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ABSTRACT

Tourism has emerged as a critical industry in Saudi Arabia, particularly with the
recent implementation of the Vision 2030 ‘roadmap’ to diversify the country’s income.
This has led to the creation of plans, policies, and related entities designed to attract
tourists at both the domestic and international levels. Heritage tourism is especially
important since each region in Saudi Arabia possesses its own unique tangible and
intangible heritage resources. These different regions provide a variety of heritage
tourism experiences.

Previous research has identified the role that behavioural intention plays in tourists’
decisions to visit a destination. Understanding tourists’ behaviour is crucial since it helps
government entities and businesses to predict tourist demand for a destination. Previous
studies have also confirmed that tourists’ behavioural intentions vary according to
different factors, including cultural background, nationality, age, and gender. Therefore,
understanding the role of these factors on tourist behaviour helps government entities
develop effective marketing plans at local, national, and international levels. However,
only a few research studies have examined the association between tourist motivations
(push and pull factors), experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of
life, and behavioural intention. Therefore, this research sought to address this gap in the
literature by developing a conceptual framework to investigate the relationships among
motivation (push and pull factors), experience quality, perceived value, place attachment,
quality of life, and behavioural intention in the context of domestic heritage tourism in
Saudi Arabia. Moreover, this study aimed to understand the differences in perceptions
associated with these constructs across two groups: Saudi and non-Saudi. This represents
an original perspective of heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia.

Means end theory was determined to be the most appropriate for examining the model
developed in this study and to achieve the research objectives. A quantitative approach
was adopted using a survey-based method for collecting data. The survey questionnaire
was distributed in two heritage destinations, AlUla and Diriyah, to domestic heritage
tourists and visitors in both destinations. A variety of statistical techniques were used to
examine the 11 hypotheses developed in this study. These techniques were descriptive
analysis, Chi-square testing, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), a two-stage structural

equation modelling (SEM) approach, and multigroup analysis (MGA).



Only a limited number of research studies have been conducted in the area of quality
of life in heritage tourism. This study makes several contributions to address this gap.
The findings of this research confirmed significant relationships for all hypotheses, with
the exception of two (the association between pull factors and experience quality, and the
association between perceived value and quality of life). This research also addressed the
different perceptions of motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention between two groups: Saudis and
non-Saudis. The findings confirmed that only four hypotheses were found to be
significant when comparing the two tourist groups.

This study addresses identified gaps in the research. It contributes to both the literature
and the industry by providing a deeper understanding of heritage tourists’ motivations,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural
intention in Saudi Arabia. This research has the potential to advance the investigation,
especially in the area of quality of life and tourism in developing countries. It also
provides insightful information on the characteristics of domestic heritage tourists in
Saudi Arabia, which can help decision-makers and planners develop tourism products
and services.

The framework in this research has been empirically examined and provides a solid
foundation for conducting further empirical research. This thesis concludes with some
proposed future research directions in related areas of interest. It also offers some
suggestions for practitioners and decision-makers in the tourism industry to enable them

to develop more effective strategies and boost tourism in Saudi Arabia.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1. Introduction

Tourism is a major industry in the world’s service economy. It is a fast growing
sector that contributes to the economy, socio-cultural factors, the environment, and the
quality of life of individuals. The tourism industry serves as a trigger for economic
growth, poverty reduction, employment generation, foreign exchange, and culture
exposure in developing countries (Chiutsi & Mudzengi, 2012). Heritage tourism is
considered the fastest growing form of tourism, mainly in developing countries. Recently,
the number of individuals travelling for cultural and heritage purposes has grown rapidly,
which makes it a crucial type of tourism (Altunel & Erkut, 2015; Ramires et al., 2018).
Heritage tourism can be a significant tool for economic development and poverty
reduction in developing countries. Heritage resources can be a great motivator to attract
more tourists to different destinations (Piramanayagam et al., 2020). This type of tourism
offers unique tangible and intangible resources to meet tourists’ needs and wants.

To satisfy tourists’ needs, wants, and desires, destination managers must have the
knowledge and experience to understand tourist motivation and behaviour. Scholars have
conducted research studies to identify factors that influence tourists’ behavioural
intentions using different forms of tourism. Several factors have been addressed, such as
motivation, experience quality, and perceived value (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Pandza
Bajs, 2015; Prayag & Lee, 2019). Prayag and Lee (2019) argued that motivation plays an
important role in understanding tourists’ behaviour because it explains what tourists need
and how to meet their expectations. Since tourists’ characteristics vary, it is important to
gain knowledge of tourist profiles within a particular form of tourism. Tourists from
different cultural backgrounds may have different travel preferences and seek specific
benefits, especially regarding tourism products and services (Otoo & Kim, 2020).
According to S. H. Park et al. (2015), tourist motivations and behavioural intentions vary
across nations due to cultural differences. Therefore, in order to develop effective
marketing plans and provide better tourism destination experiences, destination managers
need to understand how tourists from different cultural backgrounds consume and

perceive tourism products.



This study has developed a holistic framework to address the interrelationships of
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life and the
behavioural intention of tourists in heritage tourism. The context for this study is domestic
heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. A quantitative approach was used to test the framework
and develop hypotheses. This chapter provides background to the study, the research
problem, research aims, the context of the study, and research objectives and questions.
It also addresses the contributions of the research and its significance, as well as providing
definitions of the key terms used in this study. The last section of this chapter outlines the

structure of the thesis.
1.2. Background

The tourism industry is one of the largest multi-institutional industries in the world
(Judisseno, 2015). Yet, for various reasons, Saudi Arabia has dedicated little effort to
tourism. This has changed in recent years, with Saudi Arabia now investing heavily in
the tourism industry as a part of its economic diversification. The country has the
advantage of offering unique heritage experiences to tourists, since each region within
Saudi Arabia has its own heritage and cultural resources.

Saudi Arabia is located in a strategic geographical location in the Middle East,
between Europe, Asia, and Africa. This unique location is rich with natural, historic, and
cultural heritage resources, all advantages within the tourism industry. Saudi Arabia is
bordered by Jordan, Iraq, and Kuwait to the north, Yemen to the south, and Oman, Qatar,
and the United Arab Emirates to the east (see Figure 1.1). The country consists of 13
provinces, and the capital city is Riyadh. Saudi Arabia is one of the most developing
nations in the world and is home to 32,175,224 people, a combination of citizens and
foreigners (Saudi Census, 2022). The country is continuing to restructure government
entities, implement business reforms, and develop various industries. Recently, Saudi
Arabia has been working on different initiatives and plans to diversify its income through
different industries, including, but not limited to, sports, entertainment, culture, and
tourism.

As mentioned earlier, the tourism industry in Saudi Arabia is still emerging
compared to other developed and developing countries. In 2000, the government
established the Saudi Commission for Tourism and National Heritage (SCTH). This
organisation was made responsible for policy making, planning, organising, investments,

and developing a framework to ensure the growth of the tourism industry. The SCTH was



established to work with the private sector and non-profit organisations to make
agreements, provide incentives, and promote activities. It was also given responsibility
for conserving, improving and maintaining tourism destinations, historic and heritage

sites, and museums (Saudi Commission for Tourism and Antiquities [SCTA], 2014).

Figure 1.1. Map of the Middle East Featuring Saudi Arabia

Source: Al Obaid et al. (2023)

In 2016, the Saudi Arabian government announced the implementation of its
“Vision 2030°, which serves as a roadmap for economic transformation and takes
advantage of its resources for a stronger economy. The vision focuses on the tourism
industry as one of the main industries in the transformation economy, designed to reduce
the dependence on the oil industry in the future. The 2030 Vision Plan includes particular
objectives for each of its three five-year phases. In the initial phase, the government
launched the National Transformation Program 2020 to improve institutional capabilities
and accomplish the vision objectives. The vision includes over 500 initiatives, 178
strategic objectives, and 376 key performance indicators. Various government entities are
participating in the strategic objectives of Vision 2030. The vision intends to promote
tourism, culture, heritage, sports, and entertainment, which positively influence the
overall quality of life for individuals. The tourism industry and quality of life were



identified as top priorities in Vision 2030 (2016). New and emerging tourist destinations
have been developed to attract domestic and international travellers. The government is
developing different destinations, including those associated with heritage, sport,
entertainment, coastal areas, islands, and ecotourism destinations.

In 2020, the SCTH became the Ministry of Tourism of Saudi Arabia and some of
its responsibilities were assigned to other government entities, such as the Ministry of
Culture, the Royal Commission for AlUla (RCU), the Diriyah Gate Development
Authority (DGDA), the General Authority for Entertainment, and the General Sport
Authority. Saudi Arabia is seeking to develop its tourism industry as a source of income
by taking advantage of its resources to generate a wide range of experiences. Its approach
is similar to that of other developed countries, such as the United States of America
(USA), Australia, Spain, and the United Kingdom (UK).

In line with the transformation, the government announced four mega tourism
projects to boost the industry and diversify the country's economic, social, and cultural
elements. The first project is Qiddiyah Entertainment City, which includes several theme
parks, entertainment facilities, sports venues, training academies, a safari, and a variety
of historical, cultural, and educational events and activities. The second mega project is
NEOM, a new urban area that will be built from scratch in the north-west of Saudi Arabia
on the Red Sea. This project will include several cities, airports and seaports, as well as
tourism sites. The Red Sea Project is another initiative that focuses on coastal tourism by
introducing the Red Sea’s natural resources to tourists and visitors. Finally, the luxurious
Amaala Resort, which is also located on the Red Sea, focuses on wellness, health tourism,
art, and culture. These projects will provide an extra source of income to the country and
improve individual lifestyles by providing world-class tourism and entertainment venues
(Hassan, 2019).

In line with the intent of these projects, the Ministry of Tourism collaborated with
several entities to launch a new initiative in 2019 called Saudi Seasons. This included
collaboration with the General Authority for Entertainment, the Ministry of Culture, the
General Sport Authority, the Quality of Life Program, and the Saudi Exhibition and
Convention Bureau. The Saudi Seasons initiative consisted of 11 seasons with various
activities specially designed to promote culture, tourism, and historical sites in regions
within Saudi Arabia for the first time. The program consisted of events that covered
culture, sports and entertainment, while providing quality services in accommodation and

transportation to enhance visitor experiences (Ministry of Tourism, 2019).
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The economy of Saudi Arabia is booming, supported by oil prices, government and
private investment, and reform implementations. In 2022, Saudi Arabia was the fastest
growing economy not only in the Middle East region, but also among the G20 countries,
with 8.7 percent growth (International Monetary Fund, 2023). The contribution of the
travel and tourism industry in 2021 to the GDP was 6.5%, which is equal to SAR 193.2
billion, and 1.3 million industry generated jobs (World Travel and Tourism Council,
2022). When it comes to domestic tourism statistics, in 2019 tourists stayed 269 million
nights, spending SAR 61 billion, with 48 million domestic trips (Saudi Central Bank,
2021). Table 1.1 illustrates the number of domestic tourists, nights, and expenditure
between 2014 and 2021. It can be clearly seen that domestic tourism in Saudi Arabia
bounced back strongly in 2021. Saudi Arabia targets Saudi residents and expatriates who
live in the country, Muslims worldwide, and niche markets, including culture and

heritage, entertainment, ecotourism, shopping, and coastal tourism.

Table 1.1. Saudi Arabia Domestic Tourism Statistics

Domestic Tourism

Date . - . - Expenditure

Trips (Million) Nights (Million) (Billion Riyals)
2014 37 165 43
2015 46 241 48
2016 45 236 55
2017 44 224 46
2018 43 232 48
2019 48 269 61
2020 42 229 43
2021 64 384 81

Source: Saudi Central Bank (2021)

Saudi Arabia offers a variety of products for different types of heritage tourism, including
tangible and intangible resources. As mentioned earlier, cultures, traditions, and local
communities vary from one area to another, creating unique tourism products. However,
the country has not yet taken full advantage of its resources, especially when it comes to
heritage and historic sites. Therefore, this study targeted heritage travellers in Saudi
Arabia to understand their characteristics and behaviour.

Saudi Arabia is home to six sites registered on the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) World Heritage List and ten sites on
the tentative list for UNESCO consideration (UNESCO, 2021). The government has

invested heavily in the tourism industry and is planning to increase the number of



registered World Heritage Sites from six to 14 by 2030 (Al-Tokhais & Thapa, 2020).
UNESCO selected the six World Heritage Sites in Saudi Arabia for their cultural and
historical values. The first site to be registered, in 2008, was the Al-Hijr Archaeological
Site (Madain Salih), located in AlUIa in the western region. This site dates back to the
Nabataean Kingdom of the 1st century BC and offers tourists the opportunity to view
tombs and monuments carved into rocks. The second site to be registered, in 2010, was
the At-Turaif District in ad- Diriyah, located in the central region of Saudi Arabia. This
Is a valuable site because it was the first capital of the Saudi dynasty. The site is an urban
and architectural monument that represents the local architecture and reflects human
adaptation to a desert environment (UNESCO, 2021).

In 2014, the Historic Jeddah (gate to Makkah) was registered as the third World
Heritage Site in Saudi Arabia, located in the western region. It became a prominent port
on the Indian Ocean trade routes in the 7th century AD, established to exchange and
deliver goods to Mecca. Also it served as a port of entry for Muslim pilgrims travelling
by sea to Mecca. This site was a multicultural capital that included traditional tower
houses decorated with wood. These reflect Red Sea coastal coral building traditions and
crafts. Another World Heritage Site is located in the north of Saudi Arabia, in the Hail
region. This site offers the largest and most valuable rock art complexes in Saudi Arabia
and the surrounding region. It reflects complex human activities and adaptation to a harsh
environment. This site was the fourth site to be registered, in 2015 (UNESCO, 2021).

In 2018, the Al-Ahsa oasis was registered as the fifth World Heritage Site in Saudi
Arabia. This site is known for its cultural landscape, which includes gardens, canals,
springs and wells, as well as historic buildings. It is recognised as the largest oasis in the
world, with 2.5 million date palms. The site consists of tangible and intangible cultural
heritage and provides an extraordinary example of human interaction with the local
environment. In 2021, the Hima Cultural Area was registered as the sixth World Heritage
Site in Saudi Arabia. This site is located in the south-west of Saudi Arabia, on one of the
ancient routes in the Arabian Peninsula. It consists of various rock art images reflecting
hunting, fauna, and flora over a 7,000-year period (UNESCO, 2021).

Taking advantage of these resources for tourism purposes will expose the country’s
culture and traditions to the world (SCTA, 2014; UNESCO, 2021). Figure 1.2 highlights
(in yellow) all UNESCO registered World Heritage Sites in Saudi Arabia.



Figure 1.2. UNESCO Registered World Heritage Sites in Saudi Arabia

Source: UNESCO (2021)

As mentioned previously, many provinces in Saudi Arabia rely primarily on oil and
have few alternative resources. Therefore, the government has invested heavily in the
tourism industry as a part of its economic transformation and diversification. Tourism can
be considered one of the alternative resources for regional development, helping to reduce
migration from rural to urban areas. Additionally, developing tourism in the country will
help increase investment, develop human resources, develop infrastructure, boost foreign
exchange, and initiate new jobs for Saudi citizens. This will create growth in the national
economy and improve the quality of life of individuals. The following section discusses

the research problem and gaps in the research that motivated this study.
1.3. Research Problem

As mentioned earlier, Saudi Arabia is targeting different industries, including
tourism, to diversify and transform its economy. However, the country has not taken full
advantage of its tourism resources at national and global levels (Bokhari, 2018). In order
to attract more tourists and provide competitive services and products, destination

managers need to understand tourist motivation (push and pull factors), the value they



perceive, their behaviour, and their experience. Therefore, as noted earlier, this study
sought to identify the relationship between tourist motivation, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention.

People travel for many different reasons, including for business, events, relaxation,
learning and adventure. Motivation has been identified as the primary driver of human
behaviour, and it has been examined substantially in the tourism literature. Therefore,
motivation becomes an important factor, especially when it comes to understanding
tourist behaviour (Li & Cai, 2012). Motivation has been examined widely in different
contexts, including heritage tourism (Kempiak et al., 2017); island tourism (H. Moon &
Han, 2018); and ecotourism (Hultman et al., 2015). Differences in motivation among
tourists have also been examined (Lau & McKercher, 2004). The importance of
understanding visitor motivations is enhanced by the cultural diversity of travellers across
groups, who may seek distinct travel benefits and have varying preferences for tourism
products and services. Researchers have categorised motivations into two major
dimensions: push and pull factors.

Push factors are related to the internal needs of tourists to get away from their
regular environment. In contrast, pull factors are related to the external elements that
attract tourists to a destination (D. N. Su et al., 2020). Therefore, destination managers
need to understand the motivational factors and behaviour of tourists to provide valuable
destination services and products that can be converted into benefits for tourists. Scholars
have examined the influence of tourist motivations on other concepts, such as experience
quality, perceived value, and behavioural intention (L. L. Chang et al., 2014; H. Moon &
Han, 2018; Mutanga et al., 2017).

The concept of experience quality has been developed and examined in tourism
literature. C. F. Chen and Chen (2010) defined experience quality as “tourists’ affective
responses to their desired social-psychological benefits” (p. 30). Experience quality has
been investigated and examined in tourism to provide improved products and services
(Prayag et al., 2017). The influence of experience quality on other concepts, such as
perceived value, motivation, and behavioural intention, has been confirmed (C. F. Chen
& Chen, 2010; Khairudin & Rahman, 2020; Subartanto et al., 2020). Destination
managers need to assess the quality of tourist experiences in order to provide a positive
experience (Arismayanti et al., 2020).

Previous studies have also examined and assessed tourists’ perceived value of a

destination. Perceived value is a trade-off between perceived benefits and perceived costs
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based on individual assessment (F. Zhang & Wang, 2018). Scholars have examined the
relationship between the perceived value of a destination on other concepts, such as
motivational factors (Prebensen et al., 2013, X. Wang & Leou, 2015), experience quality
(C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Wu & Li, 2017), place attachment (Yao et al., 2020), and
behavioural intention (Tran & Le, 2020). Assessing tourists’ perceived value is crucial to
understanding their perceptions of consumed products and services.

The concept of place attachment has been investigated widely in social and
behavioural studies, including tourism research. Place attachment refers to the sense of
place and how individuals connect to a specific place. The relationship of place
attachment to other concepts has been confirmed in different tourism contexts. For
example, Alshemeili (2014) examined the influence of tourist place attachment on
behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism. Ramkissoon et al. (2018)
examined the influence of place attachment on quality of life within the context of
national parks in Australia. They found place attachment contributes to individuals’
overall quality of life. Understanding tourist perceptions regarding place attachment may
provide destination managers with insights when they develop tourism products and
services.

The concept of quality of life has attracted scholars from different fields, including
tourism. Many definitions have been used to describe quality of life. For the purposes of
this study, quality of life can be described as a subjective evaluation of individual needs
and desires that need to be fulfilled. Scholars have examined the influence of quality of
life on other concepts, such as the behavioural intention of tourists (H. Kim et al., 2015;
Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). Previous studies have also examined the quality of life from
different perspectives, such as those of tourists and residents (He, 2019; Moscardo, 2009).
Improving quality of life has been identified as one of the benefits sought by tourists. For
example, Gilbert and Abdullah (2004) found that tourists travel to enhance their quality
of life. Quality of life perceptions are formed based on an individual’s evaluation of the
positive or negative attributes that describe their life conditions (Diener et al., 2018).
Therefore, it can be concluded that quality of life perception is based on experience and
subjective evaluation (Ouyang et al., 2019). The varying cultural backgrounds present
some challenges for destination managers in meeting the needs and wants of tourists.

Many studies have examined tourist behavioural intention in different tourism
contexts. Behavioural intention can be defined as a person's beliefs and attitudes relating

to how they intend to act in a particular situation. The relationship between behavioural
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intention and other concepts has been identified, including motivation, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, and quality of life (Campon-Cerro et al., 2022;
C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Loureiro, 2014). Examining tourist behaviours is important for
understanding their future intention to recommend and/or revisit a particular destination.
Understanding the interrelationships between different concepts provides insights to
destination managers when developing tourism products and services.

A review of the literature completed for this research made clear that there was no
framework that integrated and investigated those variables within the context of heritage
tourism. Therefore, this study aimed to develop a comprehensive conceptual framework
that investigated the interrelationships between tourist motivational factors, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment and its influence on the quality of life and
behavioural intention (recommend and revisit intentions) among heritage tourists in Saudi
Arabia. To date, few empirical studies have addressed this relationship between variables
and their influence on the quality of life and behavioural intention from the perspective
of domestic heritage tourists in developing countries (H. Kim et al., 2015; Woo et al.,
2015). Specifically, there has been no examination of the relationships between
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and
tourists’ behavioural intentions within the same study. Therefore, this study explores the
potential influence of the abovementioned concepts on the quality of life and behavioural
intention of tourists. This study argues that motivation, experience quality, perceived
value, place attachment, and quality of life are linked with travel behavioural intention.
Identifying these relationships will provide destination managers with a better
understanding of how to improve future tourism in the context of heritage tourism. This
research fills gaps in the literature by examining the conceptual framework in the context
of domestic heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. Having reviewed the literature in the
context of heritage tourism, the author identified the following four research gaps:

1) There is a lack of research on the quality of life of tourists in developing
countries, especially in the Middle East.

Most studies in this field have been conducted in developed countries (C. C. Chen

et al., 2016; J. Pyke et al., 2019). However, a few scholars have examined the

quality of life of domestic tourists in developing countries (Sirdessai & Hegde-

Desai, 2019; Mamirkulova et al., 2020). For example, Mamirkulova et al. (2020)

sought to understand the perceived influence of New Silk Road tourism

infrastructure development on residents’ quality of life in Kazakhstan. Their results

10



2)

3)

showed that the direct and indirect impacts of the New Silk Road initiative on
tourism infrastructure had significant and positive effects on residents’ quality of
life via sustainable tourism development. Factors influencing quality of life might
differ in developing countries such as Saudi Arabia for various reasons. For
example, individuals who live in developing countries may perceive quality of life
differently in terms of their standards and expectations. According to Dolnicar et
al. (2013), people perceive the importance of vacations differently based on a
variety of factors. Vacation activities are categorised as only one dimension of
leisure life or quality of life (Dolnicar et al., 2013; Eusebio & Carneiro, 2014).
Quality of life perceptions are based on an individual’s assessment of the positive
or negative attributes that describe their life conditions (Diener et al., 2018). Thus,
quality of life perception is an experience-based, subjective evaluation (Ouyang et
al., 2019). Therefore, conducting research in a developing country may provide a
different perception of the quality of life of domestic tourists.

There is a lack of research on the quality of life of tourists in the context of
heritage tourism.

The literature review covered various areas in tourism destination management,
such as tourist motivations and experience quality in different contexts. However,
only a limited number of studies have implemented such a construct in the context
of heritage tourism, especially from domestic tourist perspectives (Mamirkulova et
al., 2020; J. Pyke et al., 2019). Previous research studies have examined the quality
of life in different contexts, including Berutu et al. (2022) on adventure tourism, H.
Kim et al. 2015 on elderly tourists, Ramkissoon et al. (2018) on national parks, and
Rohman (2020) on adventure tourism. Different types of tourists may perceive
quality of life differently based on their characteristics (Fieger et al., 2019; Ouyang
et al., 2019; Uysal et al., 2016). Therefore, this study sought to capture and assess
the quality of life perceptions of domestic heritage tourists in Saudi Arabia.

Only a few research studies address the influence of perceived value on the
quality of life of tourists.

Scholars have applied perceived value in different research contexts, including
tourism. Previous research studies found that perceived value is an important
predictor of satisfaction and behavioural intentions (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010;
McDougall & Levesque, 2000). Scholars have identified several domains that

influence overall quality of life. The leisure domain is the one most related to the
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4)

tourism industry. Several research studies have examined the quality of life in
tourism and leisure research from different perspectives (Dolnicar et al., 2012;
Pearce, 2012; Sirgy et al., 2011). Andereck and Nyaupane (2011) concluded that
the development of tourism products and services positively influences the quality
of life of residents. For instance, tourism development provides residents and the
local community with the opportunity to enjoy attractions and restaurants (Woo et
al., 2015). H. Kim et al. (2015) argued that leisure life satisfaction and overall
quality of life can be effective predictors of revisiting intention. According to Neal
et al. (2007), vacations and visiting tourism destinations impact the quality of life
of tourists positively. However, according to H. Kim et al. (2015), very few studies
have examined the influence of perceived value on quality of life. Woo et al. (2015)
conducted a study to understand the influence of the perceived value of tourism
development on life domain satisfaction and overall quality of life, focusing on
residents’ perspective. They concluded that the perceived value of tourism
development positively influences life domain satisfaction, which contributes to the
overall quality of life of residents. The perceived value of tourism development is
assessed by using similar dimensions of perceived value. This research fills gaps
in, and enriches, the literature by examining the relationship between perceived
value and quality of life from the perspective of tourists. ldentifying this
relationship will provide insights for destination managers and academia.

Only a few research studies address the influence of place attachment on the
quality of life of tourists.

Previous studies have indicated that place attachment is an important concept in
tourism research. The concept of place attachment was first applied in
environmental science by examining people’s connections to particular places
(Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001). Scholars have used this concept widely in different
contexts, including tourism. These include place attachment in culinary tourism
(Tsai, 2016), place attachment in national parks (Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 2017),
and place attachment in cultural tourism destinations (Hou et al., 2005; VVada et al.,
2019). However, it is evident that there is a limited amount of research examining
the influence of place attachment on the quality of life of tourists. Ramkissoon
(2016) examined the relationship between place attachment and quality of life
within the context of island tourism. However, according to Ramkissoon (2016),

little research has been conducted to examine the relationship between place
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satisfaction, place attachment, pro-environmental behaviour and quality of life.
Ramkissoon et al. (2018) examined the relationship between place satisfaction,
place attachment and its influence on quality of life within the context of national
parks in Australia. Their study confirmed the relationship between place attachment
and quality of life. However, more research is needed using different samples and

contexts.
1.4. Aim of the Study

This study examined the relationships among tourist motivations, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in the context
of heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. The study targeted domestic heritage tourists using
two groups: Saudis and non-Saudis. For the purpose of this study, the term ‘tourists’ was
used to represent domestic tourists and visitors.

The concept of quality of life has attracted the attention of many scholars in the
tourism field. However, according to H. Kim et al. (2015), very few studies have linked
perceived value to the quality of life of tourists. Dolnicar et al. (2013) found that people
perceive the importance of vacations differently based on various factors, which in turn
influence their quality of life. Therefore, conducting research in a developing country
may provide a different perception of the quality of life of tourists.

A review of the literature also indicated that there is a lack of research on the quality
of life of tourists in the context of heritage tourism destinations. Understanding the
complex relationships between different concepts will assist the tourism industry and
stakeholders in improving tourist experiences and meeting their expectations. The
government can improve strategies and develop plans by partnering with local entities

and other tourism stakeholders to improve heritage destinations in Saudi Arabia.
1.5. Research Questions

Three research questions underpinned this study:

RQ1: To what extent do domestic tourists (Saudi and non-Saudi) differ in their
profiles and trip characteristics?

RQ2: Are there any relationships between motivations, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and the behavioural intentions of

domestic heritage tourists?
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RQ3: Are there any differences between tourist groups (Saudi and non-Saudi) in
regard to the relationships between motivations, experience quality, perceived

values, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention?
1.6. Research Objectives

This study was guided by three research objectives:

1) To examine the differences in tourist profiles and trip characteristics between
tourist groups (Saudi and non-Saudi).

2)  To develop and test the conceptual framework to examine the relationships among
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life,
and the behavioural intentions of domestic tourists in Saudi Arabia.

3) To identify the differences between tourist groups in regard to the relationships
among motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality

of life, and the behavioural intentions of domestic tourists in Saudi Arabia.
1.7. Contribution to Knowledge

This research contributes to the literature by examining the role of motivation,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural
intention in the context of heritage tourism in developing countries. There is a lack of
research examining the influence of perceived value on quality of life (H. Kim et al.,
2015). Moreover, only a few studies have discussed quality of life in the context of
heritage tourism. In addition, only a few have examined the association between place
attachment and quality of life (Ramkissoon, 2016; Ramkissoon et al., 2018). Also, little
research has been conducted into the quality of life of tourists in developing countries
where people may have different standards, perceptions, and understandings of quality of
life. By focusing on domestic tourists only, which includes citizens and residents of Saudi
Arabia, this study provides a better understanding of the factors that influence the
behavioural intentions of domestic heritage tourists. It fills a gap in the literature by
developing and testing a conceptual framework to understand the complex relationships
between motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life,
and the behavioural intention of tourists in the context of heritage tourism. The study's
findings might differ from other studies because of targeted participants and context.
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1.8. Statement of Significance

This study provides valuable information to the tourism industry through a better

understanding of the factors that influence the behavioural intention of domestic heritage

tourists. The results of the study address the motivation, experience quality, perceived

value, place attachment, quality of life and behavioural intentions of domestic tourists

after visiting heritage destinations. This study is significant to the government of Saudi

Arabia’s Quality-of-Life Program, providing a roadmap to enhance the quality of life of

domestic tourists. The Quality-of-Life Program aims to enhance the quality of life of

citizens and residents in Saudi Arabia through different initiatives, including tourism,

culture, entertainment and sport. Also, this study is significant for heritage destination

managers, helping their understanding of the factors that influence behaviour intention.

This research contributes to the industry at both academic and practical levels.

1.9. Definitions

This research has explored different concepts related to tourism research literature.

Table 1.2 below outlines the most important terms used in this research and provides brief

definitions. These definitions are discussed in detail in later chapters.

Table 1.2. Important Terms Used in this Research

Concept Definition Supporting
literature
Heritage Immersion in the natural history and human heritage of | Timothy and
tourism another country. Boyd (2003)
Domestic The activities of a resident visitor within the country of | WTO (2023)
tourism origin that can be part of a domestic tourism trip or part
of an outbound tourism trip.
Motivation A set of needs that give direction and value to travel. Pizam et al.
(1979); Yoon et
al. (2005)
Push Socio-physiological motives and internal desires that Vareiro and
motivational influence people to travel. Mendes (2019)
factors
Pull Destination attributes that attract tourists to travel to Yoon et al. (2005)
motivation that destination.
factors
Experience Tourist responses to the desired social-psychological C. F. Chen and
quality benefits of their visiting experience at a particular Chen (2010)
destination.
Perceived The consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a Zeithaml (1988)
value product or service based on what is given and what is
received.
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Place The connection or bond between an individual and a Williams and

attachment particular place. Vaske (2003)
Quality of life | The WHO defines quality of life as “individuals’ World Health
perceptions of their position in life in the context of the | Organization
culture and value system in which they live and in (WHO) (2020)
relation to their goals, expectations, standards and
concerns”.
Behavioural The likelihood of revisiting or recommending a Ajzen and
intention destination to others. Fishbein (1980)

1.10. Organisation of the Thesis

This thesis is presented in seven chapters, as illustrated in Figure 1.3. The following

provides a brief overview of each chapter:

Chapter One presents the statement of the problem, the context, the contribution
of the study, the purpose of the study, the research questions, the objectives, and
the key definitions used in the study.

Chapter Two provides a review of the literature on tourist motivations, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural
intention. This chapter identifies the relationships between constructs and addresses
the gaps in knowledge. It also addresses the theoretical foundation of this research.
Chapter Three discusses the development of the conceptual framework and the
direction of the relationships among constructs. This chapter also includes the
proposed hypotheses of the study.

Chapter Four explains the research methodology applied to achieve the research
objectives. It provides the research paradigm and a justification for the research
approach. It also summarises the survey development, measurement scale,
questionnaire development, sample size, and sampling approach. Data collection,
analytical methods, and ethical considerations are also discussed.

Chapter Five presents the findings of the study. It begins with a preliminary
analysis of the differences in demographic profiles and trip characteristics between
two groups of travellers using Chi-square tests. Next, the discussion focuses on
tourist motivations, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality
of life, and behavioural intention, which were validated using exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). The structural equation modelling (SEM) analysis, performed
using SmartPLS, is then outlined. A two-stage approach was used to examine the
research hypotheses. First, the measurement model was assessed using validity and

reliability criteria, followed by the structural model to test the hypotheses. The
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chapter concludes by discussing the differences between tourist groups as examined
using multigroup analysis (MGA).

