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2. event groupings, using the factors extracted from the EFA of event 

visit intention, 

3. event specific, using event visit intention of the range of named special 

events included in the questionnaire. 

 

GLOBAL 

(Using ANOVA) 

F=11.02, p<0.001 

This result demonstrated statistically significant differences between clusters with 

respect to overall event visit intention. 

 

EVENT GROUPINGS (Using factors from EFA of event visit intention) 

(Using MANOVA) 
 

Table 7.42  MANOVA of Event Visit Intention Factors by Value Clusters 
 
Visit Intention                             Event Visit Intention Factor Score Means  
Factors  Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4          F-Value  
Major sport  0.12 -0.24 -0.05        5.00*  
Cultural  0.14 -0.26 -0.10 6.10*  
Popular festivals  0.10 -0.13 -0.11 2.66  
Un-named  -0.02 0.07 -0.02 0.34  
Wilks=0.94, F=3.59, p<0.001 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
The results in Table 7.42 demonstrate statistically significant differences between 

clusters overall in terms of event visit intention. There were statistically 

significant differences across the clusters for the first two factors but not the final 

two. Cluster 2 was interested in each of the first three categories of events but 

indifferent to the un-named events. Cluster three was inclined in the opposite 

direction showing particular aversion to the major sport and cultural events. The 

final cluster showed no interest in any of the event categories. 

 

INDIVIDUAL EVENTS 

Wilks=0.88, F=1.71, p=0.009 

This result indicated statistically significant differences between clusters at the 

individual event level with 11 of the 16 events demonstrating statistically 

significant differences on value segment clusters. 
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Hypothesis 17: 

Segments comprising people with similar value systems differ in their behaviour 

in relation to special events. 

 

These results suggest that segments comprising people with similar value systems 

differ in their event visit intention at three levels of event visitation, namely, 

global, event groupings, and specific events. This provides support for Hypothesis 

17. 

 

In order to assess whether demographic differences between clusters may have 

contributed to the differences between clusters noted above, chi-square analyses 

were conducted for demographic variables and cluster membership, and the 

results are reported in Table 7.43. 
 
Gender and age were the only demographic variables that demonstrated 

statistically significant differences across value segments which suggests that the 

differences in event preferences were, indeed, largely explained by differences in 

value preferences. That is, personal value systems seem to be better predictors of 

special event preferences than demographic segmentation, which is consistent 

with the findings of Madrigal and Kahle (1994). 

 
 



 238

Table 7.43  Chi-square Analysis - Demographic Variables and Value Clusters 
 
                        CLUSTERS                 
 TWO THREE FOUR 
Characteristic of Respondent   (%)     (%)   (%) 
Sex 
 Male 37 53 56  
 Female 63 47 44  
Chi-square = 13.70, df=2, p=0.001  
 
Age 
 18-19 10 1 3  
 20-29 24 19 29  
 30-39 20 26 23  
 40-49 22 18 19  
 50-59 11 15 14  
 60 and above 13 21 12   
Chi-square = 19.30, df=10, p=0.037  
 
Income ($/year) 
 Less than 10000 9 16 10  
 10000-29999 31 31 26  
 30000-49999 23 20 30  
 50000-69999 17 18 18  
 70000-99999 13 8 8  
 100000 and above 7 7 8  
Chi-square = 9.37, df=10, p=0.898  
 
Education 
 Primary 2 1 2   
 Some secondary 24 22 31  
 Completed secondary 16 15 10  
 Some technical etc 6 4 5  
 Completed technical etc 8 10 9  
 Some tertiary 19 22 12  
 Completed tertiary 25 26 31  
Chi-square = 9.72, df=12, p=0.640  
 
Family Status 
 Married, children at home 39 41 36   
 Married, no children at home 15 18 18  
 Married, no children 4 8 12  
 Not married, children at home 7 2 5  
 Never married, no children at home 28 18 21  
 Widowed, no children at home 3 4 4  
 Divorced, no children at home 4 9 4  
Chi-square = 19.51, df=12, p=0.077  
 
 
A MANOVA examining the relationship between cluster membership and the 

psychographic factors was conducted and the results are presented in Table 7.44. 

Although the overall result demonstrated statistically significant differences based 

on Wilks Lambda, it can be seen that these differences occurred for four factors 

only. 
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Table 7.44  MANOVA of Psychographic Factors by Value Clusters 
 
      Psychographic Factor Means            
Factors  Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 F-Value  
Self improvement  0.21 -0.43 -0.08 15.52*  
Active outdoors/sports -0.06 0.04 0.12 1.19  
Nature  -0.02 -0.07 0.10 0.75  
Culture  0.08 -0.02 -0.15 1.94  
Affiliation/social  0.23 -0.53 -0.05 22.67*  
Conservative  0.12 -0.17 -0.14 4.39*  
Stimulation  0.06 -0.26 0.11 4.41*  
Participating in causes 0.08 -0.18 -0.04 2.53  
Independence  -0.00 -0.05 0.08 0.42  
Away from home  0.01 -0.04 0.02 0.13  
Gambling/dining  0.01 -0.07 0.04 0.30  
Peace  0.04 -0.14 -0.00 1.15  
Gender role  -0.03 0.06 0.04 0.40  
Anomie  0.07 -0.06 -0.09 1.21  
Frugal  -0.03 -0.11 0.16 1.92  
Wilks=0.76, F=4.30, p<0.001 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
 

7.17.2 Clustering of Value Segments (As Determined by the Top-Ranked 
Value) 

Global Event 
Visit Intention 

(Interval)

1

Event Visit 
Intention 
Factors 

(Interval)

2

Specific Event 
Visit Intention 

(Interval)

3

Top Ranked 
Value Clusters

4

Demographics 
(Nominal and 

Ordinal)

5

AIO Factors 
(Interval)

6

List of Value 
Domains 
(Interval)

7

ANOVA

MANOVA

Chi-Square

MANOVA

MANOVA MANOVA

 
Clusters were formed based on the value that respondents listed as the most 

important guiding principle in their lives. This resulted in 10 clusters, nine of 

which related to the LOV, and one that represented the non-LOV items that were 

included in the questionnaire, as explained earlier. 
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The next part of the analysis was to determine whether there were differences in 

‘event visit intention’ across clusters comprising respondents grouped on the basis 

of their top ranked value. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

calculations using the value clusters as the independent variables were used to test 

this. The analyses were again run at the three levels of event visit intention: 

global, event grouping, and event specific. 

 

GLOBAL 

(Using ANOVA) 

F=0.69, p=0.699 

This result did not support the presence of statistically significant differences 

between clusters with respect to overall event visit intention. 

 

EVENT GROUPINGS (Using factors from EFA of event visit intention) 

(Using MANOVA) 

 

The results in Table 7.45 demonstrate that there were no statistically significant 

differences between clusters with respect to event groupings. 
 

