractiveness element), and the fifth
includes the possibility to engage in various sport
activities and with the natural attractions of the loca-
tion (attractiveness element).

Such a model of factor analysis explains 55% of the
variance of the investigated phenomenon and also

the motives behind the selection of the destination.
The remaining part is explained by unidentified ele-
ments.

5 Discussion of Results and Suggestions
for Future

The results of the study allow us to answer the re-
search questions, What are the factors that are of
prime importance to young tourists, and what is the
key to communicating with them efficiently?

The critical elements related to the selection of the
destination of travel by the respondents in our study,
young people and students planning a trip, have been
presented in Table 3.
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The most frequently mentioned items are the cost
of traveling and the overall variety and the quality
of the product. Thus, an examination of their prefer-
ences may be adequate promotion — keeping in mind
their preferences, needs, wants, constraints — and not
what travel agency leaders may believe is correct and
will be the deciding factor in their choice. It is also
important to identify an efficient means to communi-
cate with clients — while not the main idea of this
paper, this was explained earlier (Nasierowski, Dgb-
ski, 2015). Internet and social media networks are
the main source of information for the young person
wanting to travel. They use professional brochures
or published advertisements to a much lesser extent,
and they are more comfortable and experienced with
the ease of access provided by the World Wide Web
than older clients.

Several methods have been used when analyzing
collected empirical material. Results indicate a high
degree of similarity. These results show that comfort
(and convenience) and attractiveness of the destina-
tion are most important. For a substantial portion
of students, the key reason for traveling is to “relax”
(Kim et al. 2006) or for “relaxation” (Ryan, Hang,
2006). There are also items associated with conven-
ience when traveling — “seeing and learning,” “fun
and entertainment,” or “adventure and thrill” (Kim
et al., 2006) — that in turn are related to an interest
in leisure, or, attractiveness. Consequently, when
managing a tourism offer, special attention must be
paid to comfort and attractiveness, though our results
do not allow the isolation of the pivotal elements
of comfort and attractiveness that are decisive to
success.

While the existence of these two elements seems
to be clear, there exists a high collinearity in expecta-
tions of respondents who are coming from very dif-
ferent countries. One might expect that comfort
would be more important to respondents from Cana-
da than those from Poland or T&T. Our results
do not confirm such an expectation.

Remember, attractiveness is a factor that should de-
termine tourists’ choice of a specific destination, as it
contributes to a satisfaction from being there. How-
ever, it seems that comfort (and convenience) has
a stronger impact on satisfaction. This observation
has serious implications. Attractiveness should be

emphasized in marketing communication for sales
purposes, whereas comfort should be promoted
in order to build the loyalty of clients — so that they
return to the same destination and/or to the same
travel agency. Such a line of reasoning is further
justified when “seeing and learning” constitutes
a strong motivation in selecting a destination. Tour-
ists who have already seen natural or cultural attrac-
tions in a given destination may lose interest
in returning, which, in this study, results in a de-
creased importance of the attractiveness factor.

These presented results should be regarded as pre-
liminary — a test study with the use of an early,
somewhat flawed, questionnaire. In spite of this,
results show that further study in this area is war-
ranted. There is an information gap between young
tourists and travel agencies as they currently operate.
The issue — whether such conclusions may be im-
portant for those responsible for regional develop-
ment — is a topic for another investigation. There are,
however, several very strong indications suggesting
further studies are needed:

e A more comprehensive questionnaire (with more
detailed questions) is recommended, yet the long-
er the questionnaire, the lower the response rate
and the lower the reliability of responses. Plus,
the control questions will further reduce the num-
ber of useful responses.

e We observe that a structured interview with rep-
resentatives from travel agencies may be useful,
at least with respect to the verification of their
opinions about the possible requirements of pro-
spective customers. It may be worthwhile to
check the key criteria used by line-level travel
agents when addressing the client: are there any
specific regulations or procedures that must first
be addressed, or are they simply consulting the
brochure themselves? Managerial oversight might
also be considered. It would be optional if travel
agents were trained and certified before they are
qualified to work in an agency. They should have
opportunities for exploratory trips to explore
travel offerings, and they should have to update
their credentials regularly.

e In any further study on the subject, there is the
perceived need to expand the section related
to the characteristic features of the respondent:



328 Maciej Debski, Wojciech Nasierowski

for example, family status (single with family,
with children, etc.), sources of income, or sources
of funding the trips.

e It may prove interesting if future research ap-
proaches take into account the differences be-
tween the preferred times of year young people
can and wish to travel. This element may have
an important impact on the responses to any ques-
tionnaire.

The results we obtained are a little surprising.
One would expect cost to be one of the critical ele-
ments, and this has been confirmed. However, com-
fort is among the key elements of preferred travel
destinations, which was unexpected of young people.
One can also note the variety of sources of infor-
mation and methods used to verify this information;
our expectation was that decisions are mainly emo-
tionally driven. Additionally, the hypothesis H1 has
not been confirmed, though we expected that, be-
cause of substantial cultural differences between
respondents, the motives for the selection of the des-
tination would be different. Despite the substantial
diversity between respondents, the two motives —
comfort and attractiveness — are similar in all groups.
We expect that more conclusions can be drawn from
further studies when differences in such characteris-
tics are taken into account:

e age — below 25; 25-35; above 36, for example,

e objectives/goals/expectations of results associated
with the journey: relaxation, active recreation,
sightseeing, participation in cultural events, visit-
ing family and/or friends, education, getting some
income/working travel, and

e family status single — formal/informal relation-
ships, with/without kids, etc.

Should such data be available, more precise respons-
es to certain questions could be provided: What?
For what respondents? What is most important
for them? And keeping in mind that such responses
aid in the planning of marketing/advertising commu-
nications.

Characteristically, items relative to “comfort” and
“attractiveness” are closely linked to those elements
that are important to the selection of the destination
as presented in Table 1. In the opinion of authors,
it makes a lot of sense: young people (students) want

to spend holidays comfortably, to be in a reasonably
good hotel, to spend time having access to attractive
places, to get a good meal, to do some shopping — all
within acceptable price/cost limits. Yet we believe
that further detailed study in these areas are needed
in order to benefit tourists and travel agencies. Per-
haps a modified approach could be used with differ-
ent types of traveler: natural, urban, clubbers,
groups, single explorers, etc., with very complex
individual motives. First question: why? Then,
where? Then, how? There will be as many reasons as
there are travelers.
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