Chapter Six summarises the study and discusses the key findings of this research.
The findings are discussed in depth and in relation to previous studies. The chapter
also addresses the differences in perceptions regarding tourist motivations,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and
behavioural intention between the two sample groups.

Chapter Seven presents the conclusion of the research, a summary of key findings,
and the research objectives, and discusses the theoretical contributions and practical
implications. This chapter also concludes with research limitations and

recommendations for future research in this field.

Figure 1.3. Organisation of the Thesis

Chapter1
Introduction

I
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Literature Review

h 4

Chapter 3
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the literature relevant to the conceptual
framework developed to address this study’s research objectives. Particularly, this
chapter provides more detail regarding tourist motivations, experience quality, perceived
value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention, all related to the
research questions presented in Chapter 1 in the context of heritage tourism. The chapter
begins by outlining the importance of heritage tourism. After that, the motivational factors
influencing the selection of tourism destinations are discussed. The importance of
experience quality in heritage tourism destinations is then addressed, followed by
perceived value and place attachment. Quality of life and how it relates to the tourism
industry is also discussed. The last concept discussed is behavioural intention in tourism
research. This chapter also discusses theoretical foundation and its implementation in
tourism research, which helped the development of the conceptual framework of this
research. A summary of the main concepts discussed in the literature review concludes

the chapter.
2.2. Heritage Tourism

Heritage is frequently viewed as a tourism product (Ho & McKercher, 2004).
Accordingly, across the world, an extensive number of discarded historic urban quarters
have been redeveloped and enhanced with new uses. Many natural heritage sites have
been opened to visitors and intangible heritage resources have been created, including
traditional cultural activities, culinary arts, and festivals. These resources are being
promoted and offered by destinations for tourism purposes (Piramanayagam et al., 2020).

Heritage tourism is considered one of the oldest forms of tourism (Timothy & Boyd,
2003). In the last 20 years, the number of tourists travelling for cultural and heritage
purposes has grown rapidly, making it a significant contributor to the tourism industry
(Altunel & Erkut, 2015; Ramires et al., 2018). It provides several advantages to the
destination, such as economic benefits, infrastructure development, and enhanced quality
of life for local communities. Moreover, heritage tourism provides benefits to tourists,
including cultural exchange, learning opportunities, and personal fulfilment
(Rasoolimanesh et al., 2021).
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There is some confusion and disagreement surrounding the definition of heritage
tourism. In general, definitions can be divided into two categories: supply-side and
demand-side. Yale (1991) defined heritage tourism as “tourism centered on what we have
inherited, which can mean anything from historic buildings, to art works, to beautiful
scenery” (p. 21). This definition has drawn criticism since it is based on the supply-side
viewpoint and fails to recognise the motivations of heritage tourists to experience such
sites (i.e. the demand-side). The argument behind this is that heritage tourism defined as
focused on a place or historic attractions might be confused with historic tourism (Poria
et al., 2001). In light of this, Poria et al. (2001, p. 1048) defined heritage tourism as “a
subgroup of tourism, in which the main motivation for visiting a site is based on the
place's heritage characteristic according to the tourists’ perception of the own heritage”.
This implies that rather than focusing only on a site’s attributes, heritage tourism can be
defined in terms of both visitors’ motivations and their views of a site. This definition
was challenged by Garrod and Fyall (2001), who claimed that it focuses too much on
tourists” perceptions and ignores the viewpoint of providers of heritage tourism
experiences.

Some people define heritage tourism as people visiting heritage and historical sites.
Others refer to heritage tourism as a personal connection to an object or destination (Fyall
& Garrod, 1998; Timothy, 2011). According to Timothy (2011), some scholars argue that
heritage tourism is mainly based on visitations of tourists seeking to learn something new
or to improve their lives. Fyall and Garrod (1998) defined heritage tourism as an
economic activity that takes advantage of sociocultural assets to attract tourists and
visitors. Hollinshead (1988) confirmed that heritage tourism also includes local cultural
traditions, folklore, crafts, and cultural celebrations. Understanding the heritage attributes
of a place is important for determining the purpose of the visit, but tourist perceptions of
the destination should also be examined. Heritage tourism destinations provide personal
experiences with the sharing of traditions, history, culture and stories. Individuals are
willing to experience local customs, traditions, arts, histories and cultures that belong to
a certain place (Ramires et al., 2018). Tourists who look to travel to heritage destinations
are generally motivated by the desire to learn and get involved in educational experiences
(Poria et al., 2004).

Heritage tourism is described by the WTO as “an immersion in the natural history,
human heritage, arts, philosophy, and institutions of another region or country” (as cited

in Timothy & Boyd, 2003, p. 1). This definition, which is also supply-side in nature, is
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mostly based on the characteristics of the attractions. When defining heritage tourism,
Swarbrooke (1994) made a sensible decision to take into account both the supply and
demand sides, stating that it is a form of tourism in which heritage is the major attraction
and the reason people travel. Therefore, activities of visiting or experiencing heritage,
including natural, cultural, or urban heritage, are referred to as heritage tourism in this
study. Heritage tourism can lead to the protection of natural and cultural resources, and
improve the quality of life for residents and tourists who involve themselves in local
services and attractions (Alawi et al., 2018).

Heritage tourism can be discussed in relation to ecological, cultural, and urban
environments. According to Timothy and Boyd’s (2003) heritage spectrum, as illustrated
in Figure 2.1, there is an overlap between heritage tourism and other forms of tourism.
Heritage tourism shares characteristics with ecotourism, cultural tourism, and urban
tourism, which may cause some confusion among these forms of tourism. Associations
between cultural tourism and heritage tourism, as well as between historical tourism and

heritage tourism are an ongoing source of debate.

Figure 2.1. The Heritage Tourism Spectrum
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Source: Timothy & Boyd (2003, p. 9)

Timothy and Boyd (2003) explained the connection between cultural tourism and
heritage tourism by stating that heritage is a component of both past and present cultural
landscapes. Hall and Zeppel (1990) concluded their research by examining the
differences between cultural tourism and heritage tourism. They found cultural tourism
is related to the arts and festivals, whereas heritage tourism refers to landscapes and

historic sites, and seeking immersion in the nature or historic feelings of a place (as cited
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in Timothy & Boyd, 2003). However, according to Richards (2001), cultural tourism
encompasses both arts and heritage tourism (as cited in Timothy & Boyd, 2003).
According to Timothy (2011), there is a significant conceptual overlap between cultural
tourism and heritage tourism and, as a result, the components of the two are similar. In
conclusion, it can be argued that heritage tourism and cultural tourism have many
connections and similarities between them.

Cultural heritage tourism includes both tangible and intangible resources. Tangible
resources include sites, colours, materials and settlement patterns, while intangible
resources include social structures, traditions, values and religion. Cultural heritage
tourism provides experiences of places and activities representing the past and present,
including historical, cultural and natural attractions. It focuses on the way of life of
communities and previous generations, including customs, practices, places and objects
(Chourasia & Chourasia, 2012; Ismail et al., 2014). Major types of cultural heritage

resources are listed in Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2. Types of Cultural Heritage Attractions
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UNESCO classifies heritage as either cultural or natural heritage. Cultural heritage
includes historic buildings, monuments, customs and traditions, song, and food. Natural
heritage includes physical and biological formations, such as threatened animals, spices,
and plants that have value from the perspective of conservation and science. Timothy’s
(2011) classification of heritage tourism aligns with that of UNESCO. Heritage tourism
also includes tangible and intangible elements. For example, buildings, villages, cities,
rural landscapes and historic gardens are tangible elements; music, dance, belief and
folklore are intangible elements. Heritage tourists visit heritage sites to fulfil their desires,
boost their own culture, experience something new, enjoy their time with family and

friends, and/or to satisfy themselves.
2.2.1. Profile of Heritage Tourists

Individuals who visit cultural heritage properties have traditionally been
categorised as heritage or cultural tourists (Garrod & Fyall, 2001). However, just as there
is debate about categories of tourism, there is also ongoing discussion about the
classification of heritage tourists (Timothy, 2007). Scholars have focused on addressing
this issue by developing a clear understanding of what it means to be a heritage tourist.
Generally, visitors are commonly categorised according to their anticipated behaviour,
including their motivations for selecting a certain destination and the outcomes of their
visits (Isaac, 2008). It is crucial to understand different categories when developing
tourism products and experiences. Several scholars have developed heritage and cultural
tourist categories based on different factors, including motivation and purpose.

According to Silberberg (1995), there are four distinct categories of cultural
tourists, each characterised by varying degrees of interest in visiting cultural heritage
destinations. These categories are: accidental cultural tourist, adjunct cultural tourist, part
cultural tourist, and greatly cultural tourist. An accidental cultural tourist is one who
engages in travel without the intentional purpose of visiting cultural attractions but who
finds themselves encountering cultural opportunities accidentally. An adjunct cultural
tourist is one whose primary goal for travel is not culture, but culture serves as a
supplementary motivator to their main purpose. Individuals who engage in travel for the
purpose of experiencing cultural possibilities, as well as for other motivations, might be
classified as part cultural tourists. Individuals who engage in travel primarily to engage

in theatre experiences, visit museums, and attend cultural festivals, and whose

22



motivations are primarily driven by a desire to enrich their cultural experience, are
referred to as greatly cultural tourists (Silberberg, 1995).

According to the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOQOS) and
the WTO (1993), visitors to heritage destinations are classified according to their goal of
interpretation and education. Four distinct categories have been developed as follows: (1)
scholar visitors who possess enough preparation and a comprehensive understanding of
the historical significance of the site; (2) general tourists who are motivated to visit
heritage sites due to their limited exposure or knowledge about these sites; (3) student
visits; and (4) reluctant visitors who visit the heritage destinations as part of a package
tour and possess limited or insufficient knowledge about the heritage site.

Stebbins (1996) categorised the interest of cultural heritage travellers into serious
and casual. Serious heritage visitors are thrilled to visit cultural sites, events and regions.
They are trying to learn something new, and they are looking for opportunities to enhance
their knowledge when they visit a site. Casual heritage travellers do not necessarily look
for heritage experiences before they visit, but they may take the opportunity to visit
cultural attractions when they arrive at their destination (Stebbins, 1996; Timothy, 2014).
A significant portion of their cultural encounters occur by chance, and engaging with
local cultures and visiting historical places may only serve as a way of filling in time.
Stebbins (1996) argued that there are degrees of commitment to heritage tourism,
spanning various points along the continuum which exhibit distinct influences on historic
sites. According to Prentice (1989b), serious heritage tourists demonstrate a greater
willingness to allocate more financial resources to admission fees. It is commonly
assumed that this group exhibits a higher level of reverence towards their architectural
surroundings compared to casual visitors (Timothy, 2014).

Poria et al. (2001, p. 1048) suggested three different types of heritage tourists as
follows: (1) “those visiting what they consider a heritage site though it is unconnected
with their own”; (2) “those visiting a place they deem to be part of their heritage, even
though it may not be categorized as a heritage site”; and (3) “those visiting a site
specifically classified as a heritage place although unaware of this designation”.

McKercher (2002) employed a two-dimensional approach to segment the cultural
tourism market: (1) the significance of cultural motives in a tourist’s selection of a
destination; and (2) the level of information or involvement with the attraction. In line
with previous scholars, McKercher (2002) believed that cultural tourism might serve as

a primary motivation for visitors when selecting a destination. When examining cultural
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tourists, it is important to assess the extent of their involvement with cultural and heritage
attractions. McKercher (2002) claimed that the degree of involvement is based on several
factors, including level of education, previous knowledge of the place, assumptions,
personal interest, significance to visitors, time, and the availability of other activities. A
traveller who dedicates a significant amount of time to a cultural place has distinct
characteristics compared to a tourist who is part of a guided group excursion. Based on
these two dimensions differences, McKercher (2002) developed a model that divides
cultural tourists into five different categories:

1) Purposeful heritage tourist (high centrality/deep experience) — a tourist who
expresses the primary motivation for visiting a particular destination as the desire
to acquire knowledge and experience its heritage. This type of tourist seeks a deep
and meaningful heritage experience of the destination.

2) Sightseeing heritage tourist (high centrality/shallow experience) — a tourist who
expresses a primary motivation for visiting a particular destination as the desire to
gain knowledge and experience heritage. However, this individual ultimately has a
shallower experience that is primarily focused on entertainment.

3) Casual heritage tourist (modest centrality/shallow experience) — a tourist who
asserts that the consideration of a destination's heritage has a minimal impact on
their travel choices. This particular category of tourist tends to engage with the
destination at a shallow level.

4) Incidental heritage tourist (low centrality/shallow experience) — a tourist who
asserts that learning about a destination's heritage is of minimal or no significance
when making their travel decision. This tourist will engage in heritage tourism
activities at the destination at a shallow level.

5) Serendipitous heritage tourist (low centrality/deep experience) — a tourist who
asserts that learning about a destination's heritage plays little or no role in their
decision to travel but who will end up engaging deeply in heritage tourism activities
while at the destination.

Another way to assess the cultural heritage market is by identifying the scale of
resources and the visitor demand to access these resources and sites (Timothy, 2014).
Within this context of scale are heritage attractions at the global, national, local and
personal level. Global heritage attractions, such as those on the UNESCO World Heritage
List, receive higher demand than national heritage attractions. World-famous sites attract

large numbers of international and domestic tourists and visitors every year. This includes
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the Egyptian Pyramids, the Eiffel Tower, the Forbidden City of Beijing and Hadrian’s
Wall, to name but a few.

National heritage sites attract tourists on a smaller scale. Nonetheless, this segment
Is very important for the tourism industry. While these sites may also attract international
tourist attention, their primary market is domestic tourists who visit for reasons of national
heritage. This might include civil war sites, national cemeteries, or sites related to
founding pioneers or national development (Digance, 2006; Hyde & Harman, 2011).

Local heritage attracts local residents and regional visitors who visit on day trips or
stop by while visiting other attractions in the area, such as amusement parks, and events.
Generally speaking, local heritage includes parks, monuments, museums, churches, and
other marked attractions that have defined a place’s historical identity.

Finally, personal heritage tourism includes travel to experience sites, locations,
people and events that are associated with an individual’s past. Some individuals describe
this as a spiritual and meaningful experience (Timothy, 2014). Personal heritage is the
lowest scale and the hardest to measure in terms of its economic impact.

After reviewing the literature, it can be clearly seen that heritage tourists differ in
their characteristics and objectives. Generally, heritage tourists have higher levels of
education and larger incomes than other types of tourists. Moreover, they tend to stay
longer than non-heritage visitors and, on average, are marginally older (Timothy, 2014).
Different nationalities and backgrounds are associated with different heritage
experiences. For example, Europeans appear to be more conscious of World Heritage
Sites than other travelling nationalities, and Chinese travellers tend to be more attracted
by cultural experiences (Di Giovine, 2010). However, heritage tourists, as a niche tourism
segment, have yet to be investigated in terms of their motives and experiences (Timothy,
2014), particularly domestic heritage tourists. A review of the literature highlighted the
lack of studies investigating domestic heritage tourists, as well as quality of life in the
context of heritage tourism. This particular context attracts certain types of tourists, who
differ in characteristics and objectives from other tourists (Uysal et al., 2016). It is vital
to examine domestic heritage tourists and identify their motives, wants, and needs in order
to improve heritage destinations. This study targeted all domestic heritage tourists in
Saudi Arabia.
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2.3. Motivation

Motivation is an important concept for understanding tourist behaviour as it
explains what tourists need to fulfil their expectations, whether this involves rest,
relaxation or entertainment. People transform their needs into wants in order to be
satisfied, which frequently results in the desire for a vacation (Bright, 2008). Kotler and
Keller (2009) defined human needs as “states of felt deprivation” (p. 6). They clarified
that wants shape human needs, which are influenced by culture and individual
personalities. S. Cha et al. (1995) noted that the desire for escape and novelty represent
some of the human needs that drive people to travel. Understanding motivation is crucial
since it has a significant impact on tourism demand.

Psychoanalyst, Sigmund Freud examined the broad concept of motivation as a trait
people are born with, employing the term ‘instincts’ (Freud et al., 1953). Contemporary
definitions include the words ‘drive’ and ‘motivation’ (Hsu & Huang, 2008). Motivation
can be classified as a set of psychological or biological desires and needs that explain
individual behaviours, decisions, and involvement in particular experiences (Crompton,
1979; Dann, 1981; Hsu et al., 2010; Hsu & Huang, 2008; Iso-Ahola, 1982).

The majority of motivational theories derive from Abraham Maslow’s work, which
outlined a hierarchy of needs divided into top and bottom categories (Maslow, 1954;
Guha, 2009; Mohammad & Som, 2010). Maslow’s needs hierarchy theory states that
people’s motives are internal forces that drive them to behave in ways that satisfy their
needs (Bridgman et al., 2019). This theory was conceptualised as a pyramid of needs,
with physiological demands at the bottom, greater degrees of needs above that, and finally
the desire for self-actualisation at the top (Mohammad & Som, 2010). The lower levels
relate to deficiency needs of hunger, thirst, shelter, and reproduction (Maslow, 1954;
Guha, 2009). Next in the pyramid are safety requirements, which include security,
protection from pain, fear, and anxiety, as well as the need for order and lawfulness
(Maslow, 1954; Guha, 2009). Once these most fundamental needs are fulfilled, Maslow’s
pyramid climbs to the desire for belonging, love, affection, emotional stability, social
acceptability, and a sense of identity (Guha, 2009). This is followed by esteem
requirements, which include the urge to attain goals and earn acceptance and recognition
from peers (Guha, 2009). At the summit of the needs pyramid is self-actualisation, which
encompasses self-fulfilment via the realisation of potential and ability, and the desire for

understanding and insight into society and the world (Maslow, 1954; Guha, 2009). Once
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the essential needs are met, people tend to seek this higher-level of needs (E. Kim et al.
2017). Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory has been adopted in several industries,
including psychology, marketing and tourism (Doncic et al., 2019; X. Jin et al., 2019).

Specifically, tourism motivation has been defined as personal needs and wants
associated with participation and involvement in leisure activities (Gee et al., 1997;
Chiang, 2009). Pearce (1982) argued that motivation relates to needs that influence
individual behaviours towards particular activities. According to Crompton and McKay
(1997), tourism motivation can be defined as a psychological state that links individual
needs and wants regarding future travel opportunities. According to Ross and Iso-Ahola
(1991), motivations create the incentive for behaviours that influence individuals who are
looking to satisfy the need to escape and to gain new experiences in a destination. Bashar
and Abdelnaser (2011) defined motivation as a person’s driving force, which pushes them
to act or engage in particular activities in order to meet their tourist objectives.
Furthermore, motivation in the context of tourism has been defined as the requirements
or desires that drive an individual to perform and seek fulfilment (Beerli & Martin, 2004;
Bashar & Abdelnaser, 2011). Several theories have been developed to understand
individual tourist motivations, including Iso-Ahola’s (1982) seeking escape theory, the
push-pull theory of Dann (1981) and Crompton (1979), as well as Maslow's (1954) needs
hierarchy theory.

In 1982, Iso Ahola developed the seeking escape theory using two dimensions:
seeking and escaping. Seek means looking for rewards. Escape refers to leaving behind
routine tasks and uncomfortable surroundings with the goal of discovering certain
advantages, such as novel experiences, social interactions, or leisure activities (Snepenger
et al., 2006). Both of these components involve personal and interpersonal aspects,
according to Iso Ahola (1982). Snepenger et al. (2006) explored four motivational factors
for travel: personal seeking, personal escape, interpersonal seeking, and interpersonal
escape in the context of recreation and tourism. However, the seeking escape method was
largely developed on the premise of analysing the motivation of leisure practice and, as a
result, does not accurately capture all elements of tourist motivation. Therefore, this study
used push and pull motivational factors to understand tourist motivations more

specifically. These factors are explored in detail in the next section.
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2.3.1. Push and Pull Motivational Factors

As mentioned earlier, many motivation theories and models have been developed.
However, push and pull factors have been widely applied in tourism research. This has
been acknowledged and validated in previous studies of tourist motivation (Al-Haj &
Som, 2010; Bashar & Abdelnaser, 2011; Dann, 1977; Guha, 2009; Klenosky, 2002;
Prayag & Ryan, 2011). Crompton (1979) discovered two separate forms of socio-
psychological motivation throughout his investigation. The first influences the decision
to travel, whereas the second influences the choice of a specific destination, place, or
event (Crompton, 1979; Guha, 2009). The idea behind this theory is that individuals travel
because of internal forces pushing them to leave their homes and external forces pulling
them to travel to a particular destination (Mohammad & Som, 2010). Overall, push factors
are concerned with whether or not to travel, while pull factors are concerned with where
to go. This concept provides an understanding of motivation from both visitor and
destination standpoints. Push factors include the desire for escape, relaxation, adventure,
health and fitness, and social interaction with the site and others (Klenosky, 2002). Pull
factors are normally related to the destination, which may have unique and specific
characteristics, facilities or attributes to attract visitors and tourists (Prayag, 2010). Each
destination has a recognisable collection of pull factors. However, the pull factors that
attract one tourist to a destination might be different from the pull factors that attract
another tourist or group to the same destination (Guha, 2009, Prayag, 2010). This
highlights that tourists have different preferences and look to achieve different goals when
they visit a destination. Push and pull factors have been applied widely to examine tourist
motivation in relation to destination preferences (Al-Haj & Som, 2010; Michael et al.,
2017; Mutanga et al., 2017; Prayag & Ryan, 2011; Sastre & Phakdee-Auksorn, 2017).

2.3.2. Explorations of Motivation in Previous Tourism Studies

Al-Haj & Som (2010) examined the motivational factors and travel behaviour of
international tourists in Jordan by applying push-pull theory. They found that there were
internal and external factors that impact the travel behaviour of tourists. They also found
that tourists were motivated to go on vacation to satisfy their intrinsic needs, while
selection of the destination was based on the attributes of that destination (pull factors).
In 2017, Sastre and Phakdee-Auksorn (2017) conducted a study to examine the
association between push and pull factors among British tourists. They found that tourists

travel to fulfil their internal needs, such as to relax and escape, and are pulled by external
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factors, such as beaches and natural scenery. Wen and Huang (2019) examined the
motivation of Chinese cigar tourists to visit Cuba using push-pull theory. They concluded
that both push and pull factors drove tourists to travel to this particular country. Mansour
and Mumuni (2019) examined the individual motivations and attitudes toward domestic
tourism and activities in Saudi Arabia, using a structured self-administered questionnaire
to gather data. They found that familiarity with the local environment, a safer domestic
environment, and time limitations were the main motivational factors for respondents
who vacationed domestically. In contrast, a lack of quality in tourism sites and services,
lack of information, and the harsh local environment, especially during summer, were the
main push factors for individuals who spent their vacation time outside their home
country. These above-mentioned studies argue that motivational factors illustrate why
individuals travel and what experiences they seek. Understanding this will help
destination managers develop more effective tourism strategies.

The influence of motivation on other concepts has been examined widely. For
example, H. Moon and Han (2018) examined the influence of destination attributes and
experience quality in the context of island tourism. They found that some destination
attributes affect experience quality either negatively or positively (H. Moon & Han,
2018). Kesterson (2013) conducted a study to examine the push and pull factors that affect
tourist decisions to visit heritage destinations in the USA. The target sample for the study
was Millennial generation tourists, with survey questionnaires distributed to three
different universities. The study concluded that Millennial students did not visit heritage
destinations frequently. However, some push and pull factors can influence their
decisions to visit such destinations (Kesterson, 2013).

Mutanga et al. (2017) conducted a study to examine tourist motivations to visit
national parks and their experiences. Push and pull factors were analysed to understand
tourist motivations. They found that some motivational factors have a different impact on
wildlife tourist experiences. Yan et al. (2016) examined the dimensions of dark tourism
motivations and tourist experiences in China. They applied several dimensions of
motivation, including educational programs, leisure and curiosity.

A review of the literature highlighted that travel motivation varies between
individuals based on demographic background and culture. Individual background, such
as age, gender, education, employment, culture, and relationship status, has a significant
impact on travel motivation and behaviour. Sumanapala et al. (2017) conducted a study

to examine travel motivation and found that it varied based on individual characteristics.
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Another study conducted by Irimias et al. (2016) to identify demographic factors that
affect the behaviour of religious travellers concluded that there were major differences
between elderly and young visitors. They argued that elderly tourists value educational
purposes and a sense of national identity while these motivational factors are less
important for younger tourists. Similarly, Seyanont (2017) applied push and pull theory
to examine the travel motivation of European tourists in Thailand. In line with previous
studies, their findings showed that there are major differences between tourists based on
their characteristics. Understanding these characteristics and differences between tourists
will help destination managers develop tourism products and services to fulfil tourists’
needs and wants.

As mentioned earlier, understanding push and pull motivational factors has played
an important role in tourism research. For the purpose of this study, motivation is defined
as a collection of push and pull factors that influence the selection of a destination. People
have different wants and needs when they decide to travel to a destination, including
learning, relaxing, involvement, fun, and/or experiencing something new. To achieve the
research objectives presented in Chapter 1, this thesis investigates the influence of
motivational factors (push and pull) on experience quality and perceived value in the

context of domestic heritage tourism destinations.
2.4. Experience Quality

Experience is an important concept in the tourism industry and has been interpreted
from different perspectives (Wijaya et al., 2013). Examining tourists’ experiences is
critical, especially when it comes to destination development (Cetin & Bilgihan, 2016; J.
Hwang & Lee, 2019; Oppewal et al., 2015). The term ‘experience’ is used to describe
achievements, vacations, and situations occurring in everyday life (Caru & Cova, 2003;
Hosany & Witham, 2010). According to Zouni and Kouremenos (2008), tourist
destinations are comprehensive collections of travel-related products, services and
experiences. Tourism destination managers have been focusing on designing and
developing better experiences for tourists and visitors (Buonincontri et al., 2017; Walls
et al., 2011). According to J. Hwang and Lee (2019), tourists are looking for enjoyable
and engaging experiences rather than purchasing goods.

In order to understand the experience of individual tourists, scholars from different
tourism sectors have identified various factors that influence experience quality. Otto and

Ritchie (1996) constructed a scale of experience quality and addressed differences
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between service and experience quality. The concept of service quality has been used
widely in previous studies, especially in the context of tourism (Hudson & Shephard,
1998; Otto & Ritchie, 1996). Although the service quality model (SERVQUAL) has been
used extensively in different contexts, its measurement does not fully reflect the
characteristics of the tourism industry. First of all, the concept of service quality is
objective, while the concept of experience quality is subjective. The assessment of
experience quality is comprehensive rather than attribute-based, and is focused on
internal, self-assessment rather than external features or the service environment.
Additionally, the scope of service quality is specific while the scope of experience quality
is general. Therefore, some scholars have modified the concept of service quality in order
to define and create a construct for experience quality that covers more aspects and can
be implemented in different sectors (Ko et al., 2011; K. S. Moon et al., 2011).

Previous studies have proposed more specific definitions of experience, as the
broad definitions are not universally accepted. Oh et al. (2007) defined consumer
experiences as pleasurable, memorable, and engaging. According to Mossberg (2007),
experiences should incorporate different elements, such as pleasant surprises or receiving
something extra. Tosun et al. (2007) argued that experience is a combination of attributes
that shape visitors’ emotions and attitudes towards visiting and spending time at a
particular destination. These definitions explain what experience means in the tourism
industry and are supported in this study.

When it comes to tourism research, C. F. Chen and Chen (2010) defined experience
quality as “tourists’ affective responses to their desired social-psychological benefits” (p.
30). Consumers experience subjective personal reactions when utilising a service (Cole
& Scott, 2004). Crompton and Love (1995, p. 12) argued that “quality of experience
involves not only the attributes provided by a supplier, but also the attributes brought to
the opportunity by the visitor or recreationist”. Chan and Baum (2007) stated that
experience quality also refers to a particular service transaction, such as contact with
individuals who contribute to the overall experience. Therefore, experience quality is an
affective response to the social-psychological benefits desired by visitors (Crompton &
Love, 1995). This response is influenced by the service attributes and the consumer’s
emotions at the time of their service consumption.

This study employs the experience quality construct to identify the tourism

experiences that contribute to visitors’ positive and negative perceptions of the
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destination. The next subsection discusses different dimensions that may help in

identifying tourists’ experience quality.
2.4.1. Experience Quality Dimensions

A review of the literature confirms that a number of scholars have developed
concepts for tourism experiences (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Cole & Scott, 2004; Kao et
al., 2008; J. H. Kim et al., 2012; Oh et al., 2007; Otto & Ritchie, 1996; Suhartanto et al.,
2020). These scholars have developed different scales to assess the experience quality of
tourists using a variety of dimensions. Experience quality dimensions vary based on the
context and research objectives.

Otto and Ritchie (1996) developed an experience quality scale that consists of four
dimensions. The first dimension is hedonics, which relates to an individual’s affective
responses such as enjoyment, memorability and excitement. The second dimension is
peace of mind, which is associated with the psychological and physical comfort and safety
of the individual. The third dimension is involvement, which relates to the desire to
control and make decisions about service offers. The last dimension is recognition, which
relates to feeling confident and important.

Another study, conducted by Cole and Scott (2004), examined experience quality
within the context of a zoo. They used three dimensions to assess experience quality:
entertainment, education and community. Immersion, surprise, involvement, fun and
participation were developed and used by Kao et al. (2008) to conceptualise experience
quality in their study in the context of theme parks. Immersion is described as full
involvement in an activity to the point of forgetting about the surrounding environment.
Surprise relates to the perception of novelty, distinctiveness, or freshness. Fun refers to
the satisfaction and enjoyment customers experience, whereas participation refers to the
relationship between consumers and the product (service).

C. F. Chen and Chen (2010) investigated the relationships between experience
quality, perceived value, satisfaction, and behavioural intentions in the context of heritage
tourism. Three dimensions were developed to assess experience quality: peace of mind,
involvement, and educational experience. They assessed these dimensions to capture the
experience quality of visitors at four heritage sites in Taiwan (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010).
Peace of mind relates to the need for physical and psychological safety and comfort.
Involvement relates to having choice and control in the service offering and the need to
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be educated. Finally, educational experience relates to active participation in culture and
heritage within the destination (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; H. Song et al., 2015).

Another study conducted by Lemke et al. (2011) argued that experience quality
consists of four dimensions: hedonism, participation, product complexity, and rationality.
However, Pareigis et al. (2011) claimed that experience quality consisted of tourist
processes — interactions with other visitors — the physical environment, contact persons,
provider procedures, and the broader environment.

Although previous studies reported different dimensions of experience quality,
most of those studies (Ali et al., 2015; Binkhorst, 2007; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Suhartanto
etal., 2020) confirmed that escape, peace of mind, involvement, recognition, and learning
are crucial dimensions when it comes to measuring experience quality. For this reason,
this study adopted these dimensions of experience quality. Moreover, these dimensions
cover different aspects of experience, making them suitable for this study since heritage
destinations focus on heritage, history, entertainment, and natural resources (RUC, 2019).
Dimensions of experience quality, as described above, help when seeking to identify
travellers’ positive experiences. This study used the experience quality measurement
developed by Ali et al. (2016), examined in the context of heritage tourism, to address
the research objectives. The following subsection provides an overview of research

studies that have examined experience quality in tourism research.
2.4.2. Explorations of Experience Quality in Previous Tourism Studies

Scholars have adopted the concept of experience quality in different tourism
contexts, including heritage tourism. Since tourism is intangible in nature, it is important
to capture tourist perceptions and experiences when they visit a destination. Several
research studies have examined the relationship of experience quality with other
constructs, such as perceived value, motivation and behavioural intention, to understand
individuals’ perceptions (Ali et al., 2015; C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Cole & Illum, 2006;
Kao et al., 2008). Cole and Illum (2006) examined the link between experience quality,
overall satisfaction, service quality, and individuals’ behavioural intentions at heritage
festivals. They found that experience quality had a direct effect on individual behavioural
intentions and overall satisfaction. In addition, Kao et al. (2008) investigated the link
between experience quality, satisfaction, and the loyalty intention of individuals within
the context of theme parks. As noted earlier, they did so by implementing four dimensions

of experience quality: immersion, surprise, participation, and fun. The study revealed that
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the quality of the experience played an important role in predicting experiential fulfilment
and satisfaction.