Table 7.45  MANOVA of Event Visit Intention Factors by Value Clusters (top-
ranked) 
 
Visit Intention  
Factors  F-Value  
Major sport  1.67  
Cultural   1.64  
Popular festivals   1.24  
Un-named   1.02  
Wilks=0.89, F=1.39, p=0.062 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
INDIVIDUAL EVENTS 

Wilks=0.67, F=1.20, p=0.058 

In line with the earlier findings, this result does not support the presence of 

statistically significant differences across segments formed using respondents’ 

top-ranked value. There were statistically significant differences across clusters 

for only two of the 16 events listed, namely, the International Festival of the Arts 

and the Royal Agricultural Society of Victoria Show. 
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Unlike the earlier clustering based on value systems, the clustering based on 

respondents’ top ranked values did not identify differences in relation to visit 

intention behaviour on any of the three dimensions of events, namely, global, 

event grouping, or specific events. This leads to support for the following 

hypothesis. 

 

Hypothesis 31: 

Cluster analysis based on segments comprising people with similar value systems 

is a better basis for predicting visit intention behaviour in relation to special 

events than is cluster analysis based on segments comprising people based on 

their top ranked value. 

 

In order to assess whether demographic differences between clusters may have 

contributed to differences between clusters, chi-square analyses were run between 

demographic variables and cluster membership. This was done in an earlier 

section of this chapter and the results were presented in Table 7.21. The results in 

Table 7.21, and the discussion following it, indicate that there were statistically 

significant differences between respondents clustered on their top-ranked value, 

with respect to age, gender and education. 
 
 
MANOVAs examining the relationship between cluster membership and each of 

the LOV factors and psychographic factors were calculated, and the results are 

presented in Table 7.46. Neither of the LOV factors demonstrated statistically 

significant differences across the clusters and only two of the 15 psychographic 

factors, namely, ‘nature’ and ‘anomie’ showed differences. Therefore, clusters 

based on top-ranked value were fairly homogeneous with respect to 

psychographics and value domains. 
 

Table 7.46  MANOVA of Psychographic Factors and LOV Factors by Value 
Clusters (top-ranked) 
 
Factors F-Value 
LOV 
 Achievement 1.14 
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 Affiliation 0.93 
Wilks=0.96, F=1.04, p=0.415 
 
Psychographic 
 Self improvement 1.26  
 Active outdoors/sports 1.15 
 Nature 2.17* 
 Culture 1.06 
 Affiliation/social 0.61 
 Conservative 1.29 
 Stimulation 1.34 
 Participating in causes 1.24 
 Independence 1.18 
 Away from home 1.42 
 Gambling/dining 1.52 
 Peace 0.98 
 Gender role 1.67 
 Anomie 1.99* 
 Frugal 0.72 
Wilks=0.67, F=1.32, p=0.009 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
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7.17.3 Clustering of Psychographic Segments (As Determined by AIO 
Factor Scores) 

AIO Domains 
(Interval)

1

AIO Segment 
Clusters

2

K-Means Cluster Analysis

Global Event 
Visit Intention 

(Interval)

3

Event Visit 
Intention Factors 

(Interval)

4

Specific Event 
Visit Intention 

(Interval)

5

Demographics 
(Nominal and 

Ordinal)

6

LOV Factors 
(Interval)

7MANOVA

Chi-Square

ANOVA

MANOVA

MANOVA

 
K-Means Cluster Analysis was used to cluster respondents into a small number of 

homogeneous groups based upon respondents’ 15 AIO factor scores. The analysis 

was repeated for a range of cluster solutions from two to six clusters with the 

distribution of cases under the various solutions being presented in Table 7.47. 
 

Table 7.47  The Number of Members in the Various Cluster Solutions for Value 
Segments (as determined by AIO factor scores) 
 
 Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster 
 One Two Three Four Five Six 
2 Cluster Solution 106 342     
3 Cluster Solution 77 140 231    
4 Cluster Solution 162 83 81 122   
5 Cluster Solution 119 65 77 118 69  
6 Cluster Solution 106 115 58 56 46 67 
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‘One-way ANOVAs’ were used to assess the ability of the various cluster 

solutions to show statistically significant differences with respect to event visit 

intention at the range of events listed in the questionnaire. Using this approach, 

the six cluster solution was selected. 

 

The next part of the analysis was to determine whether there were differences in 

‘event visit intention’ importance ratings across clusters comprising respondents 

grouped on the basis of their psychographic systems. MANOVA calculations 

using the value clusters as the independent variables were used to test this. The 

analyses were again run at the global, the event grouping, and the event specific 

levels of event visit intention. 

 

GLOBAL 

(Using ANOVA) 

F=4.37, p=0.001 

This result demonstrates that there were statistically significant differences 

between clusters with respect to overall event visit intention. 

 

EVENT GROUPINGS (Using factors from EFA of event visit intention) 

(Using MANOVA) 

The results in Table 7.48 show that there were statistically significant differences 

across the clusters for three of the four event visit intention factors. 
 

Table 7.48  MANOVA of Event Visit Intention Factors by Psychographic 
Clusters 
 
Visit Intention       Event Visit Intention Factor Score Means  
Factors ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE SIX F-VALUE  
Major sport -0.43 0.14 0.12 0.68 -0.18 -0.11 11.27*  
Cultural 0.41 -0.17 -0.24 -0.11 0.06 -0.10 5.51*  
Pop. festival 0.05 -0.15 0.10 0.21 0.09 -0.15 1.57  
Un-named 0.01 -0.17 -0.28 0.29 0.26 0.09 3.40*  
Wilks=0.79, F=5.49, p<0.001 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
INDIVIDUAL EVENTS 

Wilks=0.65, F=2.44, p<0.001 
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This result indicated statistically significant differences across clusters at the 

individual event level with 12 of the 16 events demonstrating statistically 

significant differences. 

 

Hypothesis 29: 

Segments comprising people with similar psychographic systems differ in their 

visit intention behaviour in relation to special events. 

 

These results suggest that segments comprising people with similar psychographic 

systems differ in their event visit intention at three levels of event visitation, 

namely, global, event groupings, and specific events. This provides support for 

Hypothesis 29. 

 

Hypothesis 30: 

Cluster analysis based on segments comprising people with similar value systems 

is a better basis for predicting visit intention behaviour in relation to special 

events than is cluster analysis based on segments comprising people with similar 

psychographic systems. 

 

In order to test Hypothesis 30, it is necessary to compare the performance of 

segments comprising people with similar value systems to those comprising 

people with similar psychographic systems in terms of their abilities to predict 

event visit intention behaviour. It was seen in an earlier section of this chapter that 

the clustering based on similar value systems produced statistically significant 

differences for the three event levels considered. A similar result was obtained in 

this section for clustering based on similar psychographic systems. Table 7.49 

compares the outcomes of the two clustering approaches and suggests that 

clustering based on psychographic systems is slightly better than that based upon 

value systems. This outcome does not provide support for Hypothesis 30. 
 
In order to assess whether demographic differences between clusters may have 

contributed to the differences between clusters noted above, chi-square analyses 

were run between demographic variables and cluster membership and the results 

are presented in Table 7.50. 



 246

Table 7.49  Comparison of the Outcomes of Clustering Based on Values with 
Clustering Based on Psychographics 
 
 Value System Psychographic System 
Visitation Dimension Clusters Clusters  
Global Event Visit Intention Significant Significant 
Event Visit Intention Factors 50% Significant 75% Significant 
Individual Events 69% Significant 75% Significant 
 
 
There were statistically significant differences across psychographic segments for 

all demographic variables except income. This would suggest that differences 

between clusters could be explained by demographics at least as well as by 

psychographics. 

 

A MANOVA examining the relationship between cluster membership and the 

LOV factors was calculated and statistically significant differences were found 

based on Wilks Lambda. As shown in Table 7.51, there were significant 

differences for both value factors. 



 247

Table 7.50  Chi-square Analysis - Demographic Variables and Psychographic 
Clusters 
 
 PERCENTAGE RESPONDENTS IN EACH CLUSTER 
Characteristic of Respondent ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE SIX 
Sex 
Male 32 43 53 66 30 52 
Female 68 57 47 34 70 48 
Chi-square = 24.35, df=5, p<0.001  
 
Age 
18-19 2 9 7 14 4 3 
20-29 23 24 17 45 26 12 
30-39 27 17 28 20 20 22 
40-49 24 19 14 20 20 24 
50-59 13 12 16 0 20 13 
60 and above 11 19 18 1 10 26 
Chi-square = 57.28, df=25, p<0.001  
 
Income ($/year) 
Less than 10000 7 13 13 6 12 14 
10000-29999 20 37 40 22 33 29 
30000-49999 27 23 24 24 26 24 
50000-69999 22 9 16 30 12 19 
70000-99999 15 11 5 8 12 8 
100000 and above 9 7 2 10 5 6 
Chi-square = 41.80, df=40, p=0.392  
 
Education 
Primary 0 3 0 0 4 4 
Some secondary 8 30 38 27 39 19 
Completed secondary 14 15 10 13 11 19 
Some technical etc 5 9 3 4 0 6 
Completed technical etc 9 3 10 13 11 12 
Some tertiary 21 21 12 25 13 13 
Completed tertiary 43 19 27 18 22 27 
Chi-square = 63.75, df=30, p<0.001  
 
Family Status 
Married, children at home 38 37 50 39 26 43 
Married, no children at home 17 19 10 9 13 22 
Married, no children 9 5 12 5 0 7 
Not married, children at home 6 6 9 4 9 1 
Never married, no children at 
home 

22 25 12 39 39 14 

Widowed, no children at home 2 5 2 0 9 5 
Divorced, no children at home 6 3 5 4 4 8 
Chi-square = 48.66, df=30, p=0.017  
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Table 7.51  MANOVA of Value Factors by Psychographic Clusters 
 
Factors ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE SIX F-VALUE  
Achievement -0.08 0.33 -0.09 0.14 -0.11 -0.40 5.61*  
Affiliation 0.12 0.20 -0.03 -0.02 -0.09 -0.44 4.07*  
Wilks=0.90, F=4.92, p<0.001 
*Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
 

7.17.4 Clustering of Event Visit Intention (As Determined by Event Visit 
Intention Factor Scores) 

Event Visit 
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Event Visit 
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3
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5
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Chi-Square

 
 

K-Means Cluster Analysis was again used to cluster respondents into a small 

number of homogeneous groups with the clustering being based upon 

respondents’ four event visit intention factor scores. Analyses were conducted for 

solutions ranging from two to six clusters with the distribution of cases under the 

various solutions being presented in Table 7.52. 
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Table 7.52  The Number of Members in the Various Cluster Solutions for Value 
Segments (as determined by event visit intention factor scores) 
  
 Cluster 

One 
Cluster 

Two 
Cluster 
Three 

Cluster 
Four 

Cluster 
Five 

Cluster 
Six 

2 Cluster Solution 186 262     
3 Cluster Solution 140 112 196    
4 Cluster Solution 93 119 159 77   
5 Cluster Solution 162 64 93 63 66  
6 Cluster Solution 78 123 93 50 54 50 
 
‘One-way ANOVAs’ were used to assess the ability of the various cluster 

solutions to show statistically significant differences with respect to the items 

contained in the LOV. Using this approach, the five cluster solution was selected. 

 

The next part of the analysis was to determine whether there were differences in 

‘value domains’ across clusters comprising respondents grouped on the basis of 

their event visit intention. MANOVA calculations using the event visit intention 

clusters as the independent variables were used to test this. The analyses were run 

at two levels of values: 

1. value domains, using the two value factors, 

2. the value ratings themselves.  

 

VALUE DOMAINS 

(Using MANOVA) 

As can be seen in Table 7.53, both value factors demonstrated statistically 

significant differences between clusters. 
 

Table 7.53  MANOVA of Value Factors by Event Visit Intention Clusters 
 
Visit Intention      Event Visit Intention Factor Score Means      
Factors ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE F-VALUE 
LOVF1 -0.21 0.33 -0.07 0.04 0.27 5.14*  
LOVF2 -0.22 0.26 0.07 0.13 0.07 3.58*  
Wilks=0.92, F=4.41, p<0.001 
* Significant at the p<0.05 level. 
 
 
INDIVIDUAL VALUES 

Wilks=0.82, F=2.47, p<0.001 
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This result supports the earlier finding of statistically significant differences with 

respect to values across clusters. It was found that only two of the nine items in 

the LOV did not demonstrate statistically significant differences across the 

clusters, namely, ‘fulfilment’ and ‘warm relationships’. 

 

Hypothesis 18: 

Groups of individuals segmented on their intention to patronise similar types of 

special events may be differentiated on the basis of the personal values of segment 

members.  

 

The earlier analysis provides support for this hypothesis irrespective of whether 

values are measured via the individual items or via the value domains. 

 

In order to assess whether demographic differences between clusters may have 

contributed to the differences between clusters noted above in the value analyses, 

chi-square analyses were conducted between demographic variables and cluster 

membership as noted in Table 7.54. 
 
There were statistically significant differences for all demographic variables 

across the event visit intention clusters. 

 

In terms of gender, there were quite clear distinctions between clusters with 

clusters one, three and five demonstrating a positive female bias. Members of 

cluster one were older, with only 17 per cent being under 30 and 37 per cent being 

over 50. This contrasts with cluster two where 47 per cent of members were under 

30 and only 11 per cent were above 50 years old. 