C. F. Chen and Chen (2010) illustrated that experience quality was an important
predictor of behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism, which directly
impacts tourist satisfaction and perceived value. The results revealed that experience
quality positively influences satisfaction and behavioural intention. These dimensions
were validated by Ali et al. (2015) in the contemporary creative attractions area. They
found that tourists depend on involvement and learning about an attraction and then
implement the acquired knowledge from the attraction. They emphasised that tourists’
experience quality positively influences satisfaction and behavioural intention. H. Moon
and Han (2019) examined the relationship between experience quality, perceived value,
perceived price reasonableness, tourist satisfaction with the tour experience, and loyalty
within the context of island tourism. They examined experience quality using four
dimensions (escapism, relaxation, enjoyment, and involvement); however, only escapism
and involvement were found to be significant on perceived value. Suhartanto et al. (2020)
examined the influence of experience quality on perceived value, motivation, satisfaction,
and loyalty in the context of creative attractions in Indonesia. This study concluded that
experience quality had the most influence on tourist loyalty (Suhartanto et al., 2020).
Another study, conducted by Sharma and Nayak (2020), assessed the direct and indirect
influence of experience quality on loyalty intentions through perceived value and
satisfaction in India. Their findings indicated that experience quality influences loyalty
via perceived value and satisfaction, and experience quality has a positive impact on other
crucial outcomes, such as perceived value and behavioural intention.

In summary, experience quality is subjective since it is a personal feeling and
involves evaluation of consumed products and services. Moreover, tourists may have the
same experience but still perceive it differently based on individual assessment. Since
experience is subjective, being able to assess tourists’ experiences in tourism destinations
is crucial. As mentioned above, previous studies have examined the relationship between
experience quality and perceived value in the tourism industry. This current research links
experience quality with perceived value in the context of heritage tourism. The following
section discusses the concept of perceived value in general and in tourism research in

particular.
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2.5. Perceived Value

The concept of perceived value has been examined widely by various scholars in
different contexts (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; F. Zhang & Wang, 2018). Perceived value
Is an important concept for understanding consumer behaviour (C. F. Chen & Chen,
2010). Previous research has investigated the concept of perceived value in tourism to
capture tourists’ perception of destination products and services (Huang et al., 2015; F.
Zhang & Wang, 2018). Perceived value may be perceived differently among people based
on their culture (Arslanagic-Kalajdzic & Zabkar, 2017).

Zeithaml (1988) defined perceived value as “the consumer’s overall assessment of
the utility of a product or service based on perceptions of what is received and what is
given” (p. 14). Zeithaml (1988) argued that overall perceived value consists of four types
of values: low price; whatever | want in a product; the quality | get for the price | pay;
and what | get for what | give. This indicates that perceived value is a trade-off between
perceived benefits and perceived costs based on individual assessment (F. Zhang &
Wang, 2018). Therefore, in order to address the value of a product or service, customers
should consider the cost of a product first, followed by the benefit to determine its value.
In other words, perceived value can be measured by asking individuals to rate the value
of what they bought or experienced (Woodruff & Flint, 2014).

As evident in the discussion above, researchers have developed and analysed
several different dimensions of perceived value. These are explored in detail in the next

subsection.
2.5.1. Perceived Value Dimensions

In a study by Scaglione and Mendola (2017), visitors divided the value of a tourist
attraction in agriculture into functional, convenient, emotional, social, and educational
aspects. Hong et al. (2010) measured perceived value by examining four categories:
perceived price, emotional value, novelty value, and social value. Eid and El-Gohary
(2015) developed six dimensions to measure perceived value: quality value, pricing
value, emotional value, social value, material attribute value, and non-material attribute
value.

C. K. Lee et al. (2007) examined the influence of perceived value on satisfaction
and behavioural intention in the context of war-related tourism in Korea. They captured

the perceived value of tourists at the destination using 15 items from previous studies.
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Their study found three dimensions that reflected the concept of perceived value:
functional value, emotional value, and overall value. In addition, X. Wang and Leou
(2015) investigated the relationships among tourist motivation, perceived value, and
destination loyalty in the context of cultural and heritage tourism in Macao. Three
dimensions were used to assess perceived value: scenic value, knowledge value, and
social value.

Similarly, W. Wang et al. (2018) examined the concept of perceived value using
five dimensions: functional, emotional, novelty, value for money, and social value. They
found that all dimensions influenced the purchase intention of travellers. Mahendar
(2019) examined the relationship between perceived value and purchasing intention using
different dimensions in the context of solar energy. The findings from this study showed
that economic value, service value, and functional value had a significant impact on
purchase intention.

A review of the literature clearly indicates that dimensions of perceived value vary
based on context and research objectives. The following subsection explores how the
concept has been applied in the existing tourism literature.

2.5.2. Explorations of Perceived Value in Existing Tourism Studies

As mentioned earlier, scholars have conducted several research studies to examine
perceived value among tourists. For example, Murphy et al. (2000) evaluated perceived
value based on the time and money tourists spent at a destination and the amount of
enjoyment obtained from this experience. In other words, tourists evaluate the value of a
particular destination based on perceived benefits and the cost of visiting the destination.
Different destination attributes were included to assess the value of the destination, such
as natural environment, culture and historic sites.

Previous studies have investigated the concept of perceived value with other
concepts such as experience quality and behavioural intention (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010;
K. H. Kim & Park, 2017; Muskat et al., 2019; Tran & Le, 2020; Yeh & Jeng, 2015). C.
F. Chen and Chen (2010) examined the relationship between experience quality,
perceived value, satisfaction, and behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism.
A study by Pandza Bajs (2015) examined the influence of perceived value on satisfaction
and behavioural intention and found that perceived value has a strong influence on both

tourist satisfaction and behavioural intention. In line with previous studies, Armbrecht
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(2021) concluded that tourists’ perceived value plays an important role in determining
satisfaction and behavioural intention.

Several scholars have also confirmed the influence of perceived value on
motivation, experience quality, and behavioural intention. X. Wang and Leou (2015)
investigated the relationship between motivation, perceived value and destination loyalty
in the context of heritage tourism. Huang et al. (2015) conducted a study to address the
relationship between perceived value, motivation and satisfaction and its influence on
tourist recommendations. Woo et al. (2015) examined the influence of the perceived value
of tourism development on life domain satisfaction and overall quality of life. They
concluded that the perceived value of tourism development positively influences life
domain satisfaction, which contributes to overall quality of life. Yao et al. (2020)
conducted a study in Meizhou Island in China to examine the relationships between
perceived value, place attachment, and the revisit intention of tourists in the context of
cultural heritage tourism. A total of 424 participants were surveyed and SEM was used
to test the relationships between constructs. Their findings indicated that tourists’
perceived value has a significant positive influence on place attachment, which
significantly influences tourists’ revisit intentions.

In summary, the concept of perceived value has been used widely in tourism
research. The associations among perceived value and other concepts have been
examined and it has been found that perceived value can be a significant predictor of
behavioural intention and satisfaction. Previous studies have developed different
dimensions to capture perceived value among tourists and, as noted earlier, these
dimensions vary based on contexts and research objectives.

However, a review of the literature clearly shows that there is limited research
investigating the perceived value and its influence on place attachment in the tourism
industry. Moreover, only a limited amount of empirical research has been conducted that
links such a construct to quality of life research (H. Kim et al., 2015). Therefore, this
current research fills the gap by examining the influence of perceived value on place
attachment and quality of life in heritage tourism. The next section discusses the concept

of place attachment in more depth.
2.6. Place Attachment

The concept of place attachment has been applied widely in social and behavioural

studies over the past two decades. Place attachment was first implemented in
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environmental science by linking people to certain places (Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001).
The relationships between place and people are complex and multidimensional (Low &
Altman, 1992). Place does not necessarily mean just the physical site but can also cover
other components and elements such as history and experience at the place. People have
different perceptions when it comes to tangible and intangible attributes (Hidalgo &
Hernandez, 2001). Individuals may have different place attachment to the actual sites
based on their psychological interactions and involvement.

Place attachment is an emotional condition that people experience when they leave
a particular location. There are several theoretical explanations for place attachment, but
most of them focus on the connection that exists between people and their surroundings
(Mah, 2009). Place attachment refers to the sense of place, which represents how
individuals get attached to a particular place they have visited. Russell and Ward (1982)
defined sense of place as “psychological or perceived unity of the geographical
environment” (p. 654). B. Brown et al. (2003) stated that, “place attachments are often
related to, but not determined by, changing housing and neighborhood conditions™ (p.
260). Briker and Kerstetter (2000) argued that the link between human and place
attachment is about area and the emotion of the human. Place attachment is connected
with an emotional or affective construct that concentrates on the interrelation between
individuals and a certain place.

The concept of place can be interpreted in a variety of ways. For instance, Williams
(1992) asserted that the term “place’ in social science has at least three general meanings.
First, its location includes a unique distribution of various social and economic actions.
Second, it consists of a variety of daily routines and social interaction behaviours that
take place in one location. Last, the concept concentrates on the emotional and symbolic
identification of a place (del Bosque & Martin, 2008). According to Pretty et al. (2003),
early sociological research has examined the attachment concept in regard to both
subjective feelings towards the environment and surrounding behaviours.

Within the context of these studies, scholars have developed several dimensions to

assess place attachment. These are examined in the next subsection.
2.6.1. Place Attachment Dimensions

The first dimension developed by researchers is place dependence, which relates to
a functional attachment to a place. The relationship between place dependence and place

attachment is based on environmental psychology principles. These principles suggest
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that functional assessments reflect the importance of a place, especially when it comes to
providing features that support desired goals and activities (Williams & Vaske, 2003).
The higher the number of needs met by a place, the higher the positive influence on an
individual’s feelings toward a particular place will be. This leads to a deeper place
dependence (Stokols & Shumaker, 1981). In other words, it is the specific attributes or
facilities of a destination that satisfy tourists’ needs (S. N. Hwang et al., 2005;
Ramkissoon et al., 2013; Williams et al., 1992). As a result, this functional attachment is
reflected in the destination’s physical characteristics and is tied to a perception of the
unique elements of a tourism setting (Williams & Vaske, 2003; Yi et al., 2018).

The second dimension used by researchers is place identity, which addresses the
symbolic attachment to a place (Williams & Vaske, 2003). Place identity refers to a
tourist’s emotional links as a self-regulation process within an environment or setting,
symbolic attachment to a place, individual personal connections to a setting and their
conscious or unconscious preferences for a place or environment, and individual personal
relationships with a place (S. N. Hwang et al., 2005; Gross & Brown, 2008; Ramkissoon
et al., 2013; Yuksel et al., 2010). Therefore, based on these elements, place attachment
can be defined as a person’s own preferences or subjective desire associated with a place,
setting or situation (Yi et al., 2018).

The third dimension of place attachment developed by scholars is place affect,
which is the emotive dimension. Place affect means people have feelings about a specific
place and give meaning to it (Hosany & Gilbert, 2010; Vada et al., 2019). It is an affective
or emotional attachment to natural or built environments (Ramkissoon et al., 2013).

The last dimension of place attachment used by scholars is social bonding. This has
emerged as a new dimension of place attachment that focuses on an individual’s
experience through social interactions at a particular place (Kyle et al., 2005; Scannell &
Gifford, 2010). Low and Altman (1992) argued that place can provide a context in which
to form relationships, with individuals becoming connected and creating a sense of group
belonging (J. H. Han et al., 2019).

The majority of tourism and recreation research that has investigated place
attachment has focused on the meanings of place (Scannell & Gifford, 2010), place
dimensions (Hammitt et al., 2009), and relationships with other variables, such as
behavioural intention (M. L. Jin et al., 2020). A review of the literature shows that several
dimensions have been developed to assess place attachment in different contexts,

however, scholars confirm that place identity and place dependence have been the most
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used dimensions in tourism and recreation research (Gross & Brown, 2008; S. N. Hwang
et al., 2005; Patwardhan et al., 2020; Williams & Vaske, 2003).

2.6.2. Explorations of Place Attachment in Existing Tourism Studies

Place attachment in tourism can be affected by a variety of factors, such as
destination image, destination attractiveness, personal involvement and visitor
satisfaction (Hou et al., 2005; Prayag & Ryan, 2012; Xu & Zhang, 2016). Mandal (2016)
concluded that psychological factors like well-being were stronger predictors of place
attachment than geographical and demographic factors. The author found that there is a
positive correlation between place attachment and satisfaction with life. More
specifically, Mandal (2016) found that life satisfaction influences place attachment and
place attachment increases life satisfaction.

When it comes to recreation research, the place attachment concept has been used
widely in different contexts (Backlund & Williams, 2004) and cultural tourism
destinations (Hou et al., 2005; Vada et al., 2019). Backlund and Williams (2004)
investigated the relationship between past experience place attachment in recreation
tourism settings. They used two dimensions of place attachment, namely place
dependence and place identity. Hou et al. (2005) conducted a study to examine the
relationships among enduring involvement, place attachment, and destination
attractiveness in the context of cultural tourism in Taiwan, focusing on Taiwanese
visitors. In their study, place attachment was also assessed using place dependence and
place identity. Similarly, Gross and Brown (2008) examined the relationship between
involvement and place attachment in leisure tourism research. Place dependence and
place identity dimensions were used to assess the place attachment of tourists. Vada et al.
(2019) also examined the associations among memorable tourism experiences, well-
being, and place attachment in tourism. The participants in this study were grouped into
two groups, namely first-time visitors and repeat visitors. The findings confirmed that
tourists have a stronger attachment to a destination if they have a memorable experience,
and improved well-being after that experience. The study found that these relationships
were not affected by frequency of visits.

A review of the literature clearly shows that there is a lack of research investigating
the influence of place attachment on the quality of life of tourists. One exception is
Ramkissoon (2016), who examined the influence of place attachment on quality of life

within the context of island tourism. This study created a solid foundation on which to
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develop further research in island and other contexts. According to Ramkissoon (2016),
only a limited number of studies have investigated the relationship between place
satisfaction, place attachment, pro-environmental behaviour and quality of life.

Another study conducted by Ramkissoon et al. (2018), which examined the
relationship between place satisfaction, place attachment and its influence on quality of
life within the context of national parks in Australia, found that place attachment
contributes to individuals’ overall quality of life. X. Wang et al. (2021) conducted a study
to examine the relationship between place attachment, student life satisfaction, and the
destination brand-building behaviours of overseas students in Macao. They found that
place attachment has a positive influence on student life satisfaction. However, according
to X. Wang et al. (2021), these constructs have rarely been empirically examined to
identify tourist behaviour. Therefore, this thesis fills the gap by examining the influence
of place attachment on tourists’ quality of life within the context of domestic heritage
tourism.

In summary, place attachment is an important concept in tourism research. Previous
studies have developed different dimensions of place attachment. Place attachment has
been examined with a variety of constructs, such as behavioural intention. However, few
studies have examined the influence of place attachment on quality of life in tourism
contexts. It is vital for destination managers to address the relationship between place
attachment and the quality of life of tourists in order to increase destination attractiveness.
Addressing the relationships between these two constructs will help destination managers
enhance the quality of life of tourists, which may influence behavioural intention

positively. The following section explores the concept of quality of life in more depth.
2.7. Quality of Life

The improvement of the human experience for both current and future generations
is the main objective of societal development. The phrase ‘quality of life’ is used to
describe this type of human experience in both theory and practice (Costanza et al., 2007).
Quality of life research is a growing area of study that attracts scholars from different
fields, including social, behavioural, and tourism. Previous studies in tourism have
addressed the associated benefits that individuals may get from tourism experiences at a
destination (Chen & Petrick, 2016; C. C. Chen et al., 2016; Neal et al., 1999). These
associated benefits have been labelled with different terms, including life satisfaction,

happiness, quality of life, and subjective well-being (H. Kim et al., 2015).
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According to Uysal et al. (2016), the concept of quality of life emerged as an
“offshoot of the social indicators movement first originated in economics and sociology”
(p.245) in the USA in the middle of the 1960s. Following that, the movement extended
to Europe and other nations in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Arguments on the use of
economic indicators to measure social progress during that time attracted a lot of attention
(Noll, 2004). As a consequence, the concept of quality of life emerged as an alternative
to economic metrics like gross national product (GNP) to reflect social development and
changes.

It should be clarified that scholars use the terms quality of life and well-being
interchangeably. Quality of life or well-being has both objective and subjective
dimensions. When authors refer to quality of life or well-being, they usually assess the
objective dimension. For instance, economic well-being, environmental well-being, and
health well-being are commonly used to capture an individual’s quality of life or well-
being (Uysal et al., 2016). On the other hand, the subjective dimension assesses
psychological aspects like subjective well-being, happiness, life satisfaction, perceived
quality of life, and satisfaction (Uysal et al., 2016). This study uses the term quality of
life since it is widely used in the field of tourism-related quality of life studies (Moscardo,
2009; Ridderstaat et al., 2014; Uysal et al., 2012; Uysal et al., 2016).

There are extensive debates when it comes to defining quality of life and identifying
its measurements. Scholars have developed different measurements based on disciplines
and contexts. Moreover, as implicit in the discussion above, quality of life has been
defined differently by researchers as it is difficult to differentiate between the terms “‘well-
being’, ‘welfare’, and ‘happiness’ (Sirgy, 2012; Puczkd & Smith, 2011). Frisch (2000)
defined quality of life as “an individual’s subjective evaluations of the degree to which
his or her most important needs, goals, and wishes have been fulfilled” (p. 220). The
World Health Organization (WHO) defined quality of life as, “individuals’ perceptions
of their position in life in the context of the culture and value system in which they live
and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards and concerns” (WHO, 2020).

Other definitions of quality of life consider it to be similar or related to
psychological concepts, such as subjective well-being, happiness, life satisfaction,
hedonic well-being, and positive and negative effects (Uysal et al., 2016). From this
perspective, quality of life can be referred to as how satisfied or unsatisfied people,
groups, or communities are with different life domains or with life in general. H. Kim et

al. (2013) highlighted that subjective well-being is crucial in quality of life for such
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factors as material well-being, a sense of communal well-being, a sense of emotional
well-being, a feeling of health and safety, and a sense of life satisfaction.

Costanza et al. (2007) stated that the degree to which people or groups are pleased
with a certain level of fulfilling their needs determines their overall quality of life. This
understanding suggests that quality of life is influenced by the social ‘supply’ and
personal ‘demand’ of different needs. In other words, a high quality of life depends on
society's ability to provide for an individual’s needs and a comfortable lifestyle.
Additionally, it addresses how each person judges how their quality of life is satisfied
based on their assessments and standards. For this research, this interpretation of quality
of life was used. The following section provides more detail about quality of life

dimensions.
2.7.1. Quality of Life Dimensions

Quality of life dimensions or domains are components of life experience that are
important for welfare concerns or enhancing pleasure for an individual or society. Several
scholars in the field of quality of life have worked to develop a list of popular life fields
to capture subjective quality of life (Cummins, 1997; Cummins et al., 1994; Dolnicar et
al., 2012). It is hard to describe all of the domains and classification schemes that have
been established by various studies across different fields, but a few are discussed here.
Cummins (1997), for instance, reviewed 27 definitions of life quality in an attempt to
identify quality of life fields. This study concluded that there are five major domains:
emotional, health, social, material, and work. Dolnicar et al. (2012) assessed a number of
research studies of subjective quality of life and identified 15 common life fields. These
are: work and material well-being; health; family and love; leisure and recreational
experiences; social life; education/learning; neighbourhood/community; spiritual life;
vacation; goals/hopes for the future; self-esteem/acceptance; safety; stress; transport; and
standard of living.

A considerable number of quality of life research studies have identified leisure life
as a crucial life domain that influences overall subjective quality of life. Vacation
activities are categorised as only one dimension of leisure life (Dolnicar et al., 2013;
Eusebio & Carneiro, 2014). Many scholars in leisure and visitor studies have examined
satisfaction with the leisure life domain and its influence on life satisfaction (Dolnicar et
al., 2012, Filep, 2008; Pearce, 2012; Sirgy et al., 2011; S. Wang, 2019). A large number

of research studies have found that satisfaction with leisure life has a significant influence
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on overall life satisfaction (H. Kim et al., 2015; Neal et al., 2007; S. Wang, 2019).
Moreover, H. Kim et al. (2015) found that leisure life satisfaction and overall quality of
life can be effective predictors of revisiting intention.

Some studies have established a connection between human needs and quality of
life domains. Human needs have been examined in Maslow’s (1954) ‘Hierarchy of
needs’, Max-Neef’s (1992) ‘Matrix of human needs’, Cummins’ (1993) ‘ComQuiality of
life-A5’, Frisch’s (1998) ‘Quality of life inventory’, and Sirgy et al.’s (1995) ‘Need
hierarchy measure of life satisfaction’. Costanza et al. (2007) presented a collection of
fundamental human needs based on Max-Neef's (1992) matrix and Nussbaum and
Glover’s (1995) ‘Basic human functional capabilities’. These needs encompassed
subsistence, reproduction, security, affection, understanding, participation, leisure,
spirituality, creativity, identity and freedom. According to Moscardo (2009), several key
elements contribute to the overall quality of life, including fundamental physiological
needs, feelings of security, a sense of belonging, and the development of self-esteem.
However, it is crucial to acknowledge that while certain needs, as identified in various
studies, exhibit similarities, others are conflicting (Costanza et al., 2007). Some needs are
measured objectively, while others are assessed subjectively by individuals (Bubolz et
al., 1980).

In conclusion, the concept of quality of life has attracted many scholars from
different backgrounds, including tourism. A review of the literature clearly indicates the
variety of definitions of quality of life and its domains. Therefore, it would be
inappropriate to assume that one list of domains would work for all investigations and
contexts. Different academic fields also exhibit unique preferences when it comes to areas
related to quality of life. For instance, one of the most significant quality of life categories
in medicine and health research is connected to ‘self-function’, since the study
populations are frequently individuals with specific conditions and diseases (Noll, 2004).
Moreover, the value of goal-related achievement in promoting employee well-being has
been highlighted in management research by Sirgy et al. (2006). The process of
determining quality of life domains should take into consideration the study’s objectives.
It is not necessary to include every possible domain, as long as the selected domains
provide sufficient information pertaining to the research topic. As mentioned above,
researchers have conducted several studies to examine quality of life from the perspective
of tourists and local residents. These studies are explored in more detail in the following

subsection.
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2.7.2. Explorations of Quality of Life in Existing Tourism Studies

Tse (2013) examined the influence of tourism on well-being in the context of
Chinese tourism, finding several benefits for Chinese individuals. For example, Chinese
travellers tend to be happier, more confident, more optimistic about the future, and have
higher levels of satisfaction with their lives compared with individuals who do not travel.
It was also found that tourism positively impacts younger individuals more than older
individuals. File and Pearce (2014) also addressed the influence of tourism on individual
lives. They concluded that several benefits to individuals emerged from involvement in
tourism activities, including improved pleasure, positive relationships, greater
competence, personal change, enhanced fitness levels and improved overall quality of
life.

Sirgy et al. (2011) conducted a study to examine the positive and negative affect
associated with travel experiences on the overall life satisfaction of tourists. Their study
consisted of two parts using a variety of life domains. First, a qualitative approach was
designed to identify the effect of tourist experiences on different life domains. This was
followed by a quantitative approach that was used to confirm the relationships between
positive and negative affect associated with travel experiences and the overall life
satisfaction of tourists. The study findings indicated that positive and negative affect
significantly influence tourists” overall life satisfaction (Sirgy et al., 2011).

Bimonte and Faralla (2014) conducted a study to examine the factors that influence
the happiness of individuals. They examined the relationship between involvement in
outdoor activities and the perceived happiness of individuals in Italy. They conducted a
survey using a systematic sampling technique. Different types of tourists and visitors
were included. The study found that tourists are more likely to be happier when they
participate in vacations in nature-based destinations.

S. Pyke et al. (2016) conducted a study to understand the influence of tourism
products and services on the well-being of individuals. They confirmed that the tourism
industry not only has a positive impact on the economy but may also have a positive
impact on well-being and the quality of life of individuals. Holiday experiences may
enhance the quality of life levels of individuals. Tourism destinations may use this as a
marketing tool to promote their destinations, targeting individuals looking to boost their
well-being and quality of life outcomes (S. Pyke et al., 2016). This aligns with a previous
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study conducted by Neal et al. (2007), which found that tourism is an important aspect of
leisure life and is a significant factor in overall life satisfaction and quality of life.

Uysal et al. (2016) conducted a study and examined the quality of life of individuals
in the context of tourism. Specifically, they focused on the influence of vacations on life
satisfaction. The authors asserted that recreational trips enhance many life domains,
including work life, cultural life, and social life. They also found that longer vacations
have a more positive impact on quality of life than short trips.

According to S. A. Lee et al. (2018), improving quality of life is one of the major
motives for individuals getting involved in tourism activities. Their study examined the
influence of perceived value on the quality of life of tourists within the context of hiking
tourism. A quantitative approach was used in this study, targeting hikers using a
convenience sampling technique. The findings showed that tourists’ perceived value
affects their engagement in hiking tourism and connections with nature, which also
influences their quality of life.

S. Wang (2019) conducted a study of young Chinese tourists to examine the
influence of different life domains on the overall life satisfaction of tourists. The study
found that five life domains had the most significant influence on young Chinese tourists:
life satisfaction in work, affection, social status and recognition, knowledge
improvement, and leisure and relaxation. Demographics did not appear to be associated
with life satisfaction domains among these young tourists.

Campon-Cerro et al. (2022) conducted a study to examine the factors that influence
individual quality of life in the context of gastronomic tourism experiences in Spain. The
study examined the relationship among motivational factors, involvement and
engagement with gastronomic experiences and its influence on the tourist’s quality of life
and behavioural intentions. Their findings confirmed several relationships, including the
association between quality of life and behavioural intention.

As mentioned earlier, quality of life has attracted numerous scholars in the field of
tourism since the industry is highly affected by subjective preferences. Therefore, in order
to improve tourists’ quality of life, it is important to address factors that influence that
quality of life. A review of the literature highlights that there is no agreement on the
quality of life dimensions, which can vary according to the research problem, objectives,
and contexts. This research used Campon-Cerro et al.’s (2022) indicators to capture the

quality of life of tourists and it was assumed that improved quality of life would influence
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the behavioural intentions of individuals. The concept of behavioural intention is

explored in more detail in the next section.
2.8. Behavioural Intention

The concept of behavioural intentions emerged to explain the purchase behaviour
of individuals (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). This concept has been used widely in tourism
research to understand tourist behaviour. Tourist behaviour varies from one person to
another. It is, therefore, important for destination managers to understand tourists’
behavioural intentions in order to predict future demand. Previous studies have found that
behavioural intention can be influenced by several factors, such as satisfaction,
experience and perceived quality (Asubonteng et al., 1996; D. A. Baker & Crompton,
2000; Huang & Hsu, 2009; Petrick et al., 2001).

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) defined behavioural intentions as an individual’s beliefs
and attitudes about what they intend to perform in a certain situation. According to
Zeithaml et al. (1996), for example, certain behaviours provide an indicator of whether a
customer will remain with or leave a company. A commitment to remain might involve
positive word-of-mouth, making recommendations to others, repurchasing products or
services, and/or consuming a larger number of products or services. Tourist behavioural
intentions refer to the likelihood that a person will engage in a particular behaviour, such
as travelling to a specific destination. As with the other concepts discussed earlier,
scholars have examined a variety of dimensions within the concept of behavioural

intention. These are discussed in the following section.
2.8.1. Behavioural Intention Dimensions

The concept of behavioural intention plays an important role when it comes to
developing tourism and marketing plans. Understanding tourist behaviours is crucial,
particularly when associated with recommending products/services to others,
repurchasing products/services, increasing consumption, and the willingness to pay extra
money for certain products and services (Zeithaml et al., 1996). Purchase behaviour has
been widely used to predict customer repurchasing and to estimate their future behaviour.

However, previous research studies have not restricted behavioural intention to the
dimenisons of repurchasing; they have also included intention to recommend and
intention to repurchase/revisit even if costs are increased (Judge et al., 2019; L. J. Liang

et al., 2018a). When it comes to tourism research, it is argued that tourists who have a
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positive attitude to particular destinations are more likely to spend extra money there and
to recommend the destination to others (T. L. Wang et al., 2017). Previous scholars have
found that revisit intentions and word-of-mouth recommendations are the most used
dimensions in tourism research (Hutchinson et al., 2009). Therefore, these dimensions
were used in this research to assess tourists’ behavioural intentions.

The intention of visitors to return to a location has also received attention as a
dimension of behavioural intention in previous studies (R. Chen et al., 2020; Meng &
Cui, 2020). According to R. Chen et al. (2020), repeat visitors offer significant advantages
and contribute to the economy of a destination. Compared to first-time visitors, they tend
to be happier, and spend more money while staying longer (S. Chang, 2018).
Understanding the formation of tourists’ desires to revisit a destination is important for
the development of effective marketing and management strategies for those destinations
(Musallam et al., 2019). Consequently, the investigation of essential elements and
antecedents that contribute to the formation of the intention to revisit destinations has
attracted many scholars in the field of tourism research. According to a study conducted
by Widjaja et al. (2019), the intentions of visitors to repeat visitation were significantly
impacted by their evaluation of the quality of products and services provided. In
conclusion, the satisfaction of customers holds significant importance since it directly
influences their intention to revisit a particular destination.

The dimension of recommendation intention is a psychological process of
motivating individuals, including family and friends, to consider engaging in specific
travel-related activities or exploring particular destinations (Prayag et al., 2017).
According to Stone et al. (2019), individuals who have had pleasant and joyful
experiences when travelling tend to promote travel activities or locations to other
consumers. Recommendation behaviour refers to the positive evaluation of a product or
service provided to consumers through informal channels (Ukpabi et al., 2020). Several
studies have shown that word-of-mouth referrals from existing customers significantly
influence the level of satisfaction for new consumers (Mangold et al., 1999; Ngoma &
Ntale, 2019). Word-of-mouth is considered a source of information that has the potential
to influence consumers’ decision-making processes (Hernandez-Méndez et al., 2015;
Zeithaml et al., 2018). According to Abubakar et al. (2016), consumers saw word-of-
mouth as a source of information that was reliable. Sweeney et al. (2012) noted that word-
of-mouth communication has more influence than other communication channels, such

as advertisements.
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This study assessed tourists’ behavioural intentions through the dimensions of
revisit intention and recommendations to friends and relatives. Previous research studies
have examined behavioural intention with other constructs, such as perceived value, place
attachment, and quality of life. Behavioural intention has been examined in tourism with
perceived value (C. F. Chen & Chen 2010; Q. Chen, 2020; Tran & Le, 2020; Yao et al.,
2020), place attachment (B. Brown et al., 2016; M. L. Jin et al., 2020; Ramkissoon, 2015),
and quality of life (H. Kim et al., 2015; Lin, 2012). The following subsection explores

the tourism literature focused on behavioural intention.
2.8.2. Explorations of Behavioural Intention in Existing Tourism Studies

Several factors can influence a person’s behavioural intention to travel, including
their attitudes, beliefs, values, personal characteristics and demographics, as well as
motivations and perceived benefits. Tourists may be motivated to travel for a variety of
reasons, such as to relax and unwind, to learn about new cultures, or to participate in
specific activities or events. Understanding a person's motivations can help predict their
behavioural intention to travel. It is also important to understand tourist behavioural
intentions to forecast future demand for a destination.

The concept of behavioural intention has been applied in tourism research to
understand tourists’ behaviour in different contexts and from different perspectives. As
mentioned previously, scholars have assessed the recommendations and revisit intentions
of tourists in order to understand their future behavioural intention. T. L. Wang et al.
(2017) found that a positive attitude about a particular destination leads tourists to share
their feelings about that destination with others.