 

The income profile of clusters showed some consistency with the age profile in 

that cluster one, whose members tended to be older, had a lower average income 

with 49 per cent of members having an annual income below $30,000 and only 11 

per cent having an income above $70,000. Clusters three and four members 

tended to have higher annual incomes. 
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Table 7.54  Chi-square Analysis - Demographic Variables and Event Visit 
Intention Clusters 
 
 PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS IN 

EACH CLUSTER 
Characteristic of Respondent ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIV

E 
Sex 
Male 41 67 32 65 30 
Female 59 33 68 35 70 
Chi-square = 35.74, df=4, p<0.001  
 
Age 
18-19 2 13 3 11 9 
20-29 15 34 25 25 32 
30-39 26 20 19 21 20 
40-49 20 22 22 16 23 
50-59 16 3 15 11 9 
60 and above 21 8 16 16 7 
Chi-square = 39.80, df=20, p=0.005  
 
Income ($/year) 
Less than 10000 17 13 7 7 3 
10000-29999 32 31 20 25 41 
30000-49999 23 32 23 19 27 
50000-69999 17 16 21 16 17 
70000-99999 8 3 17 16 11 
100000 and above 3 5 12 17 1 
Chi-square = 65.11, df=32, p<0.001  
 
Education 
Primary 4 0 0 0 3 
Some secondary 34 25 14 27 17 
Completed secondary 12 17 16 19 9 
Some technical etc 6 5 2 6 8 
Completed technical etc 13 13 4 8 3 
Some tertiary 9 22 17 24 33 
Completed tertiary 22 18 47 16 27 
Chi-square = 71.55, df=24, p<0.001  
 
Family Status 
Married, children at home 46 44 33 25 38 
Married, no children at home 20 8 13 19 17 
Married, no children 8 6 4 10 6 
Not married, children at home 7 3 8 2 5 
Never married, no children at home 11 34 29 35 29 
Widowed, no children at home 5 0 6 3 0 
Divorced, no children at home 3 5 7 6 5 
Chi-square = 45.62, df=24, p=0.005  
 

Members of cluster one tended to have lower levels of education with 38 per cent 

having not completing secondary education, which is consistent with an older age 

group. Members of cluster three demonstrated a much higher average education 

level with over 64 per cent having had at least some tertiary education. 
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7.18 Summary of Research Hypotheses Results 
The following table summarises the outcomes of the research hypotheses that 

were tested throughout this chapter. 
 
HYPOTHESIS SUPPORT? HYPOTHESIS SUPPORT? 
1 Yes 16a Yes 
2 Yes 16b Yes 
3 Yes 17 Yes 
4 No 18 Yes 
5 Yes 19 No 
6a Yes 20 No 
6b Yes 21 No 
6c No 22a No 
7a Yes 22b Yes 
7b Yes 22c No 
7c Unresolved 23 No 
8 No 24 No 
9 No 25a No 
10 Yes 25b No 
11a Partial 25c No 
11b Partial 25d No 
11c No 25e No 
11d No 26 Partial 
11e Partial 27 Partial 
12a No 28a Yes 
12b No 28b No 
12c Yes 28c Yes 
13a No 28d Yes 
13b No 28e No 
13c No 29 Yes 
14 Yes 30 No 
15a Yes 31 Yes 
15b Yes   
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 
 

8.1 Key Findings 
Despite the fact that the field of special events has become an integral component 

of the tourism industry in many regions, relatively little research has been 

conducted in this area. Debate has surrounded the meaning of the term itself and 

little has been done to understand the needs of the market in relation to special 

events and how consumers perceive special events relative to other leisure 

activities. These deficiencies must be overcome if the field of special events is to 

reach its full potential. 
 

8.1.1 A Conceptualisation of Special Events 
In Part One, research was conducted to develop a conceptualisation of special 

events in order to help overcome a fundamental gap in the knowledge base of 

special events. The first part of this conceptualisation study was based on an 

extensive and systematic review of the literature from which it was proposed that 

special events are a particular type of visitor attraction. It was found that attendees 

at many special events were largely from the local area and thus their presence at 

a special event would be classed as a daytrip activity and not part of tourism in a 

traditional sense. However, many contemporary definitions of tourism now 

recognise daytrip activities as part of tourism since the economic impacts are so 

similar, and it was, therefore, proposed that special events should be regarded, 

principally, as part of tourism. This proposition is consistent with the fact that 

special event divisions have been established within many of Australia’s state and 

territory tourism organisations. 

 

In conducting the literature search to identify the key characteristics of special 

events, one of the major difficulties encountered was the inconsistent use of terms 

to describe special events and to identify sub-categories. These terms, such as 

festival, mega-event, major event and hallmark event, were used as synonyms by 

some researchers and as specific identifiers by others, and there did not appear to 
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be any consistency in the actual usage. If a field of study does not have a sound 

definitional base, research output in that field is likely to be less effective as it will 

often not be clear as to the categories to which the findings apply. The field of 

special events has clearly suffered from the lack of a commonly accepted 

definitional base.  

 

In an effort to overcome this problem and to provide a basis for the comparison of 

specific special events, a diagrammatic framework of events based on the 

literature review was proposed. The literature review was also used as the basis 

for identifying core and qualifying attributes of special events that were 

subsequently used to support a range of definitions that was proposed for different 

special event types. The core attributes of special events that were proposed are: 

1. Attracting tourists or tourism development, 

2. Being of a limited duration, 

3. Being a one-off or infrequent occurrence, 

4. Raising the awareness, image or profile of a region, 

5. Offering a social experience, 

6. Being out of the ordinary. 

 

The primary research that was conducted in an effort to identify the attributes that 

consumers regarded as important in defining a special event found four key 

attributes: 

1. The number of attendees, 

2. The international attention due to the event, 

3. The improvement in the image and pride of the host region as a result 

of hosting the event, and 

4. The exciting experience associated with the event. 

These attributes, which were identified using a number of techniques that 

demonstrated strong convergent validity, correlated well with respondents’ rating 

of the specialness of a range of named special events. 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis was used to examine the underlying connections 

between the different special events based on respondents’ ratings of event 
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specialness. Given that such connections or groupings were based on a consumer 

perspective, it was considered that they would provide a sound basis for 

categorising special events in the various media that are used to promote special 

events. The following categories were derived from the EFA: 

1. Sport - Mega        

 - General        

 - Other Racing 

2. Regional Events 

3. Festivals - Cultural       

 - City 

4. Technology 

5. Service Oriented 

6. Human Endurance 

7. Intermittent International 
 
 

8.1.2 The Ability of Individual Differences to Explain Special Event 
Behaviour 
The need to understand consumers in relation to special events and the importance 

of market segmentation in this process were discussed in Part Two. A small 

number of studies has been conducted in recent years that has sought to explain 

consumer behaviour in relation to special events, and these studies were reviewed 

in Chapter Four. It was found that most of these studies were destination-based 

which meant that only the behaviour of attendees was considered and as a 

consequence, it was not possible to generalise the findings of the studies to the 

wider population. A few studies were found that were origin-based, thus allowing 

generalisation of the findings to the wider population, but all of these studies had 

a broader focus than special events and indeed, special event behaviour was little 

more than an incidental element of these studies. 

 

Three approaches to market segmentation, namely, personal values, 

psychographics and demographics, were adopted for use in the origin-based 

primary research that underpinned Part Two of this study. 
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Distinctiveness of Special Events 

It was discussed in an earlier chapter that some leading researchers (Swarbrooke 

1995 and Getz 1997), proposed that special events should be regarded as a 

particular type of visitor attraction. Although this proposition was based on a 

supply perspective, the findings of the primary research conducted in this study 

confirm such a proposition from a consumer perspective. The exploratory factor 

analyses that were conducted on both visit interest and visit intention indicated 

that respondents viewed special events as distinct from permanent attractions. 

There were also differences in terms of respondent behaviour for special events as 

opposed to permanent attractions. For example, past visitation was a better 

indicator of visit interest and visit intention for special events than it was for 

permanent attractions. 

 

The fact that these differences between visitor attraction categories are based upon 

the consumer perspective supports the thrust of the Consumer Decision Process 

Model (Figure 1.4) which underpinned this thesis, and treated permanent 

attractions and special events as distinct forms of visitor attractions. These 

differences also have important implications for the manner in which visitor 

attractions are promoted. Given that the correlation between visit interest and visit 

intention was higher for special events than it was for permanent attractions, this 

suggests that promotion campaigns that generate interest in special events will 

have more impact on special event patronage than would notionally similar 

campaigns for permanent attractions. This goes some way to justifying the 

existence of specific special event divisions in many regions and the money that is 

spent on publications such as special event calendars which promote special 

events to the public. It is also important that permanent attractions be seen as 

complementary to special events, as a means of extending visitors’ stay in a 

region, and providing an incentive for them to spend more money in the region. 

As well as separating special events from permanent attractions, respondents 

grouped special events into categories that were consistent with the broad 

categories that are used to promote special events by the state and territory special 

event divisions. Such categories included ‘sport’, ‘culture’ and ‘festivals’.  
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Although ‘event visit interest’ and ‘event specialness’ appear to be two distinct 

concepts, it was interesting to note that there was a similarity between the factor 

groupings that were extracted from the EFA of each variable. The factor 

groupings that were extracted from the EFA of event visit interest were largely 

subsets of the groupings that were extracted from the EFA of event specialness. 

There was also a relationship between the factor groupings extracted from the 

EFA of event visit intention and the factors extracted from the EFA of event 

specialness, but the relationship was less clear.  

 

This link between visit interest, and to a lesser extent visit intention, and 

respondents’ perceived degree of specialness of events was confirmed using 

correlation analysis. This analysis showed that there were statistically significant 

relationships between the concepts for almost all of the events in the 

questionnaire. The correlation coefficients, which were in the small to moderate 

range, were higher between visit interest and event specialness than they were 

between visit intention and event specialness. 

 

Measurement of the List of Values (LOV) 

Given the lack of consensus in the literature regarding the most appropriate means 

of measuring the LOV, it was decided to use both of the recognised approaches in 

this study, namely, ratings and rankings. Not only did inclusion of the two types 

of scales enable them to be compared, but it also enabled respondent behaviour to 

be assessed and compared based on value domains and on top-ranked value.  

 

As was noted in Chapter Seven, most of the studies that discussed the relative 

merits of the two approaches did so without actually conducting comparative 

studies. No studies have been found that compare the two approaches in relation 

to the LOV. It was found that ratings and rankings produced similar results in 

terms of the relative importance of values as guiding principles in respondents’ 

lives. This finding was consistent with the results of the few studies that had 

considered the two approaches to value measurement in relation to the RVS. 
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Despite the consistency that was achieved between the two techniques used in this 

study, this researcher believes that both approaches should be adopted in the 

measurement of the LOV as both techniques provide different, but 

complementary information that helps build a clearer picture of the respondent; 

the ‘ratings’ approach indicates the intensity with which a particular value is held 

and the ‘rankings’ approach provides information explicitly on how one value is 

seen in relation to another. The additional effort required to use both scales is 

small in comparison to the benefits derived. Since individual values should be 

seen as part of a value system or hierarchy, it is felt that collecting data on 

respondents’ top three values as opposed to simply identifying the top-ranked 

value provides useful information. A weighting system can then be used to 

prioritise values overall. 

 

Comprehensiveness and Stability of the LOV 

Additional values were added to the original items in the LOV as part of this 

study primarily to encourage respondents to make wider use of the rating scale. A 

secondary reason for such an addition was to test, to some extent, the 

comprehensiveness of the LOV itself. One could argue that the core values of 

many modern economic systems include values such as power, wealth and status, 

which do not appear in the LOV. Although some may suggest that such values 

could be included in the LOV under ‘achievement’, this is not clear. 

Achievement, for example, could have both positive and negative connotations in 

that it could relate to achieving spirituality or achieving power. The added values 

generally, but not entirely, represented what could intuitively be regarded as less 

laudable human characteristics and it was, therefore, not unexpected that they 

largely grouped together at the lower end of the spectrum when ranked based on 

mean ratings. 

 

Given that the LOV has been proposed as a means of measuring people’s values, 

the instrument would be expected to be comprehensive. It was surprising, 

therefore, that so many respondents listed a non-LOV item as their top-ranked 

value and many more included at least one non-LOV item in their top three 

ranked values. This is all the more concerning when one remembers that the 
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values that were added to the LOV as part of this scale were, arguably, from the 

less laudable end of the spectrum. Had testing the comprehensiveness of the LOV 

been a more fundamental objective and had the additional items been selected 

more specifically for this task, it is likely that many more respondents would have 

chosen non-LOV items as their most important guiding principles. 

 

This certainly brings into question the comprehensiveness of the LOV. It also 

poses the question of how important some of the less laudable characteristics are 

as guiding principles within people’s lives? The nine items that make up the LOV 

and, indeed, all of the values listed in the RVS upon which the LOV was based, 

could be classed as positive values and they would rate quite highly in terms of 

their social desirability. Despite suggestions that today’s society has become more 

materialistic in its outlook, it is interesting that the LOV does not contain any 

‘negative’, or less laudable values, such as wealth, power and status. The results 

of this study certainly suggest that less socially desirable values should be 

considered for the LOV. Although values are relatively stable, they can change 

over time. Muller (1997) indicated that value priorities for “Baby Boomers” (p. 

33) had changed over a 10 year period using the LOV. However, there was no 

discussion in the Muller study, nor any other study that has been found, as to 

whether the actual techniques that are used to measure values should be reviewed 

or modified to reflect changes in society. It seems to have been assumed that all 

changes occur within the established value systems. The results of this study 

challenge this assumption. 

 

Value Domains 

Much of the literature suggested that there was a smaller number of value 

domains that underpinned the LOV, which was a finding that was supported in 

this study which found two value domains behind the nine item LOV. However, 

this is hardly a startling discovery as it would be rare that an EFA would not be 

able to reduce a nine item set to a smaller number of factors.  