Several research studies have been conducted to examine revisit intention in the
tourism industry (Abdulla et al., 2019; Huang & Hsu, 2009; Widjaja et al., 2019). Huang
and Hsu (2009) conducted a study to examine the influence of motivational factors, past
experience, perceived constraints and attitude on the revisit intentions of Chinese tourists
in Hong Kong. Their findings showed that motivational factors and past experience
positively affected the revisit intention of tourists. In line with this study, Abdulla et al.
(2019) examined the antecedents of revisit intentions of international tourists visiting
Dubai and found that satisfaction has an influence on future revisit intention. Another
study conducted by Widjaja et al. (2019) concluded that tourists’ assessments of services

and products have a strong influence on their revisit intentions.
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The personal characteristics of tourists, such as age, income and education level,
can also influence behavioural intentions to travel. For example, people with higher
incomes may be more likely to travel than those with lower incomes. Previous research
studies have confirmed that income level is one of the key factors that market analysts
and destination managers consider when seeking to understand tourist behaviour (Bae et
al., 2017; H. Song et al., 2019). Higher income travellers are also more likely to select a
long distance destination and stay there for a longer period of time (Bavik et al., 2021).
Kara (2017) found that demand for travel increases with a higher income. Therefore,
when creating marketing strategies, marketers and destination managers are encouraged
to pay close attention to the level of income of tourists (H. Song et al., 2019).

Caneen (2004) found that culture and nationality are more important determinants
of revisit intentions than age or gender. Their study compared the revisit decision-making
criteria between different groups of tourists (American, Japanese and Chinese) in Hawaii.
The findings showed that Japanese tourists had higher levels of revisit intentions
associated with fun and relaxing destinations. In contrast, American tourists’ revisit
intentions related to learning more about the culture and people. Chinese tourists’ revisit
intentions were more closely aligned with those of American tourists (Caneen, 2004;
Huang, 2007).

Numerous research studies have shown the significance of visitors’ nationality
when it comes to travel intentions. This provides valuable insights for marketers (Abdul
et al., 2020; Morrison-Saunders et al., 2019). Tverijonaite et al. (2018) found that tourists
experiences and preferences vary when they visit attractions and destinations. Olya et al.
(2019) confirmed that individuals from different nationalities are associated with
differences in terms of their duration of stay, activities, and preferences. In line with this,
Fieger et al. (2019) confirmed variations in tourist expenditure, vacation style, and
duration of stay from one country to another. By understanding these differences,
researchers and marketers can better predict travel behaviour and develop strategies to
attract tourists to a particular destination.

In summary, several factors will determine the behavioural intention of tourists,
including motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, and quality
of life. Possible behaviours include revisit intentions and recommendations of the
destination to others. The following section discusses the importance of tourist

characteristics in tourism research.
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2.9. Tourist and Trip Characteristics

Tourist demographics have been widely utilised in tourism research to focus on a
specific context, particularly age, gender, occupation, ethnic group, and nationality.
Specifically, these demographics are commonly examined when it comes to market
segmentation (Aziz et al., 2018; Bonnie & Chi Yung, 2019; R. Dodds & Holmes, 2019).
Previous studies have found that age is a significant predictor that may be utilised to
forecast several aspects, including destination, consumption patterns, activity
preferences, length of stay, purchasing behaviour and expenditure (Bavik et al., 2020;
Slabg, 2019).

Similarly, as noted in the previous section, scholars have acknowledged that income
serves as a significant factor for market analysts and destination managers to understand
the behavioural patterns of customers (Bae et al., 2017; H. Song et al., 2019). According
to Bavik et al. (2020), individuals with higher incomes have the ability to select long-
distance trips and stay at the destination for extended periods of time. Kara (2017) found
a positive correlation between per capita income and the level of demand for tourism.
Additionally, previous studies have emphasised the importance of education level as a
crucial factor in understanding travel behaviour and tourist preferences (Cheng et al.,
2019; Y. Han et al., 2020). According to Y. Han et al. (2020), those who have higher
levels of education or knowledge tend to engage in more frequent travel to novel
destinations, as compared to those with lower levels of education. Visitor nationality is
also important to consider, as discussed above, with evident distinctions between
countries related to tourist behaviours.

Understanding tourist profiles is important for segmentation purposes and for
formulating effective marketing strategies (Bonnie & Chi Yung 2019; R. Dodds &
Holmes 2019). In conclusion, demographic variables play a crucial role in
comprehending visitor behaviour. The following section provides more details and

explanations of the relationship between the constructs examined in this chapter.
2.10. Relationship Between Constructs

Addressing the potential relationship between constructs is vital because it
illustrates the direction of the association between these constructs. As part of the

literature review, several research studies that focused on the constructs used in this
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current research were examined. These studies implemented the constructs in different
contexts including island tourism, national park tourism, and heritage tourism.

Several research studies found a strong relationship between motivation and
experience quality in tourism research (Ekanayake & Gnanapala, 2016; H. Moon & Han,
2018; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). Ekanayake and Gnanapala (2016) noted a relationship
between pull motivations and travel experiences. Additionally, Martin et al. (2016)
confirmed the influence of pull factors on the quality of travel experiences within the
context of heritage tourism. Mutanga et al. (2017) conducted a research study to identify
the motivational factors of tourists visiting a national park and the relationship of these
factors with their experiences. Push and pull factors were assessed to understand the
tourists’ motivations. Mutanga et al. (2017) concluded that motivational factors had
different influences on wildlife tourists’ experiences. H. Moon and Han (2018) conducted
a study on Chinese travellers within the context of island tourism to examine destination
attributes (pull factors) and their impact on experience quality. They found that several
destination attributes influence experience quality positively while others influence
experience quality negatively (H. Moon & Han, 2018). Other studies have concluded that
push motivational factors influence tourists’ experience quality (Dean & Suhartanto,
2019; Leo et al., 2021).

A number of studies have investigated the relationship between motivational
factors and perceived value within the context of tourism (Lo & Lee, 2011; X. Wang &
Leou, 2015). Lo and Lee (2011) conducted a study to identify the motivational factors
and their influence on the perceived value in Hong Kong. They applied a qualitative
approach using focus groups and in-depth interviews and found five motivational factors:
cultural interaction with the local community; desire to show love; an educational
experience for family and children; involvement; and to escape from the routine of
everyday life. Personal growth, improved relationships, and changing perspectives on life
were identified as the perceived values of travellers in Hong Kong. X. Wang and Leou
(2015) examined the motivations, perceived value, and destination loyalty of Macao’s
cultural and heritage tourists. Three dimensions were identified to assess perceived value:
scenic, knowledge, and social. Their investigation found a substantial positive association
between cultural motivations and perceived value.

Experiences play an important role in tourism and hospitality. The relationship of
experience quality with other constructs has been identified in different contexts (C. F.
Chen & Chen, 2010; Suhartanto et al., 2020). For example, C. F. Chen and Chen (2010)
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conducted a study and concluded that experience quality was an important predictor of
behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism. This directly impacts tourist
satisfaction and the perceived value of tourists. A recent study conducted by Suhartanto
et al. (2020) identified the impact of experience quality on perceived value, motivation,
satisfaction, and loyalty in the context of creative attractions. Their findings show that
experience quality has a significant direct effect on perceived value (Suhartanto et al.,
2020).

Perceived value plays an important role in predicting the behavioural intention of
tourists (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Tran & Le, 2020). As mentioned previously, C. F.
Chen and Chen (2010) conducted a study in the context of heritage tourism to understand
the association between experience quality, perceived value, satisfaction, and behavioural
intention. Their findings show that perceived value has a direct and positive influence on
both satisfaction and the behavioural intention of tourists. Additionally, Tran and Le
(2020) found that there is a direct influence between perceived value and behavioural
intention.

Some studies have also examined the impact of perceived value on other constructs
such as brand attachment and place attachment. As mentioned previously, some scholars
have examined the concept of perceived value and its impact on brand attachment. Brand
attachment can be described as the strength of connection between self and a brand
(Thomson et al., 2005). This concept shares similar dimensions with place attachment,
such as a connection or bond with an object (R. Chen et al., 2020; Y. Liu et al., 2020).
However, after reviewing the literature, the author found that only a few studies have
examined the relationship between perceived value and place attachment. A recent study
conducted by Yao et al. (2020) examined the relationships between perceived value, place
attachment, and the revisit intention of tourists in the context of cultural heritage tourism
in Meizhou Island in China. This study used a quantitative survey approach to collect data
and SEM was performed to identify the relationships between constructs. The study
findings illustrate that tourists’ perceived value has a significant positive influence on
place attachment, which significantly influences tourist revisit intentions.

Research studies have also identified the relationship between perceived value and
quality of life (H. Kim et al., 2015; Rohman, 2020). H. Kim et al. (2015) addressed the
interrelationships among involvement, perceived value, satisfaction with trip experience,
leisure life satisfaction, overall quality of life, and revisit intention. Their results indicated

that all of the relationships between constructs were positively supported. However, the
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authors argued that only a limited amount of empirical research has been conducted that
links involvement and perceived value to quality of life. Rohman (2020) examined the
association between perceived value, tourist satisfaction, quality of life, and tourist
loyalty within the context of adventure tourism in Indonesia. The findings of this study
showed that perceived value does not have a direct significant effect on tourist loyalty but
does have a significant positive effect on quality of life.

The concept of place attachment has been applied widely in different contexts.
However, there is still limited research on identifying the influence of place attachment
on quality of life in general and in heritage tourism in particular. As discussed earlier,
Ramkissoon (2016) examined the influence of place attachment on quality of life within
the context of island tourism, noting that only a few studies have examined the association
between place satisfaction, place attachment, pro-environmental behaviour and quality of
life.

Numerous scholars have identified a strong relationship between place attachment
and behavioural intention (B. Brown et al., 2016; Ramkissoon, 2015; Tsai, 2012). Tsai
(2012) conducted a study and found that place dependence and place identity positively
influenced the revisit intentions of international tourists in Singapore. Another study
conducted by B. Brown et al. (2016) examined the association between place attachment,
evaluation of the host country’s image, satisfaction, and the revisit intentions of tourists
during the 2012 Olympic Games in London. They found that place attachment has a
positive and direct effect on the revisit intentions of tourists. In line with the studies
above, Ramkissoon (2015) found that tourists are more likely to revisit a destination when
they have a strong attachment to the place.

Previous research studies have found that leisure life satisfaction can be a predictor
of leisure participation in the future. Some studies have also found that enjoyment of an
activity positively influences future behaviour (Losier et al., 1993; Walker et al., 2011).
Mannell and Kleiber (1997) found that overall quality of life influences the future
behaviour of individuals. When it comes to tourism research, Lin (2012) found that
cuisine experiences and quality of life have an impact on tourists’ revisit intentions. As
noted above, H. Kim et al. (2015) conducted a study to examine the relationship between
involvement, perceived value, satisfaction with trip experiences, leisure life satisfaction,
overall quality of life, and revisit intentions. They found quality of life to be an effective

predictor of revisit intentions among elderly tourists.
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In summary, previous studies have supported the theoretical association between
tourist motivations, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life,
and behavioural intention. This current research sought to explain the interactions
between constructs and fill gaps in the literature. The following section outlines the theory
that underpins the conceptual framework presented in this thesis. This provides the

foundation for determining the relationships among the construct dimensions.

2.11. Theoretical Foundation

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), providing an explanation of a theoretical
framework is valuable as it helps identify the relationships among construct dimensions.
After reviewing a number of theories related to tourist behaviours, the means-end chain
theory was selected for this study. This theory is suitable to represent the relationships
among construct dimensions in the conceptual framework. The following section

discusses the theory in detail.
2.11.1. Means-End Chain Theory

Theories examining tourist behaviour have been implemented widely in tourism
research (Lam & Hsu, 2004). Gutman (1982) proposed a means-end chain theory that
addresses individual motives and potential benefits by understanding individual outcome
behaviours. This theory helps scholars to understand ‘how’ and ‘why’ consumers choose
particular products or services (Klenosky, 2002). According to Gutman (1982), “means
can be described as objectives or activities in which people can engage ... Ends are valued
states of being such as happiness, security, accomplishment” (p. 60). The means-end
theory explains the relationship between product attributes (the means), the consequences
for the individual perceived by these attributes (benefits), and the personal values (the
ends) of these consequences. Figure 2.3 illustrates the value chain within means-end
theory, captured as attributes, functional consequences, psychosocial consequences and

values.
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Figure 2.3. Means-End Chain Theory
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Specifically, attributes explain aspects of the product or service based on how
people perceive the product (Gutman, 1997). Consequences refer to the
physiological/psychological results that are accrued directly or indirectly by the
individual from the behaviour (Gutman, 1982). Consequences can be positive or negative,
as a direct result of attributes. Negative consequences can be costs or risks (e.g. injury),
while positive consequences can be referred to as benefits (e.g. developing technical
skills, learning ‘leave no trace’ principles, or developing interpersonal skills) (Hill et al.,
2009). According to L. Parks and Guay (2009), values can be defined as “learned beliefs
that serve as guiding principles about how individuals ought to behave” (p. 676).
Klenosky et al. (1993) examined attributes, consequences, and values in relation to
choosing ski destinations. Strong relationships were found among the attributes of hills
and trails with the consequences of ski challenges, which resulted in the values of fun and
achievement for an individual.

Means-end theory has been used in a number of tourism research studies
(McDonald et al., 2008; Mclntosh & Thyne, 2005). These researchers argue that the
theory is helpful for investigating personal values and tourist behaviour (Mcintosh &
Thyne, 2005). Previous studies using this theory have focused on specific tourism
destinations (Klenosky et al., 1993), accommodation selection (Mattila, 1999; Thyne &
Lawson, 2001), museum and heritage visitors (Crotts & van Rekom, 1999; Jansen-
Verbeke & van Rekom, 1996; Mcintosh, 1999; Thyne, 2001; Wu et al., 2020), nature-
based experiences (Frauman & Cunningham, 2001), and a push-pull motivational
framework (Klenosky, 2002).

As mentioned earlier, this theory consists of three phases that explain the

relationship between product attributes (the means), the consequences for the individual
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perceived by these attributes (benefits), and the personal values (the ends) of these
consequences. In this study, the means phase refers to uncovering the push and pull
factors that influence individuals to visit heritage tourism destinations (Gutman, 1997;
Klenosky, 2002). The consequences phase refers to the experience quality of individuals
during their visit to the heritage tourism destination, and the ends phase refers to fun,
excitement, achievement, and quality of life (Hill et al., 2009; Klenosky, 2002;
Wassenberg et al., 2015). The constructs are linked with other constructs (perceived
value, place attachment and behavioural intention), which are influenced by the type of
tourist and demographics.

This theory is considered a useful method to explain the relationship between
motivational factors and travel behaviour. Based on a review of the literature it is evident
that means-end theory has been implemented widely in the heritage tourism context,
making it the best theory to be used in this study. Since the theory addresses an
individual’s motives and behaviours, it is helpful in understanding what motivates tourists
to visit heritage destinations, the associated benefits from visiting this type of destination,
and how the product or service at the destination reflects or enhances the personal values
of individuals.

This study uses means-end theory to examine motivational factors and the
individual value of visiting heritage tourism destinations. This theory explains the
connection between motivational factors and tourist behavioural intention. It also
provides an explanation for individual participation with different types of products and
services and how marketing can influence the customer. This study implemented the
means-end approach as a crucial theoretical foundation to clarify the relationships
between motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life,

and behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia.
2.12. Chapter Summary

This chapter has provided an overview of the study’s context and its importance in
the tourism industry. It has also discussed the overlap between heritage tourism and
cultural heritage tourism. The categories of tourists who fall within this type of tourism
have been highlighted from different perspectives. This chapter has addressed tourist
motivations, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life,

behavioural intention, tourist characteristics, and the theoretical foundations of this study.
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It has also addressed the gaps in the literature and discussed the variables under
examination in order to narrow those gaps. A review of the literature indicates that only
a limited number of studies have investigated the influence of perceived value on the
quality of life of tourists. A review also reveals that only a few research studies have
examined the relationship between place attachment and the quality of life of tourists,
especially in the context of heritage tourism. Examining these relationships will provide
a deeper understanding of the factors that contribute to the quality of life of tourists.

This thesis presents a conceptual framework using means-end theory as a
theoretical foundation to understand the relationships among motivation, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life and behavioural intention. This
theory has been applied widely in tourism research. The following chapter provides more
information about the conceptual framework and hypotheses development for this thesis.

These were developed to bridge the gaps in the existing literature.
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CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

3.1. Introduction

Chapter 2 provided a review of the literature relating to heritage tourism and a
background to the development of the conceptual framework. This chapter presents the
conceptual framework and explains the relationships among the variables. The
framework reflects the aims of this study, as outlined in Chapter 1, and summaries the
connections among the constructs, as well as the existing knowledge gaps. The

hypotheses developed for this thesis are also discussed in this chapter.
3.2. Conceptual Research Framework

Previous studies have investigated various theoretical concepts used to understand
experience quality in destinations and its impact on revisit intention. This study developed
a conceptual framework to understand the complex relationships among different
constructs (motivation, experience quality, perceived value and place attachment), which
influence the quality of life of travellers and their behavioural intention.

Drawing on a review of the literature (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; N. Jin et al., 2015;
H. Moon & Han, 2018; Vada et al., 2019), a conceptual framework was developed to
examine the factors that influence the quality of life of tourists and their behavioural
intentions. Within this framework, this study examines the complex relationships among
the different constructs of motivation, experience quality, perceived value, and place
attachment, which influence the quality of life of tourists and their behavioural intentions.
H. Moon and Han (2018) examined the influence of pull factors on experience quality.
Their findings show that some destination attributes influence tourists’ experience quality
either positively or negatively. However, this study examines both push and pull factors
to understand the influence on tourists’ experiences. Additionally, C. F. Chen and Chen
(2010) examined the influence of experience quality on perceived value, satisfaction, and
behavioural intention. Their study showed that there is a direct effect between experience
quality and perceived value (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010). Several studies have concluded
that perceived value plays an important role in determining tourists’ satisfaction and their
behavioural intentions (Cronin et al., 2000; W. B. Dodds et al., 1991; McDougall &

59



Levesque, 2000). Moser (2009) found that the connections people have with specific
places affect their quality of life.

The conceptual framework or research model presented in Figure 4.1 illustrates the
association between types of tourists and their profiles and trip characteristics. It also
examined the type of tourists and its influence on the relationships among constructs. The
relationships among motivations, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment,
quality of life, and behavioural intention are also illustrated in the framework using
arrows to reflect the direction of those relationships. Motivation (push and pull factors)
has a relationship with experience quality and perceived value, experience quality has a
relationship with perceived value, and perceived value has a relationship with place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. Furthermore, the framework
illustrates that place attachment has an association with both quality of life and
behavioural intention, while quality of life has a relationship with behavioural intention.
Figure 4.1 also incorporates the hypotheses developed in this thesis. These are discussed
in depth in the next section.

The research model shows the relationships among the independent variables
(motivation and experience quality), the mediating variables (perceived value, place
attachment, and quality of life), and the dependent variable (tourists’ behavioural
intentions). The model also enables an examination of the differences in tourist profiles
and trip characteristics between two types of tourists (Saudis and non-Saudis). It provides
insights into factors that influence tourists’ behavioural intentions in the context of
heritage tourism. This research should assist destination managers and other stakeholders

in understanding tourists’ behavioural intentions to visit and recommend a destination.
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Figure 3.1. Conceptual Framework
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3.3. Hypotheses Development

The conceptual framework was developed based on previous studies in Chapter
Two. To fulfil the aims of this research, several hypotheses were developed and tested
using different statistical methods. The outcomes of this testing will be valuable to
destination managers and academics, providing them with better insights into tourists’
quality of life and future behavioural intentions.

Previous studies have confirmed that motivational factors are an essential element
in tourism research. It is widely acknowledged that travel behaviour is impacted
significantly by individual motivations (Um & Crompton, 1990). As mentioned
previously, scholars have classified motivations into two major dimensions: push factors,
which address the internal needs of tourists to get away from their regular environment;
and pull factors, which relate to the external elements that attract tourists to a destination.
Previous studies have investigated the association between motivational factors and
experience quality. For example, Dean and Suhartanto (2019) investigated the
relationship between push factors and experience quality in creative tourism. Their study
confirmed the relationship between push factors and experience quality. Leo et al. (2020)
confirmed that push factors have an influence on the experience quality of tourists,
including their feelings and the overall enjoyment of the travel experience.

When it comes to pull factors, H. Moon and Han (2018) examined destination
attributes (pull factors) and their influence on experience quality, focusing on Chinese
travellers in the context of island tourism. As noted in Chapter 2, their study concluded
that several destination attributes positively influence experience quality while other
destination attributes have a negative influence. Dean and Suhartanto (2019) examined
the relationship between motivational factors (push and pull) with experience quality. The
findings of their study showed a relationship between push factors and experience quality
but no relationship between pull factors and experience quality. An analysis of these
studies led to the development of the two hypotheses below:

Hypothesis 1A: There is a significant relationship between push factors and

experience quality among domestic tourists.

Hypothesis 1B: There is a significant relationship between pull factors and

experience quality among domestic tourists.

Motivation is an essential element of understanding tourists’ behaviour because it

demonstrates what tourists need and how to achieve their expectations (Veal, 1997). As
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mentioned earlier, researchers have categorised motivation into push and pull factors.
Push factors relate to individual internal desires and the need to travel to a destination,
including the desire for escape, relaxation, adventure, health and fitness, and social
interaction with the site and others (Klenosky, 2002). Pull factors or destination attributes
relate to external elements that attract tourists to a particular destination, including natural
environments, services, and amenities (Andriotis et al., 2008). These factors explain why
tourists travel, what activities they prefer, and which destination they select. Several
studies have investigated the influence of motivational factors on perceived value (Gan
et al., 2023; Prebensen et al., 2013; X. Wang & Leou, 2015). As noted in Chapter 2, X.
Wang and Leou (2015) examined the relationship between motivation, perceived value,
and the destination loyalty of cultural and heritage tourists in Macao. Their study
confirmed the relationship between push motivational factors and perceived value.
Prebensen et al. (2013) also investigated the association between push motivational
factors and the perceived value of destination experiences in the context of nature and
culture tourism. Gan et al. (2023) investigated the association between motivational
factors (push and pull), perceived value, and behavioural intention in the context of health
and wellness tourism, and confirmed the relationship between pull motivational factors
and perceived value. An analysis of these studies led to the development of the two
hypotheses below:

Hypothesis 2A: There is a significant relationship between push factors and

perceived value among domestic tourists.

Hypothesis 2B: There is a significant relationship between pull factors and

perceived value among domestic tourists.

The concept of experience plays an important role in the context of travel and
tourism. Tourism and hospitality are part of the service sector; therefore, experience is
essential in the industry (Zeithaml & Bitner, 2000). Tourism destinations provide
experiential products and services; therefore, it is essential to offer outstanding
experiences for tourists (Wijaya et al., 2013; Zouni & Kouremenos, 2008). As discussed
in Chapter 2, Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) found that consumers purchase products
for emotional satisfaction during their experiences, including for fun or enjoyment, not
just for functional reasons. Consequently, some scholars have modified the concept of
service quality in order to define and create a construct for experience quality that covers
more aspects that can be implemented in different sectors (Ko et al., 2011; K. S. Moon et

al., 2011; Otto & Ritchie, 1996). Some researchers have introduced different dimensions
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for experience quality in their conceptual models (C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010; Cole &
Scott, 2004; Kao et al., 2008). However, most scholars agree that escape, peace of mind,
involvement, recognition, and learning are crucial dimensions when it comes to
measuring experience quality (Ali et al., 2015; Binkhorst, 2007; Hung et al., 2016; Pine
& Gilmore, 1998; Suhartanto et al., 2020). For this reason, this study adopted these
dimensions. As outlined in Chapter 2, the influence of experience quality on other
constructs has been examined in different contexts. For example, C. F. Chen and Chen
(2010) illustrated that experience quality was an important predictor of behavioural
intention, which directly impacts tourist satisfaction and perceived value in the context of
heritage tourism. Also, N. Jin et al. (2015) examined the relationship between experience
quality and perceived value in the context of water parks in the tourism industry. They
found a significant relationship between experience quality and perceived value.
Recently, Subhartanto et al. (2020) examined the influence of experience quality on
perceived value, motivation, satisfaction, and loyalty in the context of creative attraction.
The study concluded that experience quality has a significant direct effect on perceived
value (Suhartanto et al., 2020). This thesis examines experience quality and its influence
on perceived value in the context of heritage tourism. This was investigated via the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant relationship between experience quality and

perceived value among domestic tourists.

As discussed in the literature review, perceived value is an important construct in
consumer behaviour research. Tourism research studies have also identified perceived
value as a key element for increasing customer satisfaction and behavioural intention (D.
A. Baker & Crompton, 2000; Brady et al., 2001; C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010). Sheth et al.
(1991) developed a perceived value construct using several dimensions (emotional,
social, economic value, and quality) to assess the overall perceived value of the
service/product experience. However, Duman and Mattila (2005) found that perceived
quality and monetary price are the main items of perceived value when it comes to tourism
services’ assessment. C. F. Chen and Chen’s (2010) study on heritage tourism found that
perceived value has a direct relationship to satisfaction and the behavioural intention of
heritage tourists. Tran and Le (2020) also found a relationship between perceived value
and behavioural intention, as did R. Chen et al. (2020) in the context of hospitality and
restaurants in China. Yao et al. (2020) investigated the relationship among tourists’

perceived value (tourism resources and service value, cultural value, social value, and

64



cost value), place attachment, and revisit intention in the context of cultural heritage
tourism. They found a relationship between cultural value and revisit intention. However,
the relationships between tourism resources and service value, social value, and cost value
and revisit intention were insignificant. An analysis of these studies led to the
development of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: There is a significant relationship between perceived value and

behavioural intention to visit.

Perceived value has been examined in various studies related to consumer
behaviour. Tourism scholars have also identified perceived value as a crucial element for
increasing customer satisfaction and behavioural intention (D. A. Baker & Crompton,
2000; Brady et al., 2001; C. F. Chen & Chen, 2010). Previous research studies have
examined the influence of perceived value on other constructs; however; after reviewing
the literature, the relationship between perceived value and place attachment is very
limited. As mentioned earlier, some authors examined perceived value and its influence
on brand attachment. Brand attachment is described as the strength of connection between
self and a brand (Thomson et al., 2005). This concept shares similar dimensions of place
attachment such as connection and bond with an object (R. Chen et al., 2020; Y. Liu et
al., 2020). R. Chen et al. (2020) conducted a study to examine the influence of perceived
value and brand attachment. They found a relationship between symbolic, economic
values, and brand attachment. Similarly, Y. Liu et al. (2020) found a relationship between
perceived value and brand attachment. Another study conducted by Yao et al. (2020)
examined the relationships between perceived value, place attachment, and revisit
intention of tourists in the context of cultural heritage tourism in Meizhou Island in China.
They found that tourists’ perceived value has a significant influence on place attachment.
However, limited research studies have examined the relationship between perceived
value and place attachment. This thesis examines the influence of perceived value on
place attachment in the context of heritage tourism, investigated via the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant relationship between perceived value and place

attachment.

As discussed earlier, perceived value has been used to predict behaviour among
tourists. However, after reviewing the existing research, it is evident that only a few
studies have investigated perceived value and its influence on quality of life in tourism.

For example, H. Kim et al. (2015) examined the interrelationships among involvement,
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perceived value, satisfaction with trip experience, leisure life satisfaction, overall quality
of life, and revisit intention, finding positive relationships. The findings showed that all
of the relationships among constructs were positively supported. However, they
mentioned that only limited empirical research has been conducted that links involvement
and perceived value to quality of life (QOL). Lee et al. (2018) investigated the
relationship among perceived value, engagement, connection, and quality of life in the
context of hiking tourism. However, they did not investigate the direct influence between
perceived value and quality of life. Moreover, Rohman (2020) examined the
interrelationship among perceived value, tourist satisfaction, quality of life, and tourist
loyalty in Indonesia within the context of adventure tourism. That study found a
relationship between perceived value and quality of life. Additionally, Berutu et al. (2022)
investigated the associations among perceived value, tourists satisfaction, quality of life,
and behavioural intention. The findings of their study revealed that there was a significant
relationship between perceived value and quality of life. However, the examination of the
influence of perceived value on quality of life in heritage tourism has been very limited
to date (Berutu et al., 2022; H. Kim et al., 2015; Rohman, 2020). This thesis addresses
this gap, by examining the influence of perceived value on tourists’ quality of life via the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant relationship between perceived value and

quality of life.

The literature review indicated that the concept of place attachment has been used
widely in social and behavioural research. The majority of tourism and recreation research
that investigates place attachment has focused mainly on the meanings of place (Scannell
& Gifford, 2010), place dimensions (Hammitt et al., 2009), and relationships with other
variables. A review of the literature highlights that only a few studies have examined the
influence of place attachment on quality of life in general and in heritage tourism in
particular, and few have investigated the relationship between place satisfaction, place
attachment, pro-environmental behaviour and quality of life (Ramkissoon, 2016).
Ramkissoon et al. (2018) confirmed a relationship between place attachment and quality
of life in the context of national parks in Australia. However, examination of these
constructs remains limited. This thesis examines place attachment and its influence on
tourists’ quality of life within the context of domestic heritage tourism, investigated via

the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 7: There is a significant relationship between place attachment and

quality of life.

As mentioned above, place attachment has been heavily used in social and
behavioural research. Place attachment plays an important role in explaining tourists’
behaviour, for example, in their repeat visitation (S. N. Hwang et al., 2005). B. Brown et
al. (2016) examined the relationships among place attachment, evaluation of the host
country’s image, satisfaction, and revisit intention finding that place attachment has a
positive and direct effect on the revisit intention of tourists. Ramkissoon (2015) also
found that tourists are more likely to revisit a destination when they have a strong
attachment to the place. M. L. Jin et al. (2020) found a relationship between place
attachment and behavioural intention. An analysis of these studies led to the development
of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8: There is a significant relationship between place attachment and

behavioural intentions.

In relation to quality of life, studies have found that leisure life satisfaction or
enjoyment of an activity can be a predictor of positive behaviour and leisure participation
in the future (Losier et al., 1993; Walker et al., 2011). Mannell and Kleiber (1997) found
that overall quality of life influences future behaviour, while in the context of tourism
research, Lin (2012) found that cuisine experience and quality of life have an impact on
tourists’ revisit intentions. H. Kim et al. (2015) also found that quality of life can be an
effective predictor of revisit intentions among elderly tourists. An analysis of these
studies led to the development of the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 9: There is a significant relationship between quality of life and

behavioural intentions.

Demographic factors play an important role in explaining tourism behaviours (Kim
et al., 2018). Differences in demographic profiles may lead to different outcomes.
Previous studies have confirmed major differences between tourists based on education
level, age, culture, the purpose of travel, and travel groups (Artal-Tur et al., 2018; Cheng
et al., 2019; Karag6z & Uysal, 2022; Kim et al., 2018; S. Song et al., 2018; Han et al.,
2020). The findings suggest that tourists have different perceptions based on their
demographic profile. Analysis of the research led to the development of the following
hypotheses. These were created to examine the differences in tourist motivations,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural

intention between two domestic tourist groups, Saudi and non-Saudi:

67



Hypothesis 10A: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
push factors and experience quality between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 10B: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
push factors and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 10C: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
pull factors and experience quality between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 10D: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
pull factors and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 10E: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
experience quality and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 10F: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
perceived value and place attachment between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 10G: There are statistically significant differences in the effect
between perceived value and quality of life between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 10H: There are statistically significant differences in the effect
between perceived value and behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 101: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
place attachment and quality of life between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 10J: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
place attachment and behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 10K: There are statistically significant differences in the effect
between quality of life and behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis.
Hypothesis 11A: There are statistically significant differences in tourist profiles
between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Hypothesis 11B: There are statistically significant differences in trip characteristics

between Saudis and non-Saudis.

3.4. Chapter Summary

This chapter has introduced the conceptual framework for this thesis and explained

the relationships among motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place

attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention using arrows to reflect the direction

of relationships. This chapter has also explained the development of 11 main hypotheses,

created to test the conceptual framework. The outcomes from testing these hypotheses
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address a number of research gaps and enrich the literature. Ultimately, findings can be
used to assist stakeholders in developing effective plans and marketing strategies, as well
as open up future research directions for academics in the context of heritage tourism.
The following chapter discusses the research methodology adopted in this study.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY

4.1. Introduction

To provide a clear explanation of the research methodology, this chapter presents
the research paradigm, research design, sampling procedures, data collection methods,
analysis tools, and measurement development. To answer the research questions proposed
in this study, a quantitative approach was used. The first section of this chapter discusses
the research paradigm. Justification for the research approach is then provided, followed
by an explanation of the development of the survey instrument. The measurement scale
section then outlines the types of scales used specifically for this research. The
development of the questionnaire is then discussed, followed by the sampling procedure
and justification for selecting AlUla and Diriyah as locations for this study in Saudi
Arabia. Next, the data collection procedure is discussed, followed by data analysis
methods. The ethical implications related to this study are also addressed. The chapter

concludes with a summary.
4.2. Research Paradigm

A research paradigm reflects the researcher’s beliefs regarding the research
approach, design and methods when conducting their study (Creswell, 2014; Denzin &
Lincoln, 1998). Adopting a particular paradigm helps the researcher to justify the research
approach and methods used in the study. It is important, therefore, to understand the
philosophical stance of the researcher and how the paradigm affects the research (Collis
& Hussey, 2013).

A positivist paradigm was selected for this study to achieve the research objectives.
The positivist philosophy was first promoted by the French philosopher Auguste Comte
in the nineteenth century (Richards, 2003, p. 37). Positivist scholars conduct their
research objectively, without influencing or disturbing what is being examined and
presenting outcomes without any interference.

The research philosophy is underpinned by two types of reasoning: inductive and
deductive. Inductive reasoning begins with observation, measurement, identifying
patterns in the data, and then developing a theory to describe a particular situation. In
contrast, deductive reasoning starts with a theory, followed by hypothesis development

and measurement to prove or disprove it (Bryman, 2008).
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As discussed above, positivists do not interfere with the data as they consider
knowledge and truth to be fixed and inarguable realities (McManus et al., 2017).
Researchers who follow a positivist paradigm argue that the truth can be scientifically
and empirically achieved and explained by applying rational analysis (Aliyu et al., 2014).
Hence, positivists believe that knowledge can be deductively achieved from hypothesis
and theory and assessed by analysis (Mack, 2010). Figure 4.1 provides an overview of

the research framework within the positivist paradigm.

Figure 4.1. Research Onion
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4.3. Justification for the Research Approach

Research paradigms influence scientific results through their concepts and
hypotheses. Understanding paradigms helps to shed light on the quality of research
findings and identify gaps in solid evidence production (Pansiri, 2005). Positivism is
aligned with the hypothetical deductive science paradigm, which relies on verifying
hypotheses and testing variables and measurements (Stergiou & Airey, 2011). Positivism

research focuses on identifying causal relationships through quantitative approaches,

71

Techniques and



favouring evidence-based findings from large samples and generalisable results. Research
under this paradigm is based on deductive logic, the design of hypotheses, the validation
of those hypotheses, and the provision of methodological approaches, and figures. It
attempts to explain and anticipate findings based on quantifiable results.

To address the research objectives, model, and hypotheses of this study, a
quantitative approach was used within the positivist paradigm. According to Neuman
(2007), adopting a quantitative approach provides a clear explanation of the relationships
between variables. This study tested the relationships among the following constructs:
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and
behavioural intention. Demographic differences were also addressed.

A quantitative method seeks to quantify data by using statistics for analysis
(Malhotra, 2006). A quantitative approach provides flexibility, ease of use, and lower
costs associated with survey distribution and collection (Jennings, 2001). Generalisation
is also one of its advantages. In the quantitative phase of this study, a self-administered
questionnaire was used for data collection. Surveys are commonly used in studies within
the leisure and tourism fields (Finn et al., 2000; Smith, 2014). Smith (2014) argued that
surveys are important data collection tools for tourism analysis, planning and decision-
making. Surveys consist of a series of questions to acquire reliable and valid data on the
topic being researched (Finn et al., 2000).

Several advantages have been noted in the use of surveys as the primary data
collection method. Using survey-based questionnaires has become a popular form of data
collection among large, geographically dispersed populations (Veal, 1997). Furthermore,
this method was considered convenient for collecting data from several heritage tourism
sites.

4.4. Development of the Survey Instrument

When it comes to the development of a survey and measuring a construct, researchers
need to review previous studies with existing construct measurements. The advantage of
adopting existing measurements from the literature is that this approach improves content
validity. However, when research on a particular topic is insufficient, scholars need to
develop and adapt their own measurements to fit their study. (Hair et al., 2010).

In order to develop reliable measurements for each construct in this study, the
existing research was reviewed. The constructs examined were defined in Chapter 2. This

study adapted the scales of motivational factors (push and pull factors), experience
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quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intentions from
previous studies (Ali et al., 2016; Chiang, 2009; J. H. Han et al., 2019; Kesterson, 2013;
H. Kimetal., 2015; S. Lee etal., 2016; H. Moon & Han, 2018; Neal et al., 2007; Williams
& Vaske, 2003; Wu et al., 2017).

The questionnaire and measurement format were then designed, reviewed and a
pilot study was conducted to assess reliability and refine the questionnaire, as necessary.
The next step was to identify and target participants to gather data. Finally, reliability and
validity were assessed. The measurement scale items for the constructs are discussed in

more detail below.
4.4.1. Measuring Travel Motivation

As discussed in Chapter 2, tourists motivation consists of push and pull factors.
Several research studies have developed different push and pull factors scales (S. S. Kim
et al., 2003; Prayag, 2010). However, this study used Kesterson’s (2013) scale, adopting
all push factors while modifying some of the pull factors to suit this study, as discussed
below.

Adapting scales from Kesterson’s (2013) study provides some advantages. Firstly,
since these scales have already been examined in the research, their validity and reliability
have been tested. The Cronbach’s alpha value for the overall push motivational factors
was .90 and .89 for the overall pull motivational factors. Second, Kesterson’s (2013) scale
was examined in the context of heritage tourism, which is the focus of this study. To
capture tourists’ motivation to visit heritage tourism destinations, 35 items were used in
the questionnaire, adapted from Kesterson (2013).

However, this study approach also differs from Kesterson (2013) for several
reasons. Kesterson’s (2013) study was restricted to the millennial generation and targeted
specific student groups only, aged between 18 to 33 years, which does not represent the
whole millennial generation. Moreover, Kesterson’s (2013) study was conducted in a
historical destination but excluded historic properties such as hotels, restaurants, and
schools. Finally, Kesterson’s (2013) study focused on the USA, while this research
targeted Saudi Arabia, thus there were differences in cultural background. As such, some

items were excluded as irrelevant to Saudi heritage tourism (e.g. civil war history).
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Table 4.1. Items for Measuring Push Factors

Item Number

ltems

1 To visit new place

2 To experience new lifestyles

3 To explore cultural resources

4 To exchange customs/traditions
5 To learn about the past

6 To improve knowledge

7 To seek novelty

8 To be away from home

9 To visit a place friends have been
10 To participate in new activities
11 To be somewhere else

12 To visit attractions

13 To communicate with locals

14 To meet new people

15 To increase social status

16 To impress friends and family

17 To have an enjoyable time with companions
18 To relax physically

Source: Kesterson (2013)

Table 4.2. Items for Measuring Pull Factors

Item Number

ltems

1 Heritage sites

2 Historical sites

3 Culture, arts, traditions

4 Variety of attractions

5 Festivals and events

6 Outdoor activities

7 National/state parks

8 Safety

9 Reliable weather/climate

10 Affordable price

11 Available tourist information
12 Good standards of hygiene/cleanliness
13 Souvenirs

14 Activities for families

15 Variety of tours

16 Warm welcome for tourists
17 Places people appreciate

Source: Kesterson (2013)
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4.4.2. Measuring Experience Quality

As discussed in Chapter 2, individuals may perceive experience quality differently and
researchers have assessed the concept using different dimensions and contexts (Ali et al.,
2015; Binkhorst, 2007; Hung et al., 2016; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Suhartanto et al., 2020).
This study used a tested and reliable measurement scale developed by Ali et al. (2016) to
capture domestic tourist experiences after visiting heritage destinations. Ali et al. (2016)
designed a questionnaire in the context of creative tourism using six dimensions: escape
and recognition, peace of mind, unique involvement, interactivity, learning, and
memories. The Cronbach’s alpha measures for each of these dimensions were all above
0.77, which confirms the scale reliability. As noted in Chapter 2, most studies have agreed
that escape, peace of mind, involvement, recognition, and learning are crucial dimensions
when it comes to measuring experience quality (Ali et al., 2015; Ali et al., 2016;
Binkhorst, 2007; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Suhartanto et al., 2020). Therefore, these
dimensions were adopted in this current study while excluding the dimensions of
interactivity and memories. The adopted dimensions cover different aspects of
experience. This makes them suitable for this study, since heritage destinations focus on
heritage, history, entertainment, and natural resources (RUC, 2019). This particular scale
was selected as it was designed to assess individuals’ experiences immediately after
visiting a destination. Nineteen items were included in the questionnaire to capture the

experience quality of individuals, as shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. Items for Measuring Experience Quality

Item Number | Items

1 The physical environment around the property and activities was comfortable
2 | felt relaxed during the visit to the destination

3 | felt secure during the visit to the destination

4 My privacy was assured during this visit

5 | was involved in something that | really liked doing

6 | did something unigue and memorable

7 I had a ‘once in a lifetime’ experience

8 | did something new and different

9 | had a choice and control over the activities and their outcomes

10 This visit increased my skills

11 | learned a lot during my visit

12 Visiting the destination stimulated my curiosity to learn new things
13 It was a real learning experience

14 | felt | was escaping during the visit to the destination

15 Visiting the destination made me forget my daily routine

16 | felt | was playing a different character during the visit

17 I have been taken seriously whenever help was needed
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18 | felt important throughout the visit
19 | felt respected throughout the visit
Source: Ali et al. (2016)

4.4.3. Measuring Perceived Value

The construct of perceived value plays an important role in consumer behaviour
research. A scale for this construct was developed in this study from previous research.
Items were adapted from C. K. Lee et al. (2007) and X. Wang and Leou (2015). Both
studies have examined the context of heritage tourism, which is the focus of this study,
and used on-site questionnaires with Cronbach alpha measures of .90 and .881
respectively. Perceived value was defined in this study based on what is given and
received, which was taken into consideration when developing the scale. Fifteen items

were included in the questionnaire to capture perceived value, as shown in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. Items for Measuring Perceived Value

Item Items Reference

Number

1 Visiting this destination was reasonably priced C. K. Lee et al. (2007)

2 Visiting this destination was economical C. K. Lee et al. (2007)

3 Compared to the travel expenses, | got reasonable | C. K. Lee et al. (2007)
quality from visiting this destination

4 Compared to other tourism destinations, this C. K. Lee et al. (2007)
destination is good value for the money

5 This destination was a good quality tourism C. K. Lee et al. (2007)
product

6 I received good service while visiting this C. K. Lee et al. (2007)
destination

7 The tourism experience | had at the destination X. Wang & Leou (2015)
met my expectations

8 | am fond of Saudi world heritage X. Wang & Leou (2015)

9 | obtained joyful feelings from this visit X. Wang & Leou (2015)

10 I had a fantastic tourism experience from this visit | X. Wang & Leou (2015)

11 It is worth spending money on this destination X. Wang & Leou (2015)

12 It is worth spending time at this destination X. Wang & Leou (2015)

13 This destination makes others feel a breath of X. Wang & Leou (2015)
‘literary and artistic youth’

14 This destination makes others have a different X. Wang & Leou (2015)
look

15 It can be a topic of conversation with others X. Wang & Leou (2015)

Source: C. K. Lee et al. (2007); X. Wang & Leou (2015)

4.4.4. Measuring Place Attachment

As discussed in Chapter 2, place attachment relates to human emotions (Briker &

Kerstetter, 2000). Place does not necessarily mean the physical site but can include other
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aspects such as history and experience at the place. People may perceive the place
differently, associated with tangible and intangible attributes (Hidalgo & Hernandez,
2001). As outlined previously, researchers have developed several dimensions to capture
place attachment. Among these dimensions, place identity and place dependence have
been the most used in tourism and recreation research (Gross & Brown, 2008; S. N.
Hwang et al., 2005; Patwardhan et al., 2020; Williams & Vaske, 2003).

The measurement scale in this study was adopted from the work of Williams and
Vaske (2003). These scholars conducted their research in the context of recreation and
national parks using the dimensions of place identity and place dependence. The
Cronbach’s alpha value for their scale was above 0.7, which confirms its reliability.
Twelve items were included in the questionnaire to capture place attachment, as shown
in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5. Items for Measuring Place Attachment

ltem ltems
Number

[

| feel this heritage destination is a part of me

This heritage destination is very special to me

| am very attached to this heritage destination

Visiting this heritage destination says a lot about who | am

This heritage destination means a lot to me

| identify strongly with this destination

This heritage destination is the best place for what | like to do

No other place can compare to this heritage destination

I get more satisfaction out of visiting this destination than any other

0 Doing what | do at the heritage destination is more important to me than doing it in
any tourist destination

11 I would not substitute visiting other areas for doing the types of things | do at this
destination

12 The things | do at this heritage destination | would enjoy doing just as much at a
similar site

PO NOOO B WIN

Source: Williams & Vaske (2003)

4.4.5. Measuring Quality of Life

As mentioned earlier, quality of life has attracted researchers from different
disciplines, including the tourism field. Scholars in this field use the terms “quality of life’
and ‘well-being’ interchangeably. Quality of life or well-being has both objective and
subjective dimensions. As discussed in Chapter 2, Dolnicar et al. (2012) evaluated several
research studies of subjective quality of life and addressed 15 common life fields (material

well-being; health; family and love; leisure and recreational experiences; social life;
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education/learning; neighbourhood/community; spiritual life; vacation; goals/hopes for
the future; self-esteem/acceptance; safety; stress; transport; and standard of living). A
substantial number of research studies have addressed leisure life as an important life
domain that affects overall subjective quality of life. VVacation activities are identified as
only one dimension of leisure life and are rarely classified as an individual life domain
(Dolnicar et al., 2013; Eusebio & Carneiro, 2014). Therefore, this study captures tourists’
perceptions of the leisure life domain since it relates to tourism. Additionally, overall
quality of life was examined to capture tourists’ perceptions of quality of life after their
visit.

The scale used in this study was adopted from the work of Campon-Cerro et al.
(2020). These researchers conducted a self-administered questionnaire, complemented by
an online questionnaire, in the context of water-based activities in Spain. The Cronbach’s
alpha value for quality of life used in their study exceeded .70, which means it is reliable.
This particular scale was adopted because it is time sensitive and the goal of this study
was to measure tourists’ quality of life immediately after their visit (Campdn-Cerro et al.,
2020; Sirgy et al., 2011). All items adopted were reliable and are presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6. Items for Measuring Quality of Life

Item Items

Number

1 This visit has improved my quality of life

2 This visit has made me feel more satisfied with my life

3 This visit makes me feel good about my life, even though | have my ups and
downs

4 This visit has enriched my life.

5 This visit makes me feel happy

Source: Campon-Cerro et al. (2020)

4.4.6. Measuring Behavioural Intention

As discussed in Chapter 2, the concept of behavioural intentions was developed to
explain the purchase behaviour of individuals (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In relation to
behavioural intention measurement, Hutchinson et al. (2009) found that the two most
often implemented dimensions are intention to revisit and word-of-mouth
recommendations. Thus, this study used these two dimensions to measure behavioural
intention. Chiang (2009) developed a scale to examine behavioural intention in the
context of meetings, incentives, conferences and exhibitions (MICE) tourism. The

Cronbach’s alpha value for the tested scale exceeded 0.7, which confirms its reliability.
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This study adopted and examined the scale in the context of heritage tourism and the

items are presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7. Items for Measuring Behavioural Intention

Item Items

Number

1 | will speak positively about the destination to other people

2 | will strongly recommend this destination to other people

3 I am willing to revisit this destination

4 I will consider this destination as my first choice for my next leisure
holiday

Source: Chiang (2009)
4.5. Measurement Scales

Measurement scales can vary from one study to another. This research used nominal
and Likert scales to achieve the research objectives. The researcher developed a multiple-
choice nominal scale to ask individuals about their current visits and to capture
demographic information. The Likert scale is a common scaling method in social science
research, developed by Likert (1932) as part of a doctoral dissertation. It is a psychometric
tool that includes a set of statements related to a research study with a rating system to
capture differences in people’s perceptions (DeVellis, 2016). The Likert scale has been
used widely in tourism studies to capture individual attitudes and behaviours by asking
participants to select their level of agreement or disagreement with particular statements
(Hartley, 2014). A seven-point Likert scale was selected in this study. These levels are:
(7) strongly agree; (6) agree; (5) somewhat agree; (4) neither agree nor disagree; (3)
somewhat disagree; (2) disagree; and (1) strongly disagree. The target participants are
asked to state their level of agreement regarding statements ranging from strongly agree
to strongly disagree.

The original Likert scale was five points; however, the scale has developed since
1932 to include different measurement range options from two-points to eleven-points.
The Likert scale is simple and reliable, and participants find it easy to read and complete
(Taherdoost, 2019). Some authors argue that the Likert scale is not reliable. However,
Alwin and Krosnick (1991) argued that a scale will become more reliable when it has
more ranging points, but only up to a particular point. They concluded that more than 11
points is unnecessary for most respondents but that seven points is slightly more reliable

than five points (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991). A seven-point Likert scale allows the
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researcher to capture differences in individuals’ thoughts. A Likert scale was considered
appropriate for this study to capture tourists’ motivations, experience quality, perceived

value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in Saudi Arabia.
4.6. The Development of the Questionnaire

This section discusses the development of the questionnaire used in this study. It is
divided into four sections covering the questionnaire design, questionnaire translation,

guidance sought from experts, and the pilot testing process.
4.6.1. Questionnaire Design

As evident in numerous studies, to maximise responses and ensure validity and
reliability, researchers need to consider a number of elements when designing a
questionnaire (Brace, 2018; Krosnick, 2018). This includes wording, layout, structure,
question order, and the length of the questionnaire (Brace, 2018). When it comes to the
layout of the questionnaire, it needs to be clear and easy to follow (Krosnick, 2018). The
questionnaire should provide explicit instructions for participants, and sections,
subsections, and questions need to be numbered. The order of questions can play an
important role when developing the questionnaire since it may influence the answers of
participants. According to Saris and Gallhofer (2014), when it comes to question order,
researchers need to address order effects, context effects, and the overall organisation and
structure of the questionnaire. In terms of structure, the questionnaire should provide a
clear beginning, middle and end. The questionnaire should begin with easy, interesting
questions to attract the participant, encouraging them to answer the remaining questions.
The middle section should consist of searching questions, placed together based on
relevance to avoid complications (Fowler, 2013). It is recommended to end the
questionnaire with demographic information (Zikmund et al., 2010). According to Saris
and Gallhofer (2014), researchers will achieve a higher response rate if they develop the
questionnaire in a logical order and take into consideration the above aspects. While there
is no particular guideline on how long a questionnaire should be, generally researchers
are encouraged to make it as short as possible while achieving the objectives of the
research (Brace, 2018; Krosnick, 2018).

These guidelines and steps were taken into consideration when designing the
questionnaire for this research (Brace, 2018; Zikmund et al., 2011). The author reviewed

and analysed the full questionnaire to ensure that basic language was used before data
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collection. Gender, age, occupation, and annual income were grouped, and to reduce
potential reluctance to answer, a choice of categories was provided rather than asking for
a specific response. For example, monthly income was categorised as follows: less than
3,000 SAR; 3,000-6,000 SAR; 6,001-9,000 SAR; 9,001-12,000 SAR; 12,001-15,000
SAR; 15,001-18,000 SAR; and over 18,000 SAR. As discussed earlier, the order of
questions was also considered for the questionnaire as this can affect the nature of the
participants’ answers (Malhotra, 2006). Therefore, the questionnaire was developed to
move from one section to another smoothly and logically.

The questionnaire consisted of three sections (A, B, and C). It opened with
screening questions to address the targeted participants for the study (domestic tourists in
Saudi Arabia). Participants were asked to answer the screening questions before
completing the whole questionnaire to determine their eligibility. Participants who
identified as international tourists were asked to stop at this point while participants who
identified as domestic tourists were asked to proceed to section A.

Section A of the questionnaire focused on the participants’ current visit and consisted
of eight questions. These multiple-choice questions covered the number of domestic trips,
the number of visits to the destination, the purpose of visit, the main mode of travel during
the visit, travelling companions, length of stay, type of accommodation, and tourism
attractions visited. According to Serene and Gomez (2018), using multiple-choice
questions helps to compare answers and statistically analyse data to capture the
differences between participants.

Section B related to travel motivations, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. This section had six subsections,
which covered each construct. Motivation was measured using push and pull factors in
two separate tables, using 18 and 17 questions respectively. These tables used seven-point
Likert scales ranging from extremely not important to extremely important. To measure
experience quality, 19 items were developed from previous studies to capture tourist
experiences. A seven-point Likert scale was used ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. In order to measure perceived value, 15 items were developed from
previous studies to identify how tourists perceived tourism products and services at the
destination. Similarly, a seven-point Likert scale was used ranging from strongly disagree
to strongly agree. For place attachment, 14 items were adopted from the literature to
capture tourists’ attachment to the destination using a seven-point Likert scale. Quality of

life was measured with five items drawn from the literature to understand tourists’
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perceptions of their quality of life after the visit. Lastly, behavioural intention was
measured using four items drawn from previous studies. Both quality of life and
behavioural intention used a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. All items used in this section were adopted from the previous studies.
Nine questions were included in the last section of the questionnaire (section C) to
capture traveller profiles (gender, age, education, occupation, and annual gross income).
According to Zikmund et al. (2010), sensitive questions, such as annual income and
personal information, may affect the nature of the participants’ answers. Placing these
questions at the beginning of a questionnaire might result in a lower response rate.
Therefore, the demographic questions were placed in the last section. Two copies of the
questionnaire were needed for the study, one in Arabic and one in the original language

of the questionnaire, English.
4.6.2. Questionnaire Translation

Conducting research can lead to some difficulties related to cultural and language
differences. To avoid any potential errors in translation and/or inappropriate formulation
in the questionnaire, the following procedures were implemented. The survey was
developed in English and translated into Arabic. Arabic is the primary language in Saudi
Arabia, although many people know English as a second language. The back-translation
technique was used to ensure that the questionnaire was translated successfully. Back-
translation is a recognised method to ensure equivalence between the original and
translated versions of the questionnaire (Behling & Law, 2000). This method is widely
implemented for questionnaire validation (Brislin, 1970). The English version of the
survey was translated into Arabic by a certified translation agency. It was then translated
back into English by another certified agency. This ensured the content validity and
consistency of the questionnaire by comparing all translated versions (E. S. Cha et al.,
2007).

4.6.3. Experts Opinion

Before conducting the pilot testing of the questionnaire, guidance was sought from
experts with extensive experience in tourism research. Two academic experts in tourism
were asked to verify the questionnaire's quality and the validity of the whole survey
process. Discussion with the experts related to the data collection methods, the

questionnaire construction and wording, sampling, approaching targeted participants, and
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data analysis tools. Some improvements were made to the questionnaire based on the
experts’ feedback and recommendations. For example, the experts recommended moving
all of the demographic questions to the end of the questionnaire in order to improve the
response rate, a proven approach highlighted in previous studies. The experts also
suggested adding screening questions at the beginning of the questionnaire. This ensured
that only targeted participants were included in the study and saved time for ineligible
participants who could withdraw from the study. The experts also helped with wording
to ensure the questionnaire aligned with the context of this study. The feedback received
from experts was valuable and helped in ensuring the appropriate question items were

selected in order to answer the key research questions.
4.6.4. Pilot Testing the Questionnaire

After improving the questionnaire based on expert feedback, pilot testing was
conducted to address any unclear questions, items or difficulties in understanding
identified by participants. This phase is extremely important because it provides an
opportunity to make minor changes to the survey instrument and ensure the validity and
reliability of the questionnaire. Pilot testing also helped ensure that questions and survey
items addressed the study aims, main research questions, proposed conceptual framework
and hypotheses.

As mentioned earlier, it is important to conduct a pilot test in order to provide a
suitable survey questionnaire to examine the proposed conceptual framework and
hypotheses of this research. The pilot study was completed before conducting the main
data collection. Neuman (2007) argued that the main benefit of doing a pilot test is to
improve the comprehension and application of the survey questionnaire employed, as
well as to determine whether it is sufficiently developed to assess the constructs of the
research. Therefore, the pilot test played a key role in identifying possible issues related
to the survey instrument used in this thesis, as well as determining the validity and
reliability of the questionnaire. Conducting a pilot study also assists in clarifying
questions, assessing how participants understand questions, and determining the content
validity of the questionnaire. After conducting the pilot test, the author considered useful
suggestions before conducting the main survey.

Given the target participants for this study were tourists travelling to heritage
destinations, the questionnaire was pilot tested with participants who had visited heritage
tourism sites in AlUla and Diriyah in Saudi Arabia. According to T. L. Baker (1994), 10-
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20% of the actual sample size is a reasonable number of participants to consider in a pilot
test. Therefore, this study considered 30 participants to be an appropriate number for pilot
testing. The questionnaire was tested in both languages. It was distributed in February
2022 to 30 eligible participants with different demographic and cultural backgrounds in
AlUla and Diriyah. Respondents were 18 years and above. They were asked to provide
comments about the clarity of the questionnaire, language, and structure. They were also
asked to provide feedback about the instructions provided before completing the
questionnaire. Out of 30 participants, 23 were males and 7 females. The majority of
participants were aged between 31-40 (N=18) followed by 41-50 (N=7). Three
participants were aged between 22-30 and two participants were aged between 51-60. In
regard to education level, most of participants hold bachelor’s degree (N=19) followed
by Diploma (N=6). Five participants hold master’s degree. When it comes to monthly
gross income, the highest category was for 15,000-18000 SAR (N=11) followed by 6001-
9000 SAR (N=7). Also, six participants indicated their income level between 3000-6000
SAR and three participants 12001-15000 SAR. Only one participant selected the category
for 18000 SAR and above.

Slight improvements were made on the question relating to gross income, based on
participant feedback. For instance, participants recommended adding an additional
category for individuals who make less than 3,000 SAR a month. Respondents found that
the questionnaire was clear, and the instructions for each question were easy to
understand. No further modifications were required as no major issues with the sample
were detected during the pilot testing.

The data were transferred to the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to
assess the reliability of each scale using Cronbach's alpha. This allowed for an
examination of the correlation and consistency of the participants’ responses. Generally,
the value of Cronbach’s alpha is between 0-1.0. According to Bonett and Wright (2015),
and Veal (2017), it is acceptable to have a Cronbach alpha measure of .6, especially in
the early stages of research. The data from the pilot testing provided reliable scales for all

constructs, with Cronbach's alpha ranging between .728 and .915 (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.8. Reliability of Scales in the Pilot Test

Reliability Number of items
Push factors 0.728 18
Pull factors 0.831 17
Experience quality 0.905 19

84



Perceived value 0.909 15
Place attachment 0.891 12
Quality of life 0.912 5
Behavioural intention 0.900 4

Source: Author data

Once the pilot testing was completed, the final questionnaire could be distributed
to participants in both Saudi Arabian destinations. The sample size and sample designs
are crucial elements in any research (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). The following section
discusses the sample size, sampling design, and collection of data from tourists in heritage

destinations in Saudi Arabia.
4.7. Sampling

The target group that a researcher wishes to focus on in their study is referred to as
the population (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Possible individuals within that population
from whom data might be collected are known as the sample (Lavrakas, 1998). Sampling
in research allows for the selection of a smaller group to represent a larger population.
The following subsections discuss the sample size, sampling approach, and the location

of the data collection for this study.
4.7.1. Sample Size

In order to achieve the research objectives, the study population must be defined
and a subset of people (the sample) who meet the criteria of the study can then be drawn
from the general population (Chih-Pei & Chang, 2017). The sample size is an important
aspect in quantitative research since the study draws conclusions about the wider
population from this sample. Agreement is rare among scholars on the appropriate sample
size, with some believing that a specific analysis tool may require a larger number of
participants (Lomax & Schumacker, 2004). Therefore, in this current study the sample
size was decided by taking into consideration different perspectives from previous
scholars.

The sample size is influenced significantly by the type of data analysis needed when
examining the research model (Hair, Black et al., 2014). A large sample is required to
validate the study model when using SEM (Hair et al., 2010). Krejcie and Morgan (1970)
suggested that the sample size of 384 is appropriate, even for large populations. Some
researchers argue that the sample size can vary based on the methodology. Anderson and

Gerbing (1988), for example, suggested that sample sizes of 50 to 150 respondents are
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enough for general research objectives. Others have stated that a sample size of at least
400 or 500 is essential (Harlow, 1986). Finn et al. (2000) claimed that practical
judgements about the nature and goals of the study determine the ultimate sample size.

A minimum absolute sample size for SEM is difficult to recommend, however 200
is often accepted as the minimum (R. B. Kline, 2015). Hair et al. (2006) recommended
that data distribution, estimation technique, model complexity, and missing data should
be taken into consideration when deciding the sample size. They concluded that sampling
between 150 and 400 participants is needed, especially when the estimation is based on
maximum likelihood (Hair et al., 2006; Khalilzadeh & Tasci, 2017). Partial least squares
(PLS)-SEM and covariance based (CB)-SEM are two methods of SEM. CB-SEM has
various model assumptions, including multivariate normality and sample size to be
achieved, while PLS-SEM can function with even a small sample size (Hair et al., 2017).
As a general rule, sample size should be more than 10 times the maximum number of
structural paths aimed towards a specific construct in a SEM structural model. Simply
expressed, the minimum sample size must be 10 times the maximum number of
arrowheads pointing at any variable in the structural model (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014).
In this study, three arrows were pointing towards perceived value and behavioural
intention in the structural model (this is illustrated in Figure 5.4 in Chapter 5). Hence, 30
was determined to be the minimal sample size. However, this is a basic guide and it is
necessary to take into consideration the characteristics of the data (Hair, Sarstedt et al.,
2014).

For the purposes of this study, however, it was determined that a relatively large
sample size was necessary in order to: a) identify tourists’ motivation, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. Increasing
the sample size enhances the generalisability of the findings and reduces sampling error
(Bujang et al., 2018). Based on these different perspectives, the sample size of this study

was 500, which was considered appropriate for this research.
4.7.2. Sampling Approach

This research used a convenience non-probability sampling technique. This method
of sampling is dependent on the decision of the researcher, and the probability of any
individual within the population being selected is unknown (Malhotra, 2006; Zikmund,
2020). This method was selected for several reasons. First, it is difficult to identify the

target population in the heritage destinations because some people visit these areas for
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purposes other than heritage tourism. Moreover, Leary (2012) confirmed that non-
probability sampling suits research that has an objective and seeks to examine hypotheses
regarding how certain variables relate to behaviour. In addition, Saunders et al. (2003)
noted that convenience sampling is considered the least costly technique for conducting
a survey, both in terms of time and money. Similarly, Neuman (2007), and Etikan et al.
(2016) stated that cost and time effectiveness are the major advantages when using this
type of sampling approach. Finally, this technique has been used in recent research in the
context of tourist behaviour (Hulland et al., 2018; Malhotra et al., 2017). The target
population for this study was domestic tourists in Saudi Arabia. Participants were reached

during their visits to AlUla or Diriyah and asked to participate in the study.
4.7.3. Location of the Study

The researcher distributed the questionnaire to targeted participants in two different
heritage destinations in Saudi Arabia: AlUla and Diriyah. These two heritage destinations
are listed as World Heritage Sites, known for their unique heritage resources. The
government and private sector have invested highly in both destinations. The AlUla
valley is rich in historical, natural, and heritage attractions. It is located in north-western
Saudi Arabia. AlUIa is situated in a well-protected valley with several water sources. This
area has been inhabited for thousands of years by people from many civilisations, and it
has served as a crossroads for trade routes. In 2017, the government formed the RCU to
consolidate the development of the whole region into a single administrative entity. The
RCU goal is to develop the region into one of the world’s greatest destinations for history,
wildlife, and heritage. The RCU has partnered with experts and entities on national and
international levels to accomplish the transformation of AlUla and empower the local
community (Alahmadi, 2021).