 

Although it was widely accepted in the literature that these value domains 

reflected internal and external orientations, the values that made up the various 
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domains showed substantial variation across studies. There was also considerable 

arbitrariness in the discussions used to justify the different groupings. However, 

there was reasonable consistency across studies in terms of the three items that 

made up the external orientation. Although the value domains extracted in this 

study, labelled ‘achievement’ and ‘affiliation’, comprised a more parsimonious 

list of underlying values, the items that made up the external domain in other 

studies were split between the two factors with ‘security’ being located in the 

opposite factor to the other two values. Initially, this difference was seen as 

questioning the validity of respondent ratings of ‘security’. However, after 

observing that the percentage of respondents ranking ‘security’ as their most 

important value in this study was well below the percentage that occurred in other 

studies, it is suggested that this is a function of respondent culture as opposed to 

any flaw in the responses. 

 

The studies that were used for comparative purposes in relation to value domains 

were all sited in Europe or Asia, whilst respondents chosen for the current study 

were Australian. There is strong anecdotal evidence to suggest that Australians 

have a more carefree attitude to life in general and are less inclined to be 

concerned with security than many other cultures, as evidenced by the low 

propensity to save demonstrated by Australians as a whole. This view was also 

supported by the finding of this study that respondents regarded hedonistic values 

more importantly than did the respondents of the studies reported in the literature. 

This helps explain the fact that there was no clear external domain identified in 

this study and supports a link between personal values and culture. 

 

 

Relationship between Values and Demographics 

There was strong consensus in the literature regarding the relationship between 

values and demographic variables, with most studies demonstrating relationships 

for gender, age, income and education. Using respondents’ top-ranked value, the 

results of this study showed some support for the literature with demographic 

differences being shown for age, gender and education, but not for income. There 

were also some specific trends that were not consistent with the other studies. For 
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example, security was seen as more important in many of the other studies by the 

more highly educated respondents and those on a higher income, which was not 

the case here. Again, this could be attributable to the manner in which security is 

regarded in Australia. 

 

It should also be noted that although significant demographic differences were 

found across respondents grouped on the basis of their top-ranked value, this was 

not the case for respondents grouped on the basis of their value factor scores. In 

these analyses, fewer than 30 per cent of relationships demonstrated statistical 

significance.  

 

Care, therefore, should be exercised in the use of blanket statements regarding the 

demographic homogeneity of value segments as it is important to know the basis 

used to form the segments. Recognising the results of this study and many others 

reported in the literature, it seems clear that there are demographic differences 

based on top-ranked value but this study does not support demographic 

differences across value domains, and the literature found to date has been silent 

on this issue. Although segmentation based upon the top-ranked value is more 

conveniently calculated than that based upon value domains, the results of this 

study indicate that the latter form of segmentation is a better indicator of 

behaviour. Therefore, the use of segments based on the top-ranked value are of 

limited benefit irrespective of the demographic differences that are shown.  

 

 

 

Values and Behaviour 

It was noted earlier that values at a global or abstract level are better indicators of 

behaviour than the individual values themselves (Kamakura and Novak 1992). 

This line of argument was based on the theory that individual values combined to 

form a value system and it was the value system that guided behaviour. The 

results of this study demonstrated clearly that segmentation using value domains 

was better for explaining behaviour than was segmentation using top-ranked 

values, where behaviour was taken as special event visit intention. This clearly 
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supports the view that values are of more benefit when considered in a more 

abstract form and is consistent with “Rokeach’s theoretical concept of value 

systems” (Kamakura and Novak 1992, p. 121). 

 

It has been argued in the literature that since the LOV was based upon terminal 

values which are more abstract than instrumental values, the LOV is likely to be 

more effective at explaining abstract behaviour than it is at explaining concrete 

behaviour. Contrary to this, however, was the finding in this study that values 

were better predictors of more concrete behaviour than they were of abstract 

behaviour, on the basis that values showed more statistically significant 

relationships with visit intention than visit interest. It should be remembered that 

the relationships in both situations were weak.  

 

Although the assertion that the LOV should be better able to explain abstract 

behaviour because it is was based on terminal values has some appeal, no support 

for this assertion has been found nor studies that actually test this proposition. 

Given that this study found the LOV to have more relationships to visit intention 

than to visit interest at both the specific attraction level and globally, there is 

reason to question the assertion noted above. 

 

The LOV demonstrated many more statistically significant relationships with 

special events than it did with permanent attractions over all dimensions of visit 

behaviour. This was largely due to the two individual values, namely, ‘fun and 

enjoyment’ and ‘excitement’, which appear to be more closely associated with 

special events. This finding is consistent with the results derived from the mail-

back questionnaire in Part One of this thesis. 

 

Comparative Performance of Values 

Despite the claims of many of the proponents of values as a segmentation 

technique and an important tool for explaining behaviour, in this study the LOV 

was far less effective than psychographics over a range of scenarios. These 

scenarios included relationships with various dimensions of behaviour for 

different types of visitor attractions at the attraction specific and global levels, as 
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well as classification and forecasting procedures using discriminant analysis and 

multiple regressions. The increased performance of psychographics over the LOV 

was substantial in all situations. 

 

Indeed, the LOV generally performed at a lower level than demographics, a 

segmentation technique that the LOV was expected by some to replace. It is 

important to note that not only were demographics generally superior to the LOV, 

but neither technique produced results that were comparable to those produced by 

psychographics in the discriminant analysis; neither the LOV nor demographics 

performed much better than chance alone. This study confirmed that it was 

possible to segment people on the basis of their value domains and then to explain 

behaviour, at least in part, in relation to special events at three levels. However, 

AIOs were able to do this as well and, indeed, more successfully than the LOV 

once again. 

 

The results of this study do little to support the claims that values are a powerful 

influence on behaviour, underpin lifestyles and provide more useful information 

than demographics. However, this researcher believes that values do underpin 

lifestyles and purchase behaviour and that failure to determine strong supporting 

evidence for such a proposition in this study was a function of the validity of the 

measuring tool as opposed to a flaw in the concept itself. There is strong face 

validity for the concept of a range of inner stable elements that influence 

behaviour and this face validity is enhanced by the enduring nature of the study of 

values and the fact that they have been researched in so many varied settings. The 

consistency between the rankings and ratings approach to measuring values using 

the LOV provided some support for the internal convergent validity of the 

technique. However, there was also evidence to question the comprehensiveness 

of the LOV and its predictive validity in terms of behaviour in relation to visitor 

attractions was relatively low. Overall, the results of this study indicate that 

despite the convenience of the LOV as a measure of values, it has limited, at best, 

use as a segmentation tool or technique to explain behaviour, but there is enough 

evidence to justify exploring further the use of values, per se, in such a role. 
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Special Events 

As stated in an earlier section of this chapter, respondents viewed special events 

as distinct from permanent attractions based on EFAs of their visit interest and 

visit intention behaviour. The existence of these differences was supported by the 

fact that special events were well ahead of permanent attractions in terms of the 

number of statistically significant relationships with the LOV, AIOs and 

demographics. There was also a much stronger relationship between past 

visitation and visit intention for special events than there was for permanent 

attractions. This finding suggests that, other things being equal, repeat visitation 

would be easier to achieve for a recurring special event than for a permanent 

attraction. This supports the increasing incidence of special events being held in 

conjunction with permanent attractions in order to provide consumers with a 

reason to return to the attraction. 