The Atturaif district in Diriyah is located in the north-western part of Riyadh, Saudi
Arabia. Diriyah was founded in the 15th century. Diriyah was the initial capital of the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, towards the end of the 18th and beginning of the 19th
centuries, becoming a political, social, cultural, economic, and religious hub. The Atturaif
district was built following the land's natural topography. It has significant ancient
structures (palaces, old mosques, and so on) constructed in the Najdi architectural style,
which is exclusive to the Arabian Peninsula's central region (Aljahani, 2019; STCA,
2010).
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This historic area was included in the list of UNESCO World Heritage Sites in 2010
due to its historical value, function as a community that survived in a severe desert
climate, and unique architectural elements (STCA, 2010). The DGDA was founded in
July 2017 to develop the site and make it a destination for both domestic and foreign
tourists. The DGDA (2022) wanted to emphasise the architectural, historical, and cultural
significance, as well as the beauty, of the Diriyah for visitors from all over the world. The
government established new authorities to improve infrastructure in the area and manage
these destinations. Data collection was conducted in the old towns in each destination

over a period of four months (February to June 2022).
4.8. Data Collection

Participants in this study were domestic tourists (aged 18 years and above) in Saudi
Arabia. They were asked to provide their thoughts on motivation, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. As
mentioned earlier, the questionnaire was distributed in AlUla and Diriyah in Saudi
Arabia.

The survey was administered to travellers who visited heritage sites in the targeted
destinations. Respondents were approached at the old towns and offered a brief
introduction to this research. Scanning questions were asked of participants to indicate
their status as domestic or international tourists. Potential participants were informed that
participation in this research was voluntary. Those willing to participate in the study were
asked to sign a consent form before proceeding to the questionnaire. During the data
collection stage, 250 participants were approached in each destination. Data collection
was conducted in the old towns in each destination over a period of four months (February
to June 2022).

4.9. Analytical Methods

The analysis method is important for achieving the research objectives. This
research sought to identify the relationships between tourist profiles, trip characteristics,
and the type of tourists. It also aimed to assess the relationships among motivation,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life and tourists’
behavioural intention. This section provides an overview of the different statistical
methods used to examine hypotheses for this research, consisting of preliminary data

analysis, Chi-square testing, EFA, SEM, and MGA to test the conceptual model. The
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statistical analyses were performed using SPSS and SmartPLS. First, SPSS was used to
conduct basic statistical data analysis with Chi-square tests, EFA and a reliability test;
while SmartPLS was used to perform SEM analysis, and MGA. Figure 4.2 summarises
the analysis methods used in this study. The preliminary data analysis is discussed in the

next section.

Figure 4.2. Methods of Data Analysis

Preliminary data
analysis

To identify missing data, outliers, and
normality tests

To answer RQ1: To what extent do domestic
tourists differ in their profile and trip
characteristics?

Chi-square test

To purify motivation, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of
life, and behavioral intention measurements

EFA

To answer RQ2: Are there any relationships
between motivations, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of
life, and behavioral intention of domestic
heritage tourists?

SEM

To answer RQ3: Are there any differences
between tourist groups (Saudi and non-Saudi)
in regard to the relationships between
motivations, experience quality, perceived
values, place attachment, quality of life, and
behavioural intention?

MGA
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4.9.1. Preliminary Data Analysis

Based on the suggestions of Zikmund et al. (2010), this research began with
preliminary data analysis before conducting statistical analysis to test the conceptual
framework. This step involved coding data, entering data, and cleaning data. Checking
the accuracy and completeness of data before conducting analysis is crucial, especially
for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and SEM (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Hair et al.,
2010). Therefore, several checks were conducted in relation to data coding, entering data,
cleaning data, identifying univariate and multivariate outliers, and checking the normality
of data.

The data coding stage involved coding the responses from the questionnaire. All
question items were coded on the questionnaire with a numerical value. After that, all
answers from participants were entered into Excel. This stage of data coding and data
entry was important since it could affect the validity of the questionnaire and provide
misleading findings (Lietz, 2010). Missing data was then evaluated. The assessment of
missing data aims to evaluate the value of variables that are not available for further
analysis in the study (Hair et al., 2010). It is normal for participants not to answer some
items on a questionnaire (Burns & Bush, 2002). According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010),
the responses of participants who have completed at least 75 percent of the questionnaire
can be included in the sample. Tabachnick et al. (2007) stated that outliers should be
indicated. They also asserted that in order to differentiate between univariate and
multivariate outliers, the frequency distribution of z-scores should be applied across one
variable. Outliers are scores that are more extreme than the norm by three standard
deviations. The data were prepared for a multivariate analysis by handling univariate and
multivariate outliers.

The last step was to examine the normality of data to determine whether or not the
data complied with the statistical assumptions required by the multivariate analysis.
Skewness and kurtosis were introduced as two metrics by Hair et al. (2010) to identify
the degree of normality in a distribution. Both skewness and kurtosis are indicators of
symmetry, but kurtosis is used to measure how peaky a distribution is. R. B. Kline (2005)
argued that in order for a distribution to be considered normal, the skewness value must
be between -3 and +3, and the kurtosis value must be less than 10.0. The SPSS assessment
of the data indicated that the skewness and kurtosis fell within the acceptable ranges for
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all variables, and the data fulfilled the requirements for SEM checks. The evaluation of

the data’s normality was carried out using SPSS.
4.9.2. Chi-Square Analysis

Chi-square tests were performed in this study. Pearson's Chi-squared test (¥2) was
used to find the association between socio-demographic variables. Pearson's Chi-squared
test (%2) is a statistical test applied to sets of categorical data to test the independence of
two variables, expressed in a contingency table. Independence means that knowing the
value of the row variable does not change the probabilities of the column variable (and
vice versa). Another way of looking at independence is to say that the row percentages or
column percentages remain constant from row to row or column to column (Plackett,
1983). This type of analysis was used to assess the differences between tourist groups
with regard to their demographic profiles, and trip characteristics.

4.9.3. Exploratory Factor Analysis

The major reason for conducting EFA is to enhance the validity of the questionnaire
instrument by reducing the number of variables (Hair et al., 2006). In other words, using
EFA provides some advantages, such as addressing the relationship between variables,
representing data from a large set of variables, and reducing the number of variables or
factors that replace the original set of variables (Hair et al., 2006; Hair et al., 2010).
Therefore, this type of analysis is helpful in terms of decreasing the total number of each
construct into a more comprehensible determinant factor based on strong correlations.
According to T. A. Brown (2015):

A factor is an unobservable variable that influences more than one observed
measure and that accounts for the correlations among these observed
measures. In other words, the observed measures are interrelated because they
share a common cause (i.e., they are influenced by the same underlying
construct); if the latent construct was partitioned out, the inter correlations
among the observed measures will be zero. (p. 10).

This study used EFA to examine the factor extraction of constructs within the
conceptual model relating to motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. According to Netemeyer et al.
(2003), it is not necessary to conduct EFA, especially when the researcher has used an

accurate and reliable measurement scale from previous studies. However, EFA was
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conducted in this study as the measurement scales were adapted from different contexts
and modified to fit the study context.

Two tests are considered suitable for EFA. Bartlett's sphericity test is crucial for
determining whether the data set is appropriate for factor analysis (Field, 2009; Pallant,
2011). To ascertain whether the data satisfied the criteria for analysis, the data for EFA
were validated. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test is applied to ensure the factorability
of the correlation matrix (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). When the KMO value is close to
zero, this means that partial correlation is excessive in relation to overall correlations.
This means that factor analysis is not suitable. However, when the KMO score is close to
1, this means that the majority of partial correlations are small in relation to the overall
number of correlations. This means that factor analysis is suitable. According to Kaiser
(1974), KMO levels should be greater than 0.50 in order to be regarded as suitable for
EFA. Different categories were assigned the following labels: a score of less than 0.60 is
deemed ‘mediocre’; values in the range of the 0.70s are deemed ‘middling’; ‘meritorious’
values are those in the 0.80s; and ‘marvellous’ values are those above 0.90 (Kaiser, 1974).

The Cronbach's alpha test, which assesses constructs and reliability in quantitative
research, was the last step in the EFA (Taber, 2018). This tests internal consistency, with
alpha results exceeding 0.7 meaning that the measurement items share the common
characteristics of the constructs, making them reliable (Nunnally, 1978). To establish the
reliability of the tested scales, this research used Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel’s (2007)
criteria of a “very excellent’ alpha score of between 0.8 and 1.0, and the lowest alpha of

.60 regarded as an acceptable fit. Table 4.9 shows the criteria implemented in the study.

Table 4.9. Criteria used in the Study

Criteria Reference

Bartlett’s sphericity test <0.05 Hair et al. (2006)

Hair et al. (2006)

Hair et al. (2006)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) >0.05 (Kaiser, 1974)

Cronbach’s alpha > 0.06 Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel (2007)

The EFA was conducted using SPSS, following certain steps. First, the extraction
method was selected. This research selected the principal axis factoring with varimax
rotation. This tool was selected as it aims to summarise, minimise data and discover the
components needed to reflect a variable's structure. To reduce the number of variables

with heavy loads on one another and enhance the variance of factor loads, varimax
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rotation was chosen. This study used the principal axis factoring procedure with varimax
rotation recommended by Cattell and Wagner (1972) and Gorsuch (1983).

After performing the EFA, it is important to determine the quality of the items for
each scale and identified factors. Taherdoost (2016) suggested that any item that makes
the scale unreliable should be eliminated. When eliminating items from the scales, this
study took into consideration some of the criteria recommended in previous studies (Chan
& Idris, 2017; Field, 2013; Hair, Black et al., 2014; Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007;
Taherdoost, 2016). These elimination criteria were items that had item-total correlations
of less than 0.5; items that had loadings below 0.3; items that did not cluster with other
items; and items that had cross-loadings (Field, 2013; Hair et al., 2010). Factors were
labelled based on the commonality of the loading items for each identified factor.
Identified factor names reflected those used in previous tourism studies, describing

similar items and themes. Following these procedures, SEM was performed.
4.9.4. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)

Tourism research studies analyse and examine complex and multidimensional
issues, normally investigating the relationships among a number of dependent and
independent variables. Some analysis tools, such as univariate and bivariate statistical
techniques, have limitations, especially when it comes to examining relationships
between different constructs simultaneously. This means some relationships are left
unexplained (Crowley & Fan, 1997). Consequently, tourism scholars use multivariate
statistical analysis such as SEM to solve complex research issues.

The use of multivariate statistical techniques has attracted many scholars in the
social sciences, helping them answer complex research questions (Weston & Gore, 2006).
Some multivariate statistical techniques, including multiple regression, can be used to
examine regression models with only one dependent variable at a time. However, tourism
research is more complex, with a variety of variables affecting one another at the same
time. Thus, the need for an advanced statistical technique capable of testing several
relationships among variables at the same time becomes crucial.

SEM is considered a multivariate analysis technique and is applied widely in
business and management studies (Hair et al., 2011; Hair, Black et al., 2014). Commonly
referred to as a second-generation statistical technique, SEM enables researchers to
address the associations between several variables and take measurement errors into

account when assessing latent constructs (Siska, 2018). SEM is a combination of different
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statistical tools, including multiple regression, path analysis and factor analysis (Salkind,
2010). According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988), SEM provides “a comprehensive
means for assessing and modifying theoretical models” (p. 114).

The SEM technique can be implemented in two different ways. One is a covariance-
based CB-SEM technique (also known as an AMOS), while the other is a component-
based technique represented by PLS-SEM path modelling (Amaro et al., 2015; Henseler
et al., 2009). The CB-SEM technique is suited to theory confirmation research, whereas
the PLS-SEM approach is good for both theory confirmation research and prediction
research (Hair et al., 2017). Each method uses different statistical assumptions and is best
suited for particular situations and applications.

PLS is a method for reducing the components of predictor variables in regression
analysis. It removes multicollinearity associations from the predictor variables while
simultaneously improving the variance extracted from predictors and enhancing the total
variation in the dependent variables. Furthermore, PLS is based on principal component
analysis, which extracts the linear structures of the predictor variables and their respective
degrees, minimises the components of the predictor variables, and considers the
association between predictors and dependent variables. It thus operates with a
mechanism of enhancing the interpretation of the predictor variable variance.

There are two models or components in SEM. The first is a measurement model,
and the second is a structural model. The measurement model addresses the relationship
between a latent construct and its indicators, while the structural model addresses the
relationship among constructs in the model (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014). SEM not only
evaluates the reliability and validity of constructs (the measurement model), but also
allows scholars to investigate the theoretical structural associations among different
constructs (Hair et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2017). In other words, the measurement model
assesses the reliability and validity, while the structural model estimates, evaluates, and
tests the study hypotheses. In PLS-SEM, some researchers use the terms inner and outer
models. The inner model (also known as the structural model) provides relationships
between unobserved or latent variables, while the outer model (also known as the
measurement model) specifies links between latent variables (unobserved variables) and
their observed or manifest counterparts (Henseler et al., 2009). This thesis refers to these
models using the terms often used in SEM publications, namely a structural model and a
measurement model. Figure 4.3 illustrates the measurement and structural models in the

PLS analysis.
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This research followed a two—phase SEM process to analyse the data, as suggested
by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). First, the measurement model was applied to connect
observable indicators with latent constructs and assess the validity and reliability. Once
the measurement properties for the constructs were found to be reliable and valid, a
structural model was built to test the interrelationships between predictors and dependent
variables. SEM was applied to test the model and specify the importance of the structural
paths among the constructs of the hypothesised model. Therefore, the direct and indirect
impact of hypothesised relationships was estimated. The structural model linked latent
constructs to test the relationships among them and provided an estimate and evaluation
of structural relationships.

In general, there are two types of indicators in a model: reflecting and formative.
Reflective indicators are construct-dependent, whereas formative indicators influence the
development of, or changes in, unobservable variables (Bollen & Lennox, 1991). The
latent (or unobserved) variables give rise to the observable indicators in a reflective
model, whereas constructs (unobserved variables) are regarded as explanatory mixtures
of all indicators in formative models (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004). Figure 4.3 provides a
representation of the formative model and the reflective model in PLS analysis. In its
measuring methodology, PLS path models accommodate both types of variables (Hair et
al., 2019). Overall, PLS-SEM allows researchers to evaluate theoretical hypotheses about
how components are theoretically related.
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Figure 4.3. An Example Representing PLS Path Models
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4.10. Advantages of Using PLS

PLS has been adopted in different disciplines, including management and
international marketing. According to Henseler et al. (2009), there is an increasing
application of PLS in the international marketing literature, including marketing research
studies published in top-tier journals. PLS is widely performed in the field of business
research (Rolddn & Sénchez-Franco, 2012; Sarstedt et al., 2019). Tourism is a
multidisciplinary field that also includes business research studies. Several benefits have
attracted scholars to the use of PLS in their studies. First, PLS models can cope with both
reflecting and formative indicators. While the CB-SEM approach has been shown to
provide a number of inaccurate specifications when used with formative measurement
models, the PLS path modelling algorithm permits the inclusion of both reflecting and
formative indicators within the same model (Gotz et al., 2010). Therefore, the PLS model
is appropriate for both theory construction and exploratory research (Gotz et al., 2010).

Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014) provided the following scenarios to explain why scholars
might select the PLS-SEM approach: when the objective is to predict or identify key
constructs among numerous antecedent factors; when the author is working with complex
structural models comprised of numerous indicators and constructs; and when the sample
size is relatively small or not normally distributed. Multiple relationships exist among

dependent and independent latent constructs, making the structural model a complex one.
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Finally, both SEM approaches are regarded as complementary, and the researcher
is encouraged to select the approach that suits the study goals (Chin, 2010; Hair, Sarstedt
et al., 2014; Sarstedt et al., 2016). Indeed, several simulation investigations find just a
little difference in outcomes between the two methodologies (Hair et al., 2011). In light
of the above explanations and the research aims, the PLS-based SEM approach was
deemed most appropriate for this study. The following section provides more detail about

the assessment of the PLS analysis for this research.
4.11. Evaluation of PLS Analysis

Two steps were followed to assess the quality of the PLS model: the assessment of
the measurement model, followed by the assessment of the structural model (Chin, 1998b;
Gotz et al., 2010; Henseler et al., 2009). The reflective and formative measurement
models were evaluated independently, followed by the structural model evaluation. The

two steps are pictured in Figure 4.4 and are described in detail below.

Figure 4.4. A Two-Step Process of PLS Path Model Assessment
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4.11.1. Evaluating the Reflective Measurement Model

As discussed earlier, reflective and formative models have different criteria to

assess. Reliability and validity need to be assessed before analysing the structural model.
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The following subsection provides more detail about the reliability and validity of the

reflective measurement model.
4.11.1.1. Reliability.

Producing consistent results from a questionnaire is referred to as reliability
(Robson & McCartan, 2016). The most popular test used to evaluate the reliability of a
model is by checking the internal consistency reliability (Henseler et al., 2009). This is a
frequently used metric to analyse model dependability (Henseler et al., 2009). Internal
consistency reliability is determined using the Cronbach's alpha value, which offers an
estimate of the reliability based on the indicators’ intercorrelations (Henseler et al., 2009).
However, some studies argue that Cronbach's alpha significantly underestimates internal
consistency measures, and hence a composite reliability (CR) reading is frequently
proposed as more effective in determining internal consistency reliability (Henriksen &
Pedersen, 2007; Henseler et al., 2009). Internal consistency reliability ratings of more
than 0.7 are typically considered good, whereas values less than 0.6 suggest a lack of
dependability.

Indicator reliability is another measurement of reliability in PLS. This means the
absolute correlation between a particular construct and each of its indicators. Achieving
indicator loading of 0.6 is acceptable. This measure is also called factor loading of the
construct (Henseler et al., 2009). Some studies propose that reflecting indicators be
removed if their outside standardised loadings are less than 0.4. (Gotz et al., 2010;
Henseler et al., 2009). However, Henseler et al. (2009) reminded us that this only makes
sense if the indicator's reliability is low and deleting this indicator results in a significant

rise in CR.
4.11.1.2. Validity.

In quantitative research, validity refers to the accuracy with which a concept is
measured (Heale & Twycross, 2015). Validating survey questionnaires through content
and construct validity is frequently suggested (Straub, Boudreau & Gefen, 2004). The
three following forms of validity were evaluated.

As a subcategory of content validity, face validity is the extent to which an
instrument assesses a particular concept (Heale & Twycross, 2015). Field experts (Heale
& Twycross, 2015), target respondents (Hardesty & Bearden, 2004) or, in time-

constrained circumstances, feedback from family or friends, can provide input on an
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instrument’s face validity. These people can also help determine whether the
questionnaire is logical (Heale & Twycross 2015), which is important in cases where time
is limited (Saunders et al., 2009). In this study, three subject-matter experts confirmed
that the survey instrument had face validity, with only minor changes made to question
items to enhance clarity. When it comes to SEM, construct validity needs to be assessed.
It can be measured with two different tests: convergent validity and discriminant validity
(Straub et al., 2004). These two tests were conducted for the survey instrument in this
research.

Convergent validity indicates that a series of indicators represent the same
underlying construct, as evidenced by their unidimensionality (Henseler et al., 2009). It
is based on the correlation of responses acquired by maximally different methods of
measuring the same construct (Gotz et al., 2010). Some academics believe that reflective
construct indicators may be viewed as alternative approaches for measuring the
underlying construct (Gotz et al., 2010). Fornell and Larcker (1981, p. 45) recommended
applying the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) as a convergent validity criteria. A
convergent validity score of at least 0.5 suggests that a latent variable can explain more
than half of the variation of its indicators on average (Gotz et al., 2010).

Discriminant validity examines items that are not related to each other (Straub et
al., 2004; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). It is defined as the dissimilarity in measuring
various constructs (Gotz et al., 2010). The validity reveals how distinct a particular
construct is from other constructs and illustrates possible issues associated with measures
for one construct overlapping another construct (Uddin et al., 2010). The shared variance
between the latent variable and its indicator should be greater than the variance shared
with other latent variables when evaluating discriminant validity (Gotz et al., 2010).
According to Fornell and Larcker (1981, p. 46), a construct’s discriminant validity is
established if the AVE of each latent variable is larger than the latent variable’s greatest
squared correlation with any other latent variable. In other words, to measure discriminant
validity, a comparison step is processed among a construct’s squared root of AVE value

with its intercorrelation estimates with other constructs (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014).
4.11.2. Evaluating Formative Measurement Model

The interrelationship between the hypothetical constructs is covered by the
structural model (Gotz et al., 2010). The coefficient of determination (R?) of endogenous

variables is the most important criterion in evaluating the structural model (Henseler et
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al., 2009). The determination coefficient represents the amount or proportion of the
explained variance of the latent construct and, hence, assesses the regression function’s
goodness-of-fit to the experimentally collected manifest items (Gotz et al., 2010). Falk
and Miller (1992) suggested that R? be at least 0.10 for the latent construct to be
considered sufficient. Chin (1998) classifies R? values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 as
significant, moderate, and weak, respectively. Moderate R? is acceptable if the inner path
models only explain a few exogenous latent variables (Henseler et al., 2009). However,
if the endogenous variables are dependent on numerous exogenous factors, the R must
be significant (Henseler et al., 2009).

4.12. Multigroup Analysis

Many scholars from different fields make comparisons between groups or
subgroups in their research, such as cultures or countries in business research (Sarstedt et
al., 2011; Ting et al., 2019). Some analysis tools help researchers to identify differences
in subgroups within the entire population that are not visible when examining the sample
as a whole (Matthews, 2017). The MGA analysis can be used to understand individual
behaviour, which can help in the development of marketing strategies. Assuming that
individuals are similar is unrealistic because individuals, groups and organisations are
likely to have different perceptions and evaluations of concepts and constructs (Sarstedt
& Ringle, 2010). This is also validated in business research, which has investigated the
differences in subpopulations/groups, such as those between cultures and/or countries
(Sarstedt et al., 2011; Ting et al., 2019).

MGA is a method that has been widely used for group comparisons. It is a series of
advanced techniques that are usually performed when researchers want to test differences
between categorical variables (i.e., gender or countries) (Hair et al., 2018). MGA can be
performed in partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-MGA), and
researchers can examine the differences in the structural paths between multiple groups
(Matthews et al., 2018). MGA was used in this study to identify the differences between
tourist groups in terms of relationships among constructs. Figure 4.5 illustrates the

analysis methods used in this study.
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Figure 4.5. The Statistical Methods, Research Questions and Hypotheses
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4.13. Ethics Approval

Given the involvement of humans in the study sample, ethical issues had to be
considered. Permission was sought from Victoria University's Human Research Ethics
Committee to conduct the survey (Application number: HRE21-128). A number of
considerations were implemented to protect all stakeholders involved in this research.
The research was developed to ensure that there were no potential risks associated with
data collection, analysis, and interpretation. Potential participants were approached and
asked to participate in the study. Before completing the questionnaire, participants were
provided with enough time to review the cover letter attached to that questionnaire. This
letter provided explicit information about the research objectives, methodology, risks, and
potential associated benefits. This letter explained that participation in the study was
entirely voluntary and that respondents could withdraw at any time with no obligation.

Participants were required to sign a consent form to confirm their willingness to
respond to the questionnaire. There was no deception in this study. It was confirmed that
all information would be kept private, that participants would not be identified, and that
all data would be stored securely (accessed by only the researcher and supervisors). In
accordance with Kozinets (2018), the researcher in this current study did not collect any
personal information (e.g. names or email addresses) about the participants. This ensured
the privacy and anonymity of the data. Any other information that could potentially
identify participants was excluded from the data file and report of results. Results were
recorded at the aggregate level to maintain participant confidentiality.

4.14. Chapter Summary

This chapter has discussed the methodology used in this research to achieve the
study objectives. It has provided justification for the research paradigm, methods,
research design, measurement scales, development of the questionnaire, sampling, and
data collection procedures employed in this study. The statistical data analysis approaches
used in this research have also been detailed and justified. Finally, ethics considerations
related to data collection, analysis, and the reporting of results were explained. The
research methods used in this study helped determine the relationships between
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and the
behavioural intention of domestic heritage tourists in Saudi Arabia. The next chapter
presents the findings and their interpretation.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS

5.1. Introduction

As already discussed, this study sought to address factors influencing tourists’
quality of life and behavioural intention in the context of domestic heritage tourism in
Saudi Arabia. A quantitative approach was adopted using a survey questionnaire to
identify the relationships among variables (motivation, experience quality, perceived
value, and place attachment) and their influence on tourists’ quality of life and
behavioural intention in Saudi Arabia. Eleven main hypotheses associated with the
research objectives were developed, as presented in Chapter 3. The dataset was
transferred to SPSS for preliminary analysis, then to SmartPLS for further analysis.
SmartPLS was used to undertake SEM and examine the hypotheses related to
relationships between variables (Salkind, 2010).

This chapter provides the results gathered from the survey questionnaire. Sample
characteristics are presented, followed by an analysis of variations in tourists’ travel
patterns. Next, the relationships among motivational factors, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention are presented.
The differences between tourist groups are also included.

5.2. Preliminary Analyses

The questionnaires were distributed to 500 target participants (aged 18 years and
above) who were visiting AlUla or Diriyah in Saudi Arabia between February and June
2022. After screening the data manually, it was transferred to SPSS for further
assessment. A total of 340 responses were deemed valid for further analysis, representing
an overall response rate of 68%. Among the 340 participants, 200 were from Diriyah and
140 were from AlUla. The survey was conducted at major sites in AlUla and Diriyah.
Based on research sample characteristics, two versions of the questionnaires were
required, one in Arabic, which is the main language spoken in Saudi Arabia, and one in
English. Out of 340 participants, 272 of the participants completed the Arabic version of
the questionnaire, and 68 participants completed the English version. Once the data
collection stage was completed, data were checked manually to identify missing values,
any data delivery issues, and to check response patterns, as recommended by Hair et al.
(2017).
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5.2.1. Missing Values and Response Patterns

One of the typical issues of survey questionnaire data is missing values. This simply
means that some participants decided not to complete the full questionnaire (Saunders et
al., 2009). Missing values can lower the study’s predictive ability and provide skewed
findings, so they must be addressed (Saunders et al., 2009; Tsikriktsis, 2005). The data
was analysed to find any issues with missing values, and the appropriate fixes were then
implemented.

A screening question was used to identify ineligible participants (international
tourists). In addition, the completed questionnaires were screened to exclude improper
responses. After conducting in-depth assessment of the data, 15 questionnaires were
found to have been answered with pattern responses. These responses were excluded from
further analysis. Participants who completed at least 75% of the questionnaire were
included in the study, as recommended by Leys et al. (2019). Consequently, as noted

earlier, 340 valid questionnaires made up the final sample.
5.2.2. Data Normality Analysis

After identifying the missing data, data normality was assessed. Hair et al. (2017)
recommended skewness, and kurtosis, tests to determine normality. Specifically, Hair et
al. (2010) recommended two measures that could detect the degree of normality and
address univariate and multivariate outliers: skewness and kurtosis. Skewness is a
symmetry measure that needs to be within the -3 and + 3 range. Kurtosis is a metric of
the distribution peakiness. In other words, kurtosis is a measurement to address the heavy
or light tailed of data. It needs to be below 10.0 in order for a distribution to be considered
normal (R. B. Kline, 2015). The results of the skewness and kurtosis tests were within the

ranges identified above.
5.2.3. Common Method Bias

When participants answer questions on the same questionnaire at the same time and
using the same Likert scale, common method bias may be a concern. This might result in
incorrect relationship assessments (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The post-hoc Harman's single
factor test was used to evaluate common method bias because the study required all
participants to answer questions using a seven-point Likert scale (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
All the study items (except demographics and trip characteristics) were grouped into one
single factor to determine if this factor accounted for more than 50% of the variation. An
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unrotated principal component analysis was performed on all the study items using SPSS.
The findings indicated that a single factor explained 18.174% of the total variance, which
iIs less than 50%. Hence there were no issues with common technique variance in the

study. See Appendix F for the results of the common bias testing.
5.2.4. Demographic Profiles

Frequency analysis was conducted to understand the demographic characteristics of
participants. Since this study focuses on domestic tourism, participants were categorised
into two groups (Saudi and non-Saudi). Generally, different nationalities have different
perceptions, needs and expectations (Abdul Aziz et al., 2020; Morrison-Saunders et al.,
2019). The demographic profiles of the participants for the study sample (N=340) are
shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1. Demographic Information for the Study Sample (N=340)

Variables Groups N %
Gender Male 241 70.9
Female 99 29.1
Nationality Saudi 187 55.0
Non-Saudi 153 45.0
Age 18-21 2 0.6
22-30 64 18.8
31-40 188 55.3
41-50 78 22.9
51-60 8 2.4
Education High School 7 2.1
Diploma 67 19.7
Bachelor’s degree 205 60.3
Master’s degree 61 17.9
Current occupation Professional 228 67.1
Student 3 0.9
Housewife/husband 3 0.9
Government officer 59 17.4
Business owner 46 13.5
Other 1 0.3
Monthly gross income Less than 3,000 SAR 1 0.3
3,000-6,000 SAR 26 7.6
6,001-9,000 SAR 42 12.4
9,001-12,000 SAR 68 20.0
12,001-15,000 SAR 79 23.2
15,001-18,000 SAR 70 20.6
Over 18,000 SAR 54 15.9
Country of residence USA 9 5.9
China/Hong Kong 4 2.6
UK 19 12.4
Japan 6 3.9
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Lebanon 19 12.4
Egypt 23 15.0
Other 73 47.7
The length of residency in Less than one year 35 22.9
Saudi Arabia 1-5 Years 80 52.3
6-10 Years 38 24.8
The purpose of residency in Working 129 84.3
Saudi Arabia Business 24 15.7

Of the respondents, 70.9% were male and 29.1% were female (as shown in Table
5.1 above). This ratio is consistent with Saudi Census (2022) data, which indicates that
61.2% of the population in Saudi Arabia are male and 38.8% are female. When it comes
to nationality, 55% were Saudi and 45% were non-Saudi. Participants were asked to
indicate their age range and 55.3% of them selected 30-40 years. According to the Saudi
Census (2022), the median age in Saudi Arabia is 29 years. When participants were asked
to indicate their education level, 60.3% indicated that they held a bachelor’s degree,
which is in line with existing data in Saudi Arabia. According to the Ministry of Education
in Saudi Arabia, the number of individuals holding a bachelor’s degree was the highest
compared to those with other degrees (Ministry of Education, 2018). Under current
occupation the highest percentage was for professionals, at 67.1%. For monthly gross
income, the highest percentage was for 12,001-15,000 SAR, at 23.2%. The Saudi General
Authority for Statistics reported that the average monthly household income in Saudi
Arabia is 11,984 SAR (General Authority for Statistics, 2018). This information is
consistent with the data presented in Table 5.1 below. Of the non-Saudi respondents
(N=153, 45%), 15% were from Egypt, 12.4% were from the UK and the same percentage
from Lebanon, 5.9% were from the USA, 3.9% from Japan, 2.6% from China/Hong
Kong, while 47.7% were from other countries, mainly Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)
countries. Of the respondents, 52.3% had resided in Saudi Arabia between one and five
years, with 84.3% of residents living in Saudi Arabia for working purposes.

In relation to trip characteristics, respondents were asked to answer several
questions related to their current trip. As shown in Table 5.2, 53.8% of participants
travelled 1-2 trips domestically every year, followed by 44.1% who travelled 3-4 trips.
Only 2.1% of respondents travelled 5-6 trips domestically every year. In terms of trip
frequency, 59.7% of participants were on their first visit to the destination (AlUla or
Diriyah), while 7.9% had been to it more than five times. Vacation/leisure was the main

purpose for their visit, representing 38.2% of participants, followed by for the purpose of
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a cultural event, at 34.4%. Most of the respondents were travelling with family and/or
friends, representing 66.2% of the whole sample. The findings revealed that the majority
of tourists (73.2%) stayed at the destination between one and three days. The findings
indicate that guesthouse was the preferred accommodation for tourists, at 29.7%,
followed by 23.7% for hotels, and 21.8% for self-catering accommodation. The findings
also indicate that 73.5% of participants visited or planned to visit local events as a tourist
attraction in their destination, followed by 9.1% who visited or planned to visit old towns.
Table 5.2 provides more details regarding trip characteristics.

Table 5.2. Trip Characteristics Data

Variables Groups N %
How often do you travel 1-2 trips 183 53.8
domestically every year? 3-4 trips 150 44.1
5-6 trips 7 2.1
How many times have you 1 203 59.7
been to this destination, 2 66 19.4
including this visit? 3 26 7.6
4 13 3.8
5 5 15
More than 5 27 7.9
What is the main purpose of | Vacation/leisure 130 38.2
this visit? Visiting friends and relatives | 30 8.8
Business 30 8.8
Cultural event 117 34.4
Shopping 21 6.2
Education 12 3.5
Who are you travelling with? | Alone 20 5.9
Tour 36 10.6
Family and/or friends 225 66.2
Business partner 59 17.4
How long are you staying at | Less than a day 51 15.0
the destination during your 1-3 days 249 73.2
current visit? 4-6 days 37 10.9
1 week to less than 2 weeks | 3 0.9
What type of Own home 20 5.9
accommodation are you Guest house 101 29.7
staying in for this visit? Hotel 80 23.5
Self-catering accommodation | 74 21.8
Youth hostel 1 0.3
With family or friend 29 8.5
Other 35 10.3
Have you visited, or are you | Natural attractions 30 8.8
planning to visit any of the Local events 250 735
following tourist attractions | Old town 31 9.1
in this destination? Historical places 26 7.6
Other 3 0.9
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5.3. Characteristics of Tourist Groups

As previously discussed, the first objective of this study was to identify the
differences between tourist groups in terms of trip characteristics and profiles in the
context of domestic heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. In order to achieve this objective,
a series of Chi-square tests were conducted to identify the differences and examine
hypotheses 11A and 11B. The findings of this study indicate a variation in trip
characteristics between tourist groups. The following subsections present these findings

against the tested hypotheses.
5.3.1. Difference in Demographic Profiles Between Tourist Groups

This research was conducted in the context of domestic heritage tourism. Table 5.3
shows the two different tourist groups represented: Saudis (55%) and non-Saudis (45%).
In order to examine hypothesis 11A, a Pearson's Chi-squared test (x2) was conducted to
test the association between demographic profiles and tourist groups using several items.
First, it examined the association between the tourist groups and gender. The findings
indicate no significant relationship [p = 0.895] at (p >0.05). Of the Saudi group, 54.8%
were male compared to 45.2% for non-Saudis, while 55.6% of Saudis were female
compared to 44.4% of non-Saudis.

Table 5.3. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Gender

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total

Gender | Male N 132 109 241

% within gender 54.8% 45.2% 100.0%

Female | N 55 44 99

% within gender 55.6% 44.4% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340

% within gender 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= .017, p-value= 0.895

A Pearson's Chi-squared test (%2) was also performed to identify the relationship
between nationality and age. The findings shown in Table 5.4 confirm a statistically
significant relationship [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). The largest portion of participants were
aged 31-40 years (N=188), followed by 41-50 years (N=78). The findings indicate that
the majority of the middle age group (22-40) were Saudis, while the majority of the older

age group (41 and above) were non-Saudis.
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Table 5.4. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Age

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi Total
Age 18-21 N 0 2 2
% within age 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
22-30 N 47 17 64
% within age 73.4% 26.6% 100.0%
31-40 N 105 83 188
% within age 55.9% 44.1% 100.0%
41-50 N 35 43 78
% within age 44.9% 55.1% 100.0%
51-60 N 0 8 8
% within age 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340
% within age 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 24.300, p-value= 0.000**

There was a significant association between nationality and education level [p =
0.000] at (p <0.05). The largest number of participants held a bachelor’s degree (N=205),

with the Saudi group representing 61.5% of this number, while the non-Saudi group
represented 38.5% (see Table 5.5). This was followed by a diploma (N=67), with the
Saudi group representing 25.4% and the non-Saudi group representing 74.6%. Of the 61

participants holding a master’s degree, the Saudi group represented 67.2% and the non-

Saudi group represented 32.8%.

Table 5.5. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Education

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total
Education | High school | N 3 4 7
% within education 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
Diploma N 17 50 67
% within education 25.4% 74.6% 100.0%
Bachelor’s N 126 79 205
degree % within education 61.5% 38.5% 100.0%
Master’s N 41 20 61
degree % within education 67.2% 32.8% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340
% within education 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 31.315, p-value= 0.000**

A Pearson's Chi-squared test (%2) was also conducted to examine the relationship

between nationality and the current occupational status of participants. The findings

indicate a significant association [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). Table 5.6 shows that the largest

number of participants were professionals (N=228), with the Saudi group representing
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47.8% of this total, while the non-Saudi group represented 52.2%. This was followed by
government officer roles (N=59), with the Saudis and non-Saudi groups representing 78%
and 22% respectively. Of business owners (N=46), 63% were Saudis and 37% were non-
Saudis. All of the students were Saudis (N=3), while all housewives/husbands (N=3) were

non-Saudis.

Table 5.6. Chi-Square Result for Nationality and Current Occupation

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total
Current Professional | N 109 119 228
occupation % within current occupation | 47.8% 52.2% 100.0%
Student N 3 0 3
% within current occupation | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Housewife/ | N 0 3 3
husband % within current occupation | 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Government | N 46 13 59
Officer % within current occupation | 78.0% 22.0% 100.0%
Business N 29 17 46
owner % within current occupation | 63.0% 37.0% 100.0%
Other N 0 1 1
% within current occupation | 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340
% within current occupation | 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 25.886, p-value= 0.000**

In regard to monthly gross income, the findings confirm a statistically significant
relationship [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). The largest number of respondents (N=79) earned
between 1,2001 and 1,5000 SAR a month, with the Saudi group and non-Saudi group
representing 46.8% and 53.2% of the total respectively. This was followed by the income
category of 15,001-18,000 SAR, with 70 participants, consisting of 37.1% Saudis and
62.9% non-Saudis. The 9,001-12,000 SAR income category was selected by 68
participants, represented by 54.4% Saudis and 45.6% non-Saudis. The findings also
highlighted that 54 of participants earned more than 18,000 SAR and most of these were
in the Saudi group, at 85.2%. Table 5.7 highlights the differences between the two tourist
groups. The next section examines hypotheses 11B, which investigated the differences in

trip characteristics between the two tourist groups.
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Table 5.7. Ch-Square Results for Nationality and Monthly Gross Income

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi Total
Monthly | Less than N 1 0 1
gross 3,000 SAR % within income 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
income | 3,000-6,000 N 12 14 26
SAR % within income 46.2% 53.8% 100.0%
6,001-9,000 N 28 14 42
SAR % within income 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
9,001-12,000 N 37 31 68
SAR % within income 54.4% 45.6% 100.0%
12,001-15,000 | N 37 42 79
SAR % within income 46.8% 53.2% 100.0%
15,001-18,000 | N 26 44 70
SAR % within income 37.1% 62.9% 100.0%
Over 18,000 N 46 8 54
SAR % within income 85.2% 14.8% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340
% within income 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 34.986, p-value= 0.000**

5.3.2. Difference in Trip Characteristics Between Tourist Groups

The first objective of this research, as outlined in Chapter 1, was to address the
differences in trip characteristics between tourist groups. In relation to the number of
domestic trips made per year, the findings indicate no significant relationship [p = 0.243]
at (p >0.05). Table 5.8 shows that most of the respondents (N=183) made 1-2 trips a year;
of those, 53.6% were Saudis and 46.4% were non-Saudis. A large number of respondents
(N=150) indicated that they make 3-4 trips a year; of these, 55.3% were Saudis and 44.7%
were non-Saudis. Seven participants indicated that they make 5-6 trips a year and most

of these people were Saudis (85.7%).
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Table 5.8. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and the Number of Domestic Trips Per Year

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi Total

How oftendo | 1-2 trips | N 98 85 183
you travel % within the number of 53.6% 46.4% 100.0%
domestically domestic trips per year
every year? 3-4 trips | N 83 67 150

% within the number of 55.3% 44.7% 100.0%

domestic trips per year

5-6trips | N 6 1 7

% within the number of 85.7% 14.3% 100.0%

domestic trips per year
Total N 187 153 340

% within the number of 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

domestic trips per year

Pearson Chi-square= 2.830, p-value= 0.243

The findings confirm a statistically significant association between tourist groups
and the number of visits to the destination [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). Table 5.9 indicates

that the largest category was for first visit (N=203), in which 53.7% of participants were

Saudis and 46.3% non-Saudis. The second most frequent category selected by

participants (N=66) was two visits, with Saudis representing 33.3% and non-Saudis

representing 66.7%. The multiple visits (4, 5, and more than 5) were made by Saudis at a

higher rate than non-Saudis.

Table 5.9. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Visit Frequency

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total
How many times | 1 N 109 94 203
have you been to % within visit times 53.7% 46.3% 100.0%
this destination, 2 N 22 44 66
including this % within visit times 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
visit? 3 N 15 11 26
% within visit times 57.7% 42.3% 100.0%
4 N 12 1 13
% within visit times 92.3% 7.7% 100.0%
5 N 4 1 5
% within visit times 80.0% 20.0% 100.0%
Morethan5 | N 25 2 27
% within visit times 92.6% 7.4% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340
% within visit times 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 36.725, p-value= 0.000**
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The findings also confirm a statistically significant relationship between nationality
and the purpose of visit [p = 0.002] at (p <0.05). Table 5.10 shows that vacation/leisure
was selected by most of the participants (N=130), with the Saudi group representing
59.2% and the non-Saudi group representing 40.8%. Cultural event was also selected by
a large number of participants (N=117), with Saudis represented at a higher percentage
(61.5%) than non-Saudis (38.5%). However, non-Saudis had higher percentages for
shopping (81%) and education (75%) than Saudis at 19% and 25% respectively. The other
categories indicated only small differences.

Table 5.10. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and the Purpose of Visit

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi Total
What is | Vacation/leisure | N 77 53 130
the % within purpose of | 59.2% 40.8% 100.0%
main visit
purpose | Visiting friends | N 14 16 30
of this | and relatives % within purpose of | 46.7% 53.3% 100.0%
visit? visit
Business N 17 13 30
% within purpose of | 56.7% 43.3% 100.0%
visit
Cultural event N 72 45 117
% within purpose of | 61.5% 38.5% 100.0%
visit
Shopping N 4 17 21
% within purpose of | 19.0% 81.0% 100.0%
visit
Education N 3 9 12
% within purpose of | 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
visit
Total N 187 153 340
% within purpose of | 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
visit

Pearson Chi-square= 19.167, p-value= 0.002**

The findings indicate no significant relationship between nationality and travel
companions [p = 0.052] at (p >0.05). The largest category selected by participants
(N=225) was travelling with family/friends, 60% of these participants were Saudis and
40% non-Saudis. The second largest category was business partner, which accounted for
59 participants represented by 44.1% Saudis and 55.9% non-Saudi. Other categories
showed only small differences, as illustrated in Table 5.11.
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Table 5.11. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Travel Companions

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi Total
Who are Alone N 11 9 20
you % within travel 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
travelling companion
with? Tour N 15 21 36
% within travel 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%
companion
Family N 135 90 225
and/or % within travel 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
friends companion
Business N 26 33 59
partner % within travel 44.1% 55.9% 100.0%
companion
Total N 187 153 340
% within travel 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
companion
Pearson Chi-Square= 7.708, p-value= 0.052

The findings indicate a significant relationship between nationality and the length
of stay [p = 0.031] at (p <0.05). Table 5.12 highlights that many tourists (N=249) stayed

1-3 days at the destination. There was only a slight difference between the tourist groups

at 52.2% for Saudis and 47.8% for non-Saudis. The second largest category was staying

less than a day, with Saudis having a higher percentage (70.6%) than non-Saudis (29.4%).

The number of participants who stayed 4-6 days was similar between Saudis and non-

Saudis. Only three participants indicated that they stayed between one and two weeks, all

of whom were Saudis.

Table 5.12. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Length of Stay

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total

How long are | Lessthanaday | N 36 15 51
you staying % within length of stay | 70.6% 29.4% 100.0%
at the 1-3 days N 130 119 249
destination % within length of stay | 52.2% 47.8% 100.0%
during your | 4-6 days N 18 19 37
current visit? % within length of stay | 48.6% 51.4% 100.0%

1 week to less | N 3 0 3

than 2 weeks % within length of stay | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total N 187 153 340

% within length of stay | 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-square= 8.849, p-value= 0.031*
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The findings reveal a significant relationship between nationality and type of
accommodation [p = 0.019] at (p <0.05). Most of the respondents (N=101) stayed in
guesthouses, with an almost equal percentage between the two tourist groups. Following
that, 80 of the participants indicated that they stayed at hotels, 60% of these were Saudis
and 40% were non-Saudis. Self-catering accommodation attracted 74 participants, with
Saudis representing 43.2% and non-Saudis representing 56.8%. Participants who selected
other types of accommodation (N=35) accounted for a big difference between the two
tourist groups, at 77.1% and 22.9% for Saudis and non-Saudis respectively. Table 5.13

shows the differences between tourist groups in relation to types of accommodation.

Table 5.13. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Type of Accommodation

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total
What type of | Own home N 12 8 20
accommodation % within 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
are you staying accommodation
in for this visit? | Guesthouse N 50 51 101
% within 49.5% 50.5% 100.0%
accommodation
Hotel N 48 32 80
% within 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
accommodation
Self-catering N 32 42 74
accommodation | % within 43.2% 56.8% 100.0%
accommodation
Youth hostel N 0 1 1
% within 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
accommodation
With familyor | N 18 11 29
friend % within 62.1% 37.9% 100.0%
accommodation
Other N 27 8 35
% within 77.1% 22.9% 100.0%
accommodation
Total N 187 153 340
% within 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
accommodation

Pearson Chi-square= 15.116, p-value= 0.019*

The findings reveal a significant association between nationality and visiting tourist
attractions [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). Table 5.14 indicates that local events were selected
by most of the participants (N=250) as one of the main attractions at the destination, with
Saudis accounting for a higher percentage (62%) than non-Saudis (38%). All other

attractions showed a higher representation among non-Saudis.
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Table 5.14. Chi-Square Results for Nationality and Visiting Tourist Attractions in the Destination

Nationality
Saudi Non-Saudi | Total
Have you visited, | Natural N 14 16 30
or are you attractions | % within visiting 46.7% 53.3% 100.0%
planning to visit tourist attractions
any of the Local N 155 95 250
following tourist | events % within visiting 62.0% 38.0% 100.0%
attractions in this tourist attractions
destination? Oldtown |N 14 17 31
% within visiting 45.2% 54.8% 100.0%
tourist attractions
Historical N 3 23 26
places % within visiting 11.5% 88.5% 100.0%
tourist attractions
Other N 1 2 3
% within visiting 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
tourist attractions
Total N 187 153 340
% within visiting 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
tourist attractions
Pearson Chi-square= 27.416, p-value= 0.000**

5.4. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) Results

The second objective of this research was to examine the relationships among
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and
behavioural intention of domestic tourists in Saudi Arabia. In order to achieve this
objective, a series of EFA was conducted to identify the underlying factors of the
examined constructs. Several identified factors were developed, except for quality of life
and behavioural intention, which had only one factor each. The findings of the EFA were
also used in the two-stage SEM (discussed in Section 5.5). This research followed the
criteria discussed in Chapter 4, using Bartlett’s sphericity test, KMO, and Cronbach’s
alpha to assess the scale. The findings of the EFA are discussed in the following

subsections.
5.4.1. Push Motivational Factors

Table 5.15 summarises the final EFA output for push motivational factors. Overall,
the EFA procedure dropped two items (Push7, Push18) that did not meet the factor
extraction criteria, returning 16 items grouped into four factors. After running the EFA
for push factors, the KMO test outcome was 0.704, which is higher than the recommended

value of 0.50 and thus the factor analysis was feasible. Moreover, Bartlett's sphericity test
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confirmed the factorability of the push factor by reflecting that the total matrix of
correlation was significant at p < 0.001. Four factors were generated from EFA with
eigenvalues greater than one. Items that loaded below 0.3 were excluded. Factors two and
three were excluded because they were not reliable, at 0.562 and 0.536 respectively.

The first factor was labelled ‘social interaction’. This was the largest generated
factor and consisted of six items: to impress friends and family (Push16); to visit a place
friends have been (Push9); to increase social status (Pushl5); to meet new people
(Push14); To communicate with locals (Push13); and to exchange customs/traditions
(Push4). The reliability score of this factor was .779. According to Ponterotto and
Ruckdeschel (2007), this fits into a ‘very good’ alpha score category.

The second factor was ‘escape’, which consisted of two items: to be somewhere
else (Push11); and to be away from home (Push8). The reliability for this factor was .616,
which indicates a reliable score. Table 5.15 shows the factor structures for the push

motivational factor.

Table 5.15. Push Motivational Factors

Code ltems - Factzors Cronbach's alpha
Push16 [To impress friends and family .699

Push9 To visit a place friends have been .667

Pushl5 [To increase social status 647

Pushl4  [To meet new people .610

Push13 [To communicate with locals 536

Push4  [To exchange customs/traditions 535 0.779

Pushll [To be somewhere else .628 0.616

Push8 To be away from home 597

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation.

a. Rotation converged in 11 iterations.

5.4.2. Pull Motivational Factors

The same processes were followed to measure the pull motivational factor. The
KMO test revealed a score of 0.630, which is higher than 0.50, thus indicating that the
results of the factor analysis were valid. Bartlett's sphericity test confirmed the
factorability and significance of the pull factor, at p < 0.001. One item (Pull5) was
dropped in the EFA procedure as it did not meet the factor extraction criteria, returning
16 items grouped into six factors. Six factors were generated from the factor analysis with

eigenvalues greater than one. Items that loaded below 0.3 were excluded. However,
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factors from 2 to 6 were eliminated due to low reliability scores. Only one factor was
retained and labelled as a pull factor. This factor included three items: souvenirs (Pull13);
activities for families (Pull14); and variety of tours (Pull15). This factor was considered
reliable since it rated above 0.60. Table 5.16 summaries the final EFA output for pull

motivational factors.

Table 5.16. Pull Motivational Factors

Code ltems Eactor Cronbach's alpha
Pull13 Souvenirs .645 0.612

Pull14 Activities for families .634

Pull15 \Variety of tours .560

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation.
a. Rotation converged in 23 iterations.

5.4.3. Experience Quality

Following the process discussed above, EFA was performed for experience quality.
The KMO of experience quality scale result was 0.639, which is more than the minimum
score value of 0.50. Moreover, the Bartlett's sphericity test confirmed factorability of
experience quality at p < 0.001. One item (EQ12) was dropped in the EFA procedure as
it did not meet the factor extraction criteria, returning 18 items grouped into six factors.
Factors 4 to 6 were eliminated due to low reliability scores. Table 5.17 shows the factor
structures, item loadings and alpha scores. Items that loaded below 0.3 were eliminated.

The first factor was labelled ‘escape and learning’. This factor consisted of five
items: | felt | was escaping during the visit to the destination (EQ15); visiting the
destination made me forget my daily routine (EQ16); my privacy was assured during this
visit (EQ4); I had a choice and control over the activities and their outcome (EQ9); and it
was a real learning experience (EQ13). The reliability alpha of this factor was 0.740,
which is reliable. The second factor was labelled ‘unique involvement’. This factor
consisted of three items: 1 did something new and different (EQS8); I had a “once in a
lifetime” experience (EQ7); and this visit increased my skills (EQ10). The alpha score
for this factor was 0.629, which deemed it reliable. The last factor was labelled ‘peace of
mind’. This factor consisted of two items: | felt important throughout the visit (EQ19);
and the physical environments around the property and activities were comfortable

(EQ1). Table 5.17 summarises the final EFA output for experience quality factors.
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Table 5.17. Experience Quality Factors

Factors Cronbach's
Code |Items alpha
1 2 3
EQ15 |l felt I was escaping during the visit to the .854
destination
EQL16 |Visiting the destination made me forget my 718
daily routine
EQ4 My privacy was assured during this visit .566
EQ9 |l had a choice and control over the activities 465 0.740
and their outcome
EQ13 It was a real learning experience 424
EQ8 |l did something new and different .806
EQ7 |l had a “once in a lifetime” experience .646 0.629
EQ10 [This visit increased my skills 372
EQ19 |l felt important throughout the visit 674 10.692
EQL ([The physical environments around the property .652
and activities were comfortable

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation.

a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

5.4.4. Perceived Value

Following the same process, an EFA was performed for perceived value. The KMO
result revealed a score of 0.898, which is more than the recommended value of 0.50, thus
indicating that the findings of the factor analysis were valid. Moreover, Bartlett's
sphericity test assured factorability since p = 0.000. The EFA procedure used all items
(15), which met the factor extraction criteria, grouped into three factors.

The first factor was labelled ‘functional value’. This factor consisted of four items:
visiting this destination was reasonably priced (PV1); visiting this destination was
economical (PV2); compared to other tourism destinations, this destination is good value
for the money (PV4); and it is worth spending money on this destination (PV11). The
alpha of this factor was 0.881, which is reliable. The second factor was labelled
‘knowledge and social value’. This factor consisted of six items: this destination makes
others feel a breath of ‘literary and artistic youth’ (PV13); it can be a topic of conversation
with others (PV15); this destination makes others have a different look (P\V14); | obtained
joyful feelings from this visit (PV9); this destination was a good quality tourism product
(PV5); I had a fantastic tourism experience from this visit (PVV10). The alpha score of this
factor was higher than the recommended level and deemed to be reliable. The last factor
was labelled ‘scenic value’. Five items represented this factor: 1 am fond of Saudi World
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Heritage (PV8); the tourism experience | had at the destination met my expectations
(PV7); I received good service while visiting this destination (PV6); compared to the
travel expenses, | got reasonable quality from visiting this destination (PV3); and it is
worth spending time at this destination (PVV12). The alpha score exceeded the minimum
score and was deemed to be reliable. Table 5.18 summarises the final EFA output for

perceived value factors.

Table 5.18. Perceived Value Factors

Factors Cronbach's
1 2 3 alpha

Code |ltems

PV1 |Visiting this destination was reasonably priced |.872
PV2 |Visiting this destination was economical 791
PV4 |Compared to other tourism destinations, this 555 0.881
destination is good value for the money
PV11 |It is worth spending money on this destination |.514

PV/13[This destination makes others feel a breath of .738
‘literary and artistic youth’
PV/15 |It can be a topic of conversation with others .655 0.783
PV/14 [This destination makes others have a different .588
look
PV9 |l obtained joyful feelings from this visit 475
PV5 [This destination was a good quality tourism 433
product
PV10 |l had a fantastic tourism experience from this 420
visit

PV8 |l am fond of Saudi world heritage 641
PV7 [The tourism experience | had at the destination 594 0.795
met my expectations
PV6 |l received good service while visiting this 561
destination
PV3 |Compared to the travel expenses, | got 515
reasonable quality from visiting this destination
PV12 It is worth spending time at this destination 478

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: VVarimax with Kaiser normalisation.

a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.
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5.4.5. Place Attachment

The same processes were followed to measure place attachment. First, the KMO
revealed a score of 0.913, which is higher than 0.50, indicating that the factor analysis
was valid. Additionally, Bartlett's sphericity test revealed that p < 0.001, which confirmed
the suitability of the factor analysis of place attachment. The EFA process used all items
(14), which met the factor extraction criteria, grouped into two factors.

The first factor was labelled ‘place identity’. This factor consisted of nine items:
visiting this heritage destination says a lot about who | am (PA4); | am very attached to
this heritage destination (PA3); this heritage destination means a lot to me (PA5); |
identify strongly with this destination (PA6); | feel this heritage destination is a part of
me (PAL); this heritage destination is very special to me (PA2); no other place can
compare to this heritage destination (PA8); this heritage destination is the best place for
what | like to do (PA7); and doing what | do at the heritage destination is more important
to me than doing it in any tourist destination (PA10). The alpha score for this factor was
0.946, which is a very good reliable score. The second factor was labelled ‘place
dependence’. This factor consisted of three items: the things | do at this heritage
destination | would enjoy doing just as much at a similar site (PA12); | would not
substitute visiting other areas for doing the types of things I do at this destination (PA11);
and | get more satisfaction out of visiting this destination than any other (PA9). The alpha
score for this factor was 0.705, which was deemed to be reliable. Table 5.19 summarises

the final EFA output for place attachment factors.

Table 5.19. Place Attachment Factors

Code | Items Tactors > Cronbach's alpha
PA4 Visiting this heritage destination says a 0.877
lot about who | am
PA3 | am very attached to this heritage 0.877
destination
PA5 This heritage destination means a lot to 0.872 0.946
me
PAG | identify strongly with this destination 0.869
PAl | feel this heritage destination is a part of | 0.856
me
PA2 This heritage destination is very special 0.855
to me
PA8 No other place can compare to this 0.673
heritage destination
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PA7 This heritage destination is the best place | 0.668
for what | like to do

PA10 | Doing what | do at the heritage 0.439
destination is more important to me than
doing it in any tourist destination

destination than any other

PA12 | The things | do at this heritage 0.741
destination | would enjoy doing just as
much at a similar site

PA11l | I would not substitute visiting other areas 0.668
for doing the types of things I do at this
destination

PA9 I get more satisfaction out of visiting this 0.592

0.705

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

5.4.6. Quality of Life

For quality of life, the KMO test revealed a score of 0.654, which is higher than

0.50 and therefore the factor analysis was feasible. Moreover, Bartlett's sphericity test

assured the factorability of quality of life with p < 0.001. One factor was generated from

the factor analysis, labelled as ‘quality of life’. This factor consisted of five items: this

visit makes me feel good about my life, even though I have my ups and downs (QL3);

this visit has improved my quality of life (QL1); this visit has enriched my life (QL4);

this visit has made me feel more satisfied with my life (QL2); and this visit makes me

feel happy (QL5). The reliability alpha for this factor was .6 which was deemed reliable.

Table 5.20 summarises the final EFA output for the quality of life factor.

Table 5.20. Quality of Life Factors

Code | Items factor Cronbach's alpha
QL3 | This visit makes me feel good about my life, even 0.589
though | have my ups and downs
QL1 | This visit has improved my quality of life 0.489
QL4 | This visit has enriched my life 0.487 | 0.599
QL2 | This visit has made me feel more satisfied with my 0.450
life
QL5 | This visit makes me feel happy 0.393

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.

a. 1 factor extracted. 7 iterations required.
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5.4.7. Behavioural Intention

The last factor analysis performed was for behavioural intention. The KMO
revealed a score of 0.713, which is clearly higher than 0.50 and confirmed that the factor
analysis was feasible. In addition to KMO, Bartlett's sphericity test assured the
factorability at p < 0.001. The EFA procedure used all items (4), which met the factor
extraction criteria, grouped into one factor. The factor was labelled ‘behavioural
intention’ and consisted of four items: I will strongly recommend this destination to other
people (BI1); I am willing to revisit this destination (B12); | will speak positively about
the destination to other people (BI3); and I will consider this destination as my first choice
for my next leisure holiday (Bl4). The reliability score for this factor was .674, which is
considered to be reliable. Table 5.21 summarises the final EFA output for the behavioural

intention factor.

Table 5.21. Behavioural Intention Factors

Code | Items Eactor Cronbach's alpha
BI1 | I will strongly recommend this destination to other 0.700
people
B12 | | am willing to revisit this destination 0.645 0.674
BI3 | I will speak positively about the destination to other 0.515
people
Bl4 | I will consider this destination as my first choice for my | 0.503
next leisure holiday

Extraction method: Principal axis factoring.

a. 1 factor extracted. 9 iterations required.

5.5. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) Analysis Results

The outcome data from the factor analysis were analysed using SmartPLS software
to test the conceptual model and hypotheses of this study. The maximum number of
iterations for the algorithm was 300 as recommended by Hair et al. (2012). The data
analysis process was carried out in two steps: examining the measuring model and
examining the structural model. All constructs in the model were reflectively measured.
In order to evaluate the measurement model, validity and reliability of the constructs need
to be assessed. To achieve this, Hair, Hult, Ringle, Sarstedt et al. (2021) suggested four
steps: examine the loadings of the indicators, examine the internal consistency reliability,
examine the convergent validity, and examine the discriminant validity. More details are

discussed in the following subsections below.
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5.5.1. Specifying and Validating the Higher Order Components (HOC)

Two approaches are frequently applied to specify higher order components (HOC):
the repeated indicators approach and the disjoint two-stage approach (Hair et al., 2017).
In the repeated indicator approach, all indicators of the lower order construct (LOC) are
repeated in the HOC, and the variance in the HOC is therefore fully explained by the
LOC. According to Sarstedt et al. (2019), this is an issue because any antecedent variable
in the model that is not a component of HOC will be unable to explain any variance in
HOC, as this variance would have already been completely explained. In order to
overcome this issue, this research adopted a disjoint two-stage approach in the
measurement model. The first stage of this approach involves no HOC, and all lower
order components in a path model have direct relationships with other constructs. After
performing the analysis without HOC, the latent variable scores (LVS) of lower order
constructs were extracted. In the second phase of the disjoint two-stage approach, the
LVS extracted from the first stage become indicators to form higher order constructs
(Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014; Sarstedt et al., 2019).

5.5.2. Stage 1: Measurement Model Assessment

This study applied a disjoint two-stage approach since there were HOC and for the
reasons noted above. In the first stage, the HOC were deleted from the model. Then all
relationships were linked directly between the lower order components and other
constructs in the model based on the conceptual framework relationships, as shown in
Figure 5.3 (Sarstedt et al., 2019). It can be clearly seen that there are no HOC in the path
model and all associations are directly linked among the lower order components and
other constructs in the model. The measurement model was evaluated for internal
consistency, indicator reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Hair,
Sarstedt et al., 2014). As part of measurement model assessments, some indicators were
deleted due to low factor loadings, low reliability, and discriminant validity values. This
was undertaken to improve the measurement model and achieve the required criteria.
Figure 5.2 summarises the process for the measurement model assessment and the
subsections that follow provide more details about the measurement model assessment

criteria.
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Figure 5.1. Reflective Measurement Model Assessment Procedure

Step 1 Assess the indicator reliability

Assess the internal

Step 2 consistency reliability
Step 3 Assess the convergent validity
Step 4 Assess the discriminant validity

Source: Hair, Hult, Ringle, Sarstedt et al. (2021)
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Figure 5.2. The Measurement Model (LOC)
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5.5.2.1. Factor Loadings

High factor loadings show that the related indicators share similar characteristics,
which relate to indicator reliability. According to Hair et al. (2019), the indicator loadings
achieved in SEM should be higher than 0.700. As part of the measurement model
assessment, several items were deleted due to low indicator reliability. These were:
Push4, Pulll4, EQ10, PV10, PV7, PA10, PA12, QL2, QL5, and BI1. This research
followed Hair et al.’s (2019) procedure and criteria during the elimination process in order
to achieve the required acceptable values. From the study model, all loadings of the
indicators were higher than 0.700. The highest loading was 1.000 for all factors with one
indicator, while the lowest loading was 0.720. Table 5.22 illustrates the factor loading for

all constructs.