 

In comparing first-time with repeat visitors to special events, there appeared few 

demographic, value or AIO differences across the two groups which lends support 

to earlier studies which suggested that the two groups are fairly homogeneous. It 

should be remembered, however, that since there were no specific measures of 

repeat visitation or of visit satisfaction in this study, some simplifying 

assumptions had to be made in this section. 

 

Respondents clustered on value segments showed differences in event visit 

intention behaviour at three levels, namely, event specific, event grouping and 

globally. They also varied according to gender. Developing clusters based on 

respondents’ top-ranked value did not produce statistically significant differences 

at any of the three levels. 

 

In comparing respondents classed as having a high event visit intention versus 

those having a low event visit intention, it was found that there were 

demographic, value and psychographic differences between the two groups. The 

high event visit intention group had a higher proportion of males, was younger, 

less likely to be married and more highly educated, and placed more emphasis on 

the achievement domain and on hedonistic values. With respect to psychographic 
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differences, the high event visit intention group placed more emphasis on outdoor 

activities, culture, and affiliation and was less conservative. It was interesting that 

the ‘affiliation’ dimension, which has been identified in other studies as an 

important motive for attending special events, was identified in the psychographic 

section but not in the values section. The differences between the two groups that 

were identified in this study seem consistent with conventional wisdom and may 

provide the basis for developing promotion campaigns for those people more 

inclined to patronise special events. 

 

Past visitation showed statistically significant correlations with visit interest and 

visit intention for a moderate number of permanent attractions and for a large 

number of special events. This again demonstrated that special events should be 

regarded as a distinct type of visitor attraction. The increased number of 

correlations with special events was consistent with the view that special events, 

being transitory, tend to be different each time that they are held, thereby 

providing additional incentive to revisit. Obviously consumer satisfaction with the 

attractions has a substantial bearing on this and care should be exercised in the 

interpretation of this result given that no specific measure of satisfaction was 

included in this study. 

 

Predicting Special Event Behaviour 

The final outcome in the Consumer Decision Process Model that was presented in 

Figure 1.4 is actual visitation. The discriminant analysis that was used to test the 

absolute and relative abilities of the LOV, psychographics and demographics to 

classify respondents on whether they had attended the special events listed in the 

questionnaire, provided fairly disappointing results. Psychographics was far more 

successful than either the LOV or demographics but still was only able to 

correctly classify 73 per cent of the respondents. 

 

Similar findings were derived from the multiple regressions that were conducted 

to explain event visit intention using a range of independent variables taken from 

Figure 1.4. In these regressions, only the visit interest variable was able to 

produce coefficients of determination that were above 0.7. Combining all of the 
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independent variables in the regression equation, increased the resultant 

coefficient to 0.77. This indicates that in order to explain the variation in event 

visit intention, either there are other variables that were not measured in this study 

or there are variables that were not measured accurately. It is suggested that both 

these factors contributed to the lower than anticipated explanatory power of the 

model. 

 

The ability of the LOV to accurately measure consumers’ personal value systems 

so that values can be used as a basis to explain behaviour was questioned in an 

earlier section. The view that a more accurate measure of personal values would 

help explain the variance in behaviour in relation to special events is reiterated 

here. In particular, recognition needs to be made that there may be other less 

socially desirable values that drive people’s behaviour. 

 

It is also proposed that the measurement of a ‘travel party’ variable would 

enhance the explanatory power of the model. This variable was identified in the 

model under ‘situation influences’ but was not measured because this study 

focused specifically on the ‘individual influence’ section of the model in Figure 

1.4. There is strong anecdotal evidence to suggest that travel party has a 

substantial influence on travel behaviour. In a family situation, for example, 

holiday destinations and activities are often chosen by the parents to satisfy the 

desires of their dependent children which means that the behavioural outcome 

may relate more closely to the value system of the children rather than that of the 

parents. An alternative means of overcoming this problem may be to introduce a 

value that assesses the importance of children in respondents’ lives.  

 

8.2 Summary 
The field of special events now plays an important role in the economic well-

being of many regions and often helps determine, or at least influences, the image 

that is projected for the various regions. An in-depth understanding of special 

events and consumer behaviour in relation to these events is critical if regions are 

to maximise the net benefits that are derived from these events. This thesis has 

added to the body of knowledge on both counts. 
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A conceptualisation and definitional framework has been proposed that will 

enable the various categories of special events to be compared in research 

projects. The consumer perspective upon which the conceptualisation was based, 

will enable special events to be developed and promoted in a manner that has 

relevance for the consumer. 

 

The three individual influences that were used in this study to examine consumer 

behaviour in relation to a range of visitor attractions including special events, 

provided additional information on consumer segments but were varied in their 

ability to explain a substantial percentage of the variation in behaviour. Personal 

values, in particular, performed at a level well below that claimed by proponents 

of the technique. The various segmentation techniques were able to demonstrate 

differences between respondents having a high event visit intention and 

respondents having a low event visit intention. These differences could be of 

value to event organisers and promoters. The fact that behaviour was measured on 

three dimensions and in relation to a wide range of visitor attractions enabled a 

systematic assessment to be made. 

 

Although the individual influences section of the Consumer Decision Process 

Model was not able to explain all of the variation in consumer behaviour, it was 

proposed that other elements of the model would likely account for much of this, 

yet unexplained, variation.   

 

Since the primary research that underpinned this thesis was based upon a 

randomly selected sample of 500 Melbourne residents, the findings of the 

research can be generalised to the Melbourne population with a reasonable degree 

of confidence. 

 

8.3 Future Research 
Four key attributes were identified in Part One of this study as being important to 

consumers in defining events as special. Having identified these attributes, it 
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would be useful to attempt to operationalise them and to develop an instrument 

based on these four attributes that would help categorise events. 

 

Despite the fact that values were not able to explain all of the variation in 

consumer behaviour in relation to visitor attractions based on measurement of the 

LOV, personal values still has appeal as a basis for explaining behaviour. 

Research needs to be undertaken to explore further the instruments used to 

measure personal values before the fate of values as a segmentation tool can be 

decided; is the poor performance of values a fundamental problem with the values 

concept, or merely a problem with the measurement tool?  

 

The importance of the situation specific influences, in particular travel party and 

travel occasion, that appeared in the Consumer Decision Process Model need to 

be assessed.  

 

It could be useful to the understanding of consumer behaviour in relation to 

special events to explore further the links between the two primary research 

components of this study. Is there a connection between consumers’ 

understanding of special events and their behaviour in relation to them? 

 

In order to develop further an understanding of the influence of past visitation on 

future visit interest and visit intention, it is necessary to include the issue of 

satisfaction in future studies. This will help improve the likelihood of converting 

first-time visitors into repeat visitors which is important for the long term success 

of special events. The issue of ‘novelty seeking’ also needs to be assessed as a 

consumer who is motivated by ‘novelty seeking’ could be highly satisfied with an 

event visit, but not be interested in revisiting that particular event. Scott (1996) 

found that “first-time visitors were far more likely to be motivated by curiosity 

than repeat visitors” (p. 127). 

 

The aforementioned suggestions for further research are based upon trying to 

improve the explanation of consumer behaviour in relation to special events in 

particular. This endeavour is related to the consumer perspective which is a single 
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perspective in the proposed Model of Special Events that was presented in Figure 

1.2. In order to develop a comprehensive understanding of the field of special 

events, it is important that research be conducted on the other perspectives that 

were identified in Figure 1.2, such as those of organisers, local communities, 

sponsors and governments. 
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APPENDIX A 

SPECIAL EVENT ATTRIBUTE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX B 

SPECIAL EVENT MAIL BACK QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX C 

ACTIVITY, INTEREST AND OPINION (AIO) MASTER LIST 
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APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEWER ADMINISTERED QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
This appendix contains a reformatted copy of the questionnaire and the 
showcards that were used in the face-to-face interviews of 500 randomly 
selected Melbourne residents. 



 291

APPENDIX E 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE LOV AND THE THREE DIMENSIONS 
OF VISITATION 
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Listed below are the abbreviations used in Appendices E, F and G. 
 
LOV 
FULFIL Self-fulfilment 
SECURE Security 
ACCOMP A sense of accomplishment 
BELONG Sense of belonging 
WARM Warm relationships 
WELLRES Being well respected 
EXCITE Excitement 
SELFRES Self respect 
FUN Fun and enjoyment in life 
 
 
AIOs 
VFR  I frequently visit friends and relatives.  
EXCITING  I like to participate in exciting activities.  
SHOP  I frequently go shopping.  
RAWDEAL I feel that I get a raw deal out of life in general.  
DINING  I frequently dine in restaurants.  
TLKABOUT I like to talk about an experience afterwards.  
MASTER  I enjoy mastering things.  
DRIVE  I frequently go driving to sightsee or just for pleasure.  
CREATIVE I like to be creative.  
GALLERY  I frequently visit an art gallery or craft centre.  
PHYSABIL  I like to use my physical abilities.  
FESTIVAL  I frequently attend a festival, special or sports event.  
INTERACT  I like to interact with others.  
THEATRE  I frequently attend the theatre or a concert.  
IMAGINAT  I like to be involved in activities that require imagination.  
MUSEUM  I frequently visit a museum or historic site.  
WATERSKI  I frequently water-ski.  
TRADVIEW  I am traditional in my views on social issues and social trends in 
 Australia. 
CINEMA  I frequently go to the cinema / movies.  
CASINO  I frequently gamble, go to a casino, or play gaming machines.  
FAMENJOY  I like doing things the whole family can enjoy.  
DISCO  I frequently go to a nightclub / disco / or other form of nightlife.  
CALM  I like to be in a calm atmosphere.  
TRENDY  I enjoy participating in activities that are seen to be trendy.  
UNIONPOW  I believe that unions have too much power.  
SKILLS  I like to improve my skill and ability.  
WINERY  I frequently visit a winery.  
LEARN  I like to learn about myself.  
THEMEPAR  I frequently visit a theme, amusement or historic park.  
CURIOUS  I seek to satisfy my curiosity.  
BUSHWALK  I frequently go bushwalking.  
MEANING  I like to make things more meaningful to me.  
AIOs (continued) 
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FOREST  I frequently visit a national park / forest.  
REST  I like to rest and relax.  
BOATING  I frequently go sailing or boating.  
FOODWINE  I enjoy food and wine.  
ZOO  I frequently visit animal / wildlife parks / zoos.  
MARIJUAN  I believe that the smoking of marijuana should be made legal.  
COMPETE  I like to compete against others.  
SWIM  I frequently go swimming / surfing / diving.  
ENTERTAI  I like to be entertained.  
PARK  I frequently visit a park or garden.  
RELIGION  I believe that religion should be taught in Government schools.  
FISHING  I frequently go fishing.  
KNOWLEDG  I seek to expand my knowledge.  
SAVE  I think that it is important to save money rather than spend it all now.  
FRIENDS  I enjoy being with my friends.  
ENJOY I like to be with people who are enjoying themselves.  
PACECHG  I like a change of pace from everyday life.  
EDUCATE  I believe that all education should be paid for by the government.  
SPORT  I frequently play sport (eg. golf, tennis)  
SELFRELY  I believe that people should rely on themselves and not just the 
 government. 
SOCIAL  I like to be socially competent and skillful.  
HOMEWOM  I believe that a woman’s role is taking care of the home.  
SNOWSKI I frequently go snow skiing.  
MENTCHAL  I like to participate in an activity that is mentally challenging.  
ADVENTUR  I frequently participate in adventure activities (eg. rafting, 
 horseriding)  
GROUP  I frequently participate in organised tours or group activities.  
 
 
VISITOR ATTRACTIONS 
SOVHILL Sovereign Hill, Ballarat 
DEBORT De Bortoli Winery, Dixons Creek  
NATGAL National Gallery of Victoria, Melbourne 
BENDPOT Bendigo Pottery, Bendigo 
PENGUIN Penguin Parade, Phillip Island 
POWERWKS Powerworks (Formerly tour of SEC power plant), Morwell 
BERRY ‘Pick-your-own’ Fruit and Berry Farm, Drouin West 
METEOR Bureau of Meteorology, Melbourne 
SCIENCE Scienceworks Museum, Melbourne 
PUFFING Puffing Billy, Belgrave 
MONWLD Our World of Money, Craigieburn (Australian Mint) 
TAPEST Victorian Tapestry Workshop, South Melbourne 
RIALTO Rialto Towers Observation Deck, Melbourne 
PARLIAMT Tour of Parliament House, Melbourne 
STOCKEX Tour of the Australian Stock Exchange, Melbourne 
ARTCENT Backstage tour of the Victorian Arts Centre, Melbourne 
VISITOR ATTRACTIONS (continued) 
MCG Behind the scenes tour of the Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG) 
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SEWAGE Tour of Western Wastewater Treatment Plant, Werribee 
FORDOPN Ford Australian Open Tennis  
SPRING Spring Racing Carnival 
ARTFEST Melbourne International Festival of the Arts 
FORMONE Australian Formula One Grand Prix 
SHOW Royal Agricultural Society of Victoria Show (Melbourne Show) 
FOODWINE Melbourne Food and Wine Festival 
BIKEGP Australian Motorcycle Grand Prix 
COMFEST Melbourne International Comedy Festival 
MOOMBA Melbourne Moomba Festival 
AFL Australian Football League Grand Final 
BELLS Bells Beach Surf Classic 
OLYMPIC A Commonwealth or Olympic Games 
AIRSHOW Australian International Air Show 
MAJSPORT A Major Sporting Event held in Victoria 
REGFEST A Regional Community Festival or Fair in Victoria 
MAJCUL A Major Cultural Event held in Victoria 
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APPENDIX F 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AIOs AND THE THREE DIMENSIONS OF 
VISITATION 
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APPENDIX G 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE LOV AND AIOs 