Table 5.22. Cross-Loading

(4] = =
E 5 | s g4 22| g,
E g | &2 s 5| 5 | 32
B 2 5 S & £ 2 >5
= £ = = o T £ E
5 s | v g | & | o
= a PV1 | PV2 | PV3 o

Push13 | 0.728

Push15 | 0.790

Pushl6 | 0.764

Push9 0.720

Pull13 1.000

EQ15 0.884

EQ16 0.923

PV1 0.916

PV2 0.916

PV4 0.778

PV11 0.819

PV5 0.739

PV9 0.736

PV13 0.831

PV14 0.854

PV3 0.847

PV6 0.735

PV12 0.747

PV8 0.766

PA1 0.890

PA2 0.914
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PA3 0.873

PA4 0.897

PAS 0.899

PAG 0.902

PA7 0.766

PA8 0.804

QL4 1.000

Bl4 1.000

Source: Author data

5.5.2.2. Reliability Analysis

Reliability is the internal consistency of the indicators and can be evaluated using
Cronbach’s alpha (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014). The calculation of Cronbach’s alpha is
based on internal correlations among indicators. Cronbach’s alpha score is acceptable
when it reaches 0.7 or above (P. Kline, 2000). According to Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014),
Cronbach’s alpha can underestimate internal consistency since it is sensitive to the
number of items in the measurement model (Hair et al., 2014). Therefore, CR can be a
better measure of internal consistency and it takes into consideration outer loadings of
indicators (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014). CR values that range between 0.6 and 0.7 are
considered acceptable, while CR values above 0.7 are categorised as satisfactory (Hair,
Sarstedt et al., 2014). In order to achieve the required values in this study, some indicators
were eliminated to improve Cronbach’s alpha scores and CR for all constructs. All
Cronbach’s alpha and CR values for the measurement model were within the acceptable
range. The deleted indicators at this stage were Push8, Push11, Pulll5, EQ4, EQ7, EQS,
EQ9, EQ13, PV15, PA9, PAll, QL1, QL3, BI2, and BI3. Table 5.23 presents the
reliability scores for all constructs.

Table 5.23. Internal Consistency Reliability Test

S edns CR (rho_a) CR (rho_c) Conclusion
alpha
Push motivational 0.743 0.747 0.838 Valid
Experience quality 0.777 0.797 0.899 Valid
PV1 0.880 0.889 0.918 Valid
PV2 0.800 0.811 0.870 Valid
PV3 0.780 0.794 0.857 Valid
Place attachment 0.953 0.956 0.961 Valid

Source: Author Data
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5.5.2.3. Convergent Validity

Items that measure the same construct should be related to each other or have high
correlations among them. Convergent validity implies that items of a specific construct
converge a shared proportion of variance as evidence that the items precisely measure the
same construct. This can be tested using AVE (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014). AVE values
greater than 0.5 are considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2014). In this study, convergent
validity was assessed using cutoff points as detailed by Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014). In
order to achieve the required criteria, Push14, EQ1, and EQ19 were eliminated to improve
the AVE value for experience quality. Table 5.24 shows that the AVE values for all

constructs in this research were above 0.5, thus achieving convergent validity.

Table 5.24. Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

AVE Conclusion
Push motivational 0.564 Valid
Experience Quality 0.816 Valid
PV1 0.739 Valid
PV2 0.627 Valid
PV3 0.601 Valid
Place Attachment 0.756 Valid

Source: Author data

5.5.2.4. Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity examines the differences between two constructs (Hair et al.,
2014). This shows that each construct is different from other constructs in the model. The
discriminant validity of the model was examined using the Fornell and Larcker (1981)
criterion and heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT). Following Fornell and Larcker’s criterion
(see Hair et al., 2014), discriminant validity exists when each construct’s squared root of
AVE in the diagonal is higher than the correlation coefficients (off-diagonal) for each
construct in the related rows and columns (Hair et al., 2014). Tables 5.25 and 5.26 show
the correlation matrices of the constructs used in the model. Values in bold along the
diagonal reflect the square root of AVE, and the AVE values are greater than co-relations
with other constructs. Hence discriminant validity was confirmed using the Fornell and
Larcker criterion.

The other way to examine discriminant validity is using an HTMT ratio. As
described by Hair et al. (2019), the HTMT ratio is “the mean value of the item correlations

across constructs relative to the (geometric) mean of the average correlations for the items
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measuring the same construct” (p.117). Evidence for discriminant validity is shown if

HTMT values are lower than 0.85, a strict threshold, or 0.90 for a lenient threshold. As
shown in Table 5.26, the HTMT ratio outcomes are shown, illustrating that the threshold

values of 0.85 to 0.90 are still above the value of all constructs, leading to the

establishment of the HTMT ratio (Henseler et al., 2015).

Table 5.25. Discriminant Validity Using the Fornell and Larcker Criterion

g | 2 |3 g| £ | B,
S | 8§ | 82| ge| 5 |38
= & 5C | 85 2 > < |PVI PV2 PV3
= = o > 0O < = T =
3 S x < = S | &
a a L o & m
Push factors | 0.751
Pull factors | 0.196 | 1.000
Experience -0.350 | -0.064 | 0.903
quality
Place 0.022 | 0.023 | 0.108 | 0.870
attachment
Quality of | 0.176 | 0.175 |-0.110 | 0.281 | 1.000
life
Behavioural | 0.151 | 0.227 | 0.051 |0.553 | 0.334 | 1.000
intention
PV1 0.156 | 0.190 | 0.052 |0.725 |0.246 | 0.535 | 0.859
PV2 0.042 | 0.135 |0.186 | 0570 |0.245 | 0.466 |0.724 | 0.792
PV3 0.040 | 0.045 |0.199 |0.638 |0.167 | 0.453 | 0.727 | 0.635 |0.775
Table 5.26. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio of Correlations
< < @ = e e
3 'g > g gg &u :—'% "E = '% § PV1 PV2 PV3
=] - +— T C
| £ 2|9 | 87
Push
motivational
Pull 0.229
motivational
Experience | 0.445 | 0.095
quality
Place 0.129 | 0.045 | 0.137
attachment
Quality of 0.196 | 0.175 | 0.120 | 0.286
life
Behavioural | 0.172 | 0.227 | 0.063 | 0.566 | 0.334
intention
PV1 0.190 | 0.198 | 0.137 |0.790 | 0.260 | 0.570
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PV2

0.140

0.150

0.247

0.646

0.273

0.520

0.865

PV3

0.106

0.053

0.271

0.720

0.179

0.502

0.865

0.805

independent variables in a multiple regression model. In general, multicollinearity can
lead to wider confidence intervals that produce less reliable probabilities in terms of the
effect of independent variables in a model (Shrestha, 2020). Variance inflation factors
(VIF) are used to detect multicollinearity. According to Ringle et al. (2015), VIF values
of <= 5 indicate an absence of multicollinearity, while Vittinghoff et al. (2012) argued
that VIF values of <= 10 indicate an absence of multicollinearity. Consequently, all items

involved in this model had no multicollinearity issues since, for all but two items, their

5.5.2.5. Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity is the occurrence of high intercorrelations among two or more

Source: Author data

VIF values were less than 5. The VIF values are provided in Table 5.27.

Table 5.27. Variance Inflation Factors (VIF)

Items VIF
Push13 1.344
Push15 1.495
Push16 1.443
Push9 1.384
Pull13 1.000
EQ15 1.676
EQ16 1.676
PV1 3.894
PV2 3.945
PV3 1.845
PV4 1.755
PV5 1.460
PV6 1521
PV8 1.419
PV9 1.452
PV11 1.938
PV12 1.584
PV13 1.884
PV14 1.929
PA1 4,357
PA2 4,625
PA3 4,027
PA4 5.191
PA5 4,566
PAG6 5.185
PA7 2.367
PAS8 2.845
QL4 1.000
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| Bl4 | 1.000 |

5.5.3. Stage 2: Measurement Model Assessment of HOC

The two-stage approach is generally preferred (Hair et al., 2017) for its versatility,
as it can be used regardless of whether the exogenous construct is measured reflectively
or formatively. In stage 1 of the disjoint two-stage approach, reliability and validity of the
measurement model were evaluated. In stage two of the approach, LVS scores were used
for indicators of the HOC (F4=perceived value). LVS scores for the following lower order
components were obtained: PV1, PV2 and PV3. These LVS scores formed indicators of
the higher order reflective construct F4. The SEM path model showing these higher order

constructs is illustrated in Figure 5.4.
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Figure 5.3. The Measurement Model (HOC)
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In the next step, PV1, PV2 and PV3 acted as LOCs for the F4 construct.
Specifically, measures of F4 yielded satisfactory levels of convergent validity (AVE =
0.801) and internal consistency reliability (CR = 0.923; CR (rho_a) = 0.886; Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.875). The primary focus, however, was the newly established HOC, the
measurement model of which was described by F4’s path relationships with the three
LOCs: PV1, PV2 and PV3. As shown in Figure 5.4 above, the hierarchical component
model (HCM) loadings were 0.926 for PV1, 0.880 for PVV2 and 0.878 for PV3. As these
loadings technically corresponded to path coefficients in the PLS path model, SmartPLS
presented measurement model statistics for the HCM by using LVS. Detailed construct
validity results for the higher order reflective measurement model are presented in Table
5.28.

Table 5.28. Higher Order Component (HOC)

HOC | LOCs Outer loadings | T-statistic P-values VIF

F4 PV1 0.926 117.580 0.000 2.820
PV2 0.880 54.200 0.000 2.282
PV3 0.878 54.394 0.000 2.252

5.5.4. Structural Model

After achieving the required reliability and validity of the measurement model, the
structural model could be assessed (Sarstedt et al., 2019). This included evaluating the
relationships between different model constructs and assessing the predictive value of the
model. In particular, this stage involved assessing the significance of path coefficients,
testing hypotheses, checking R? values, and examining predictive relevance Q? (Hair,
Sarstedt et al., 2014). Figure 5.16 shows the structural model and the relationship
directions between constructs. The following subsections provide more detail about the

structural model.
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Figure 5.4. The Structural Model (PLS-SEM Results)
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5.5.4.1. Path Coefficient of Research Hypotheses

According to Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014), since the PLS-SEM does not take into

consideration the normality of data, a bootstrapping technique is needed to examine the

statistical significance of path coefficients. Hair et al. (2011) suggested a bootstrapping

procedure using 5,000 bootstrap samples. The results of all path estimates, t-values, and

p-values are presented in Table 5.29 with a significant level of 95%. When the path

coefficient values approach +1, this indicates a strong association between the model

variables. According to Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014), it is considered significant when the

t-value is higher than 1.96. Moreover, different types of significance testing (t-statistic >
1.96 or p-value <0.05) provide the same results (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014). Table 5.29

shows that nine hypotheses out of 11 were supported with significant associations (p <

0.05).

Table 5.29. Path Coefficient of Research Hypotheses

Original 3tar_1dt§1rd T-statistics P-val Findi

sample (O) (§¥:§E'§’/r; (O/STDEV]|) | " VaIues indings
Push motivational -> -0.363 0.044 8.307 0.000** Supported
experience quality
Push motivational -> 0.144 0.046 3.100 0.002** Supported
perceived value
Pull motivational -> -0.003 0.049 0.059 0.953 Not supported
experience quality
Pull motivational -> 0.130 0.046 2.827 0.005** Supported
perceived value
Experience quality - 0.207 0.057 3.612 0.000** Supported
> perceived value
Perceived value -> 0.723 0.032 22.635 0.000** Supported
place attachment
Perceived value -> 0.090 0.069 1.300 0.194 Not supported
quality of life
Perceived value -> 0.284 0.067 4.257 0.000** Supported
behavioural intention
Place attachment -> 0.217 0.071 3.054 0.002** Supported
quality of life
Place attachment -> 0.297 0.073 4.078 0.000** Supported
behavioural intention
Quality of life -> 0.181 0.048 3.743 0.000** Supported

behavioural intention

Source: Author data

The results indicate that push motivational factors have a significant impact on

experience quality (B = -0.363, t= 8.307 and p-value= 0.000 < 0.05). Similarly, push
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motivational factors have a significant impact on perceived value (B = 0.144, t= 3.100
and p-value= 0.002< 0.05). No significant relationship was found between pull
motivational factors and experience quality (f = -0.003, t= 0.059 and p-value= 0.953>
0.05). However, pull motivational factors were found to have a significant influence on
perceived value (p = 0.130, t= 2.827 and p-value= 0.005< 0.05). Similarly, the findings
showed that experience quality has a significant influence on perceived value (f = 0.207,
t= 3.612 and p-value= 0.000 < 0.05). Moreover, perceived value was found to have a
significant impact on place attachment (f = 0.723, t= 22.635 and p-value= 0.000 < 0.05).
No significant relationship was found between perceived value and quality of life ( =
0.090, t= 1.300 and p-value= 0.194> 0.05). However, perceived value was found to have
a significant effect on behavioural intention (B = 0.284, t= 4.257 and p-value= 0.000 <
0.05). Similarly, the findings showed that place attachment has a significant influence on
quality of life (B = 0.217, t= 3.054 and p-value= 0.002 < 0.05). Moreover, place
attachment was found to have a significant influence on behavioural intentions (p = 0.297,
t= 4.078 and p-value= 0.000 < 0.05). Lastly, the findings showed that there is a
relationship between quality of life and behavioural intentions (f = 0.181, t= 3.743 and
p-value= 0.000 < 0.05).

5.5.4.2. Coefficient of Determination (R?)

The coefficient of determination (R?) value illustrates the variance of the latent
dependent variable explained by the independent variables in the model (Chin, 2010).
Examining and reporting R? is significant since it reflects the model's predictive
performance (Hair, Sarstedt et al., 2014), even though the p-values or t-values
demonstrate the statistical significance of hypothesised correlations. The acceptable value
of R? has varied depending on the discipline (Chin, 1998; Henseler et al., 2009). Ritchey
(2008) considered the R? of the endogenous latent variable to be moderately weak when
it ranges from 0.04 to 0.16, and moderately strong when it ranges from 0.25 to 0.49.
Cohen (1988) categorised R? values for endogenous latent variables as follows: 0.26 or
above is substantial, 0.13 to 0.26 is moderate, and 0.02 to 0.13 is weak. Considering these
criteria in this study, the execution of the PLS-SEM results shows that values for all
constructs ranged between 0.062 and 0.518. Table 5.30 shows that the highest R? value
was for place attachment at 0.518, followed by behavioural intention at 0.379. The R? for
experience quality was 0.132, and 0.083 for quality of life. The lowest was perceived
value at 0.062.
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Table 5.30. Coefficient of Determination (R?) (Variance Explained)

Variables R? R? adjusted
Experience quality 0.132 0.127
Perceived value 0.062 0.053
Place attachment 0.518 0.517
Quality of life 0.083 0.077
Behavioural intention 0.379 0.373

Source: Author data

5.5.4.3. Evaluation of Effect Sizes (F?)

When an independent variable is eliminated from the model, the effect size (F?)
shows the change in R? value. According to Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014), this modification
demonstrates if the variable that was eliminated significantly affected the dependent
variable. Generally, the effect size is provided during structural model evaluation.
According to Sarstedt et al. (2017), the threshold for a small effect is 0.02 to 0.150, a
medium effect is 0.15 to 0.350, and a strong effect is 0.35 and higher. The F? values of
the hypothesised relationships in this study were as follows: 0.146 for push factors to
experience quality; 0.041 for experience quality to perceived value; 1.075 for perceived
value to place attachment; 0.061 for perceived value to behavioural intention; 0.025 for
place attachment to quality of life; 0.069 for place attachment to behavioural intention;
and 0.048 for quality of life to behavioural intention. The following relationships had
values below the cutoff of 0.02, which means there was no effect between them: push
factors to perceived value; pull factors to experience quality; pull factors to perceived
value; and perceived value to quality of life. The effect size for this study ranged from
weak to large. The model showed a substantial effect between variables. Table 5.31 shows

the effect sizes of the model.
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Table 5.31. Effect Sizes

Hypothesised relationships F2 Effect size
Push factors -> experience quality 0.146 Medium
Push factors -> perceived value 0.018 None
Pull factors -> experience quality 0.000 None
Pull factors -> perceived value 0.016 None
Experience quality -> perceived value 0.041 Small
Perceived value -> place attachment 1.075 Large
Perceived value -> quality of life 0.004 None
Perceived value -> behavioural intention 0.061 Small
Place attachment -> quality of life 0.025 Small
Place attachment -> behavioural intention 0.069 Small
Quality of life -> behavioural intention 0.048 Small

5.5.4.4. Predictive Relevance (Q?)

The predictive relevance (Q?) of the model is computed as the last phase of

structural model evaluation. A test for predictive validity utilising blindfolding is referred

to as predictive relevance Q2. After a certain block of indicators has been eliminated, the

parameters are predicted. The Q2 number represents how accurately the path model can

predict the initial observed data values (Hair et al., 2017). Henseler et al. (2009) claimed

that to prove predictive relevance, a value of Q? greater than zero is required. According

to Hair, Sarstedt et al. (2014), Q? values greater than zero show predictive relevance of

the model, with 0.02 considered small, 0.15 moderate, and 0.35 categorised as showing

large predictive relevance. According to Hair et al. (2011), all of these Q? values are

significantly higher than the cutoff point of zero, indicating small-to-large predictive

importance. Therefore, this model had predictive relevance, as illustrated in Table 5.32.

Table 5.32. Predictive Relevance (Q?)

SSO SSE Q2 (=1-SSE/SSO)
Experience quality 680 618.094 0.091
Perceived value 4080 3950.063 0.032
Place attachment 2720 1656.059 0.391
Quality of life 340 319.002 0.062
Behavioural intention 340 215.334 0.367

5.5.5. Multigroup Analysis (MGA)

MGA is an important tool when conducting SEM, since it helps the researcher to
identify the differences among groups (Schldgel & Sarstedt, 2016). A PLS-MGA was
performed to investigate the influence of types of tourists (Saudi and non-Saudi) on
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motivation (push and pull factors), experience quality, perceived value, place attachment,
quality of life, and behavioural intention. PLS-MGA can be applied using bootstrap
outputs generated within SmartPLS and does not require any distributional assumptions
(Henseler et al., 2009). The p-value needs to be less than 0.05 or larger than 0.95 in order
to be significant and the path coefficient addresses the differences between groups. Table
5.33 shows the differences between the two tourist groups (Saudi and non-Saudi) using
PLS-MGA with a significant level of 0.05.
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Table 5.33. Multigroup Analysis

Path Path Difference 'I;\év:l;fjaillvesd
coefficient coefficient (Saudi - .
X ) . non-Saudi)
Saudi non-Saudi non-Saudi)
p-value
Push factors -> experience 0.216 0.431 0.216 0.032
quality
Push factors -> perceived 0.005 0.361 0.356 0.005
value
Pull factors -> experience 0.144 0.042 0.102 0.370
quality
Pull factors -> perceived 0.175 0.182 -0.008 0.941
value
Experience quality -> -0.045 0.119 -0.164 0.209
perceived value
Perceived value -> place
attachment 0.483 0.741 -0.258 0.000
ﬁ?gce"’ed value -> quality of 0.142 0.032 0.110 0.409
Perceived value ->
behavioural intention 0.239 0.285 -0.046 0.720
Place attachment -> quality 0.038 0.281 0.243 0.095
of life
Place attachment ->
behavioural intention -0.096 0.343 -0.440 0.006
_Quall'gy of life -> behavioural 0.202 0.164 0.039 0.697
intention

The table above shows that the effect of push factors on experience quality is
stronger in Saudis (p= -0.216) than in non-Saudis (p= -0.431). This shows that the
relationship between push factors and experience quality is significant and higher in
Saudis compared to non-Saudis (p=0.032). However, the effect of push factors on
perceived value is stronger in non-Saudis (p=0.361) than in Saudis (p=0.005). This shows
that the relationship between push factors and perceived value is significant and higher in
non-Saudis compared to Saudis (p=0.005).

The effect of pull factors on experience quality is stronger in Saudis (3=0.144) than
in non-Saudis (f=0.042). This shows that the relationship between pull factors and
experience quality is higher in Saudis compared to non-Saudis but not significant
(p=0.370). Moreover, the effect of pull factors on perceived value is not significant
(p=0.941) and is similar for Saudi (f=0.175) and non-Saudis ($=0.182).

The effect of experience quality on perceived value is stronger in non-Saudis
(B=0.119) than in Saudis (B=-0.045). This shows that the relationship between experience

quality and perceived value is higher in non-Saudis compared to Saudis but not significant
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(p=0.209). In addition, the effect of perceived value on place attachment is stronger in
non-Saudis (f=0.741) than in Saudis (B=0.483). This shows that the relationship between
perceived value and place attachment is significant and higher in non-Saudis compared
to Saudis (p=0.000). The effect of perceived value on quality of life is stronger in Saudis
(B=0.142) than in non-Saudis (B=0.032). This shows that the relationship between
perceived value and quality of life is higher in Saudis compared to non-Saudis but not
significant (p=0.409). The effect of perceived value on behavioural intention is slightly
stronger in non-Saudis (B=0.285) than in Saudis ($=0.239). This shows that the
relationship between perceived value and behavioural intention is higher in non-Saudis
compared to Saudis but not significant (p=0.720).

The effect of place attachment on quality of life is higher in non-Saudis ($=0.281)
than in Saudis ($=0.038). This shows that the relationship between place attachment and
quality of life is higher in non-Saudis compared to Saudis but not significant (p=0.095).
Also, the effect of place attachment on behavioural intention is stronger in non-Saudis
(B=0.343) than in Saudis (= -0.096). This shows that the relationship between place
attachment and behavioural intention is significant and higher in non-Saudis compared to
Saudis (p=0.006). Finally, the effect of quality of life on behavioural intention is stronger
in Saudis (0.202) than in non-Saudis (0.164). This shows that the relationship between
quality of life and behavioural intention is higher in Saudis compared to non-Saudis but
not significant (p=0.697). As shown in Table 5.33, seven relationships out of 11 were not

significant when comparing between two groups (Saudi and non-Saudi).
5.5.6. Indirect Effect

According to Hair et al. (2017), researchers should determine if there is an indirect
relationship between two constructs and whether such a relationship is significant. A
SmartPLS bootstrapping report provided results of the indirect/mediation effects. The
table 5.34 revealed that the link between perceived value, place attachment, and quality
of life was a significant indirect relationship (t = 2.986; p = 0.003). The results also
indicated a significant indirect relationship between perceived value and behavioural
intention, mediated by place attachment (t= 3.970; p = 0.000). A significant indirect
relationship was also found between place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural
intention (t = 2.315; p = 0.021). Lastly, the findings revealed no indirect relationship
among perceived value, quality of life, and behavioural intention (t = 1.178; p = 0.239).

Table 5.34 summarises the indirect relationships in this model.
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Table 5.34. Indirect Effect

Relationship

Original
sample

(©)

Sample
mean
(M)

Standard
deviation
(STDEV)

T-

statistics

(|O/STD
EV))

values

Confidence
interval
2.5%

Confidence
interval
97.5%

Perceived value ->
place attachment -

0.158

0.157

0.053

2.986

0.003

0.054

0.261

> quality of life

Perceived value ->
place attachment -
> behavioural
intention

0.217 0.216 0.055 3.970 0.000 0.108 0.321

Place attachment -
> quality of life ->
behavioural
intention

0.040 0.039 0.017 2.315 0.021 0.011 0.077

Perceived value ->
quality of life ->
behavioural
intention

0.016 0.016 0.013 1.178 0.239 -0.009 0.043

5.6. Chapter Summary

This chapter has addressed the findings from the collected data. The data were
cleaned before performing the analysis. Two different analysis software packages were
used in this study, namely SPSS and SmartPLS. Different analysis tools were employed
to analyse the data. These were descriptive analysis, Chi-square, EFA, and SEM. The
descriptive analysis was performed to explain the demographics of the participants. The
Chi-square analysis was conducted to investigate the differences in demographic
characteristics and current visitation information based on nationality. The EFA was
performed to identify factors and check their reliability. The SEM analysis was conducted
using a two-stage approach: the measurement model evaluation (divided into two stages)
and the structural model evaluation. Reliability and validity were assessed in the
measurement model stage, while the research hypotheses were examined in the structural
model evaluation stage. The model was tested and all the proposed hypotheses were
supported except for two (1B and 6).

The findings indicate that push motivational factors have a significant impact on
experience quality and perceived value. No significant relationship was found between
pull motivational factors and experience quality. However, pull motivational factors were

found to have a significant influence on perceived value. The findings also showed that
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experience quality has a significant influence on perceived value. Similarly, perceived
value was found to have a significant impact on place attachment. No significant
relationship was found between perceived value and quality of life. However, perceived
value was found to have a significant effect on behavioural intention. The findings also
showed that place attachment has a significant influence on quality of life and behavioural
intentions. Lastly, it was evident that there is a significant relationship between quality of
life and behavioural intentions.

This study compared two groups (Saudi and non-Saudi) to address the differences
between them. MGA was conducted using SmartPLS. The findings showed that only four
hypotheses were significant out of 11 when comparing the two groups. The findings
provided valuable information about tourists’ characteristics in the context of domestic
heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. This information may help destination managers and
planners to develop effective strategies and plans to attract more tourists and visitors. The

next chapter provides an in-depth discussion of the findings.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION

6.1. Overview

This chapter discusses the findings and outcomes, as presented in the previous
chapter, in relation to the research questions and objectives of this study. It also examines
the findings with reference to the hypotheses that were developed to address the
relationships among variables.

As outlined in Chapter 1, this study sought to understand the factors that influence
tourists’ quality of life and behavioural intentions in the context of domestic heritage
tourism in Saudi Arabia. This research has explored the relationships among variables
and their influence on each other. A quantitative approach was implemented, and data
were analysed using SPSS and SmartPLS software. The data collected from participants
were used to understand the relationships among motivational factors, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in the context
of heritage tourism. The findings of Chi-square tests and SEM are discussed in detail in

the following sections.
6.2. Understanding the Structural Relationships

The structural model consisted of six variables: motivational factors, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life and behavioural intention. As
confirmed in Chapter 5, all relationships were significant except in two of the
hypothesised cases. The following subsections discuss the analytical findings of the
structural model relationships among motivational factors, experience quality, perceived
value, place attachment, quality of life and behavioural intention in domestic heritage
tourism in Saudi Arabia. Table 6.1 shows the findings of the structural model in relation
to the hypotheses, which are discussed in detail in the subsections that follow.
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Table 6.1. Path Coefficient of Research Hypotheses

Original T-statistics | o | o Findings
sample (O) | (|O/STDEV|))

Push motivational -> -0.363 8.307 0.000** Supported
experience quality
Push motivational -> perceived 0.144 3.100 0.002** Supported
value
Pull motivational -> -0.003 0.059 0.953 Not supported
experience quality
Pull motivational -> perceived 0.130 2.827 0.005** Supported
value
Experience quality -> 0.207 3.612 0.000** Supported
perceived value
Perceived value -> behavioural 0.284 4.257 0.000** Supported
intention
Perceived value -> place 0.723 22.635 0.000** Supported
attachment
Perceived value -> quality of 0.090 1.300 0.194 Not supported
life
Place attachment -> quality of 0.217 3.054 0.002** Supported
life
Place attachment -> 0.297 4.078 0.000** Supported
behavioural intention
Quality of life -> behavioural 0.181 3.743 0.000** Supported
intention

Source: Author data

6.2.1. The Link Between Motivational Factors (Push and Pull) and Experience Quality

This study examined the association between motivational factors (push and pull)
and experience quality. Two hypotheses were developed to measure push and pull factors
separately and to determine their influence on experience quality. The findings of the
structural model analysis confirmed that there was a relationship between push
motivational factors and experience quality (B = -0.363, t= 8.307 and p-value= 0.000 <
0.05). Therefore, it can be concluded that push motivational factors have a significant
relationship with experience quality, and hypothesis 1A: There is a significant
relationship between push factors and experience quality among domestic tourists was
supported. This finding aligns with Dean and Suhartanto’s (2019) study, which examined
the influence of push motivational factors on experience quality in the context of creative
tourism. They found a direct significant effect between push factors and experience
quality. Additionally, Leo et al. (2020) indicated that push motivational factors influence
tourists” perceptions of experience quality, including their emotions and overall

enjoyment of their travel experience.
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On the other hand, the findings of the structural model analysis showed an
insignificant association between pull motivational factors and experience quality (B = -
0.003, t= 0.059 and p-value= 0.953> 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis 1B: There is a
significant relationship between pull factors and experience quality among domestic
tourists was not supported. Consistent with this finding, Dean and Suhartanto (2019) also
examined the influence of pull factors and found no relationship between pull factors and
experience quality. However, these findings are inconsistent with other studies that have
confirmed an association between pull motivational factors and experience quality
(Ekanayake & Gnanapala, 2016; Kim, 2014; Martin et al., 2016; H. Moon & Han, 2018;
Yan et al., 2016). H. Moon and Han (2018) investigated the influence of destination
attributes (pull factors) on experience quality focusing on Chinese travellers in the context
of island tourism. Their study concluded that there were several destination attributes that
positively influenced experience quality, while other destination attributes negatively
influenced the experience quality of tourists. Additionally, Yan et al. (2016) conducted a
study to examine different dimensions of tourist motivations and on-site experiences in
the context of dark tourism in China. They applied several dimensions, including
educational motivation, leisure motivation, personal experience, educational experience,
moral experience, and experience of knowledge. Their findings showed that the
relationship between motivation and experience varied according to dimensions. For
example, they found educational motivation was significant with moral experience,
however, there were no relationships between educational motivation, educational
experience, experience of knowledge, and personal experience, which broadly supports
this current study. As mentioned earlier, previous studies were conducted in different
contexts, which explains the inconsistencies in the findings. The context of the study plays
an important role since tourists motivations vary from one to another. These
inconsistencies in findings to address the association between pull motivational factors

and experience quality suggest the need for further investigation.
6.2.2. The Link Between Motivational Factors (Push and Pull) and Perceived Value

The second two hypotheses were developed to measure push and pull factors
separately and to determine their influence on perceived value. The findings of structural
model analysis indicated that there was a relationship between push motivational factors
and perceived value (B = 0.144, t= 3.100 and p-value= 0.002< 0.05). As a result, it can be

concluded that push motivational factors have a statistically significant association with
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perceived value and hypothesis 2A: There is a significant relationship between push
factors and perceived value among domestic tourists was supported. X. Wang and Leou
(2015) conducted a study to investigate the association between cultural motivation and
perceived value. Their findings confirmed that there was a significant relationship
between cultural motivation and perceived value in the context of heritage tourism, which
is consistent with this current study. Additionally, Prebensen et al. (2013) conducted a
study to examine the association between push motivational factors and the perceived
value of destination experiences. Their findings showed that the relationship was
significant, which again aligns with the current research.

Similarly, the structural analysis showed a significant relationship between pull
motivational factors and perceived value (p = 0.130, t= 2.827 and p-value= 0.005< 0.05).
Therefore, hypothesis 2B: There is a significant relationship between pull factors and
perceived value among domestic tourists was supported. Gan et al. (2023) conducted a
study to examine the relationship between motivational factors (push and pull), perceived
value, and behavioural intention in the context of health and wellness tourism. The
findings of their study confirmed that the relationship between pull motivational factors
and perceived value was significant, which is consistent with this current research.
However, Dean and Suhartanto (2019) conducted a study in the context of creative
tourism to examine the influence of pull motivational factors on perceived value and
found an insignificant relationship. The findings were consistent with the previous studies
in the context of heritage tourism; however, the findings in other contexts were
inconsistent with the current study. Therefore, this inconsistency suggests the need for

further investigation in other contexts.
6.2.3. The Link Between Experience Quality and Perceived Value

Another hypothesis examined the association between experience quality and
perceived value. The findings of structural model analysis showed that there was a
relationship between experience quality and perceived value (B = 0.207, t= 3.612 and p-
value= 0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, it can be confirmed that experience quality has a
significant and positive association with perceived value and hypothesis 3: There is a
significant relationship between experience quality and perceived value among domestic
tourists was supported. C. F. Chen and Chen (2010) conducted a study to investigate the
association between experience quality and perceived value in the context of heritage

tourism. Their findings showed a positive and significant relationship between experience
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quality and perceived value. In addition, N. Jin et al. (2015) conducted a study to examine
the relationship between experience quality and perceived value in the context of tourist
water parks. The findings of their study showed a significant and positive relationship
between experience quality and perceived value, which is in line with this current study.
Suhartanto et al. (2019) also confirmed a significant relationship between experience
quality and perceived value. In addition, Kusumawati and Rahayu (2020) concluded that
there is a positive and significant relationship between experience quality and perceived
value. The findings of this current study are therefore consistent with previous studies

from different contexts.
6.2.4. The Link Between Perceived Value and Behavioural Intention

The findings of the structural model analysis indicated that there was a relationship
between perceived value and behavioural intention (p = 0.284, t= 4.257 and p-value=
0.000 < 0.05). It can be confirmed that perceived value has a significant association with
behavioural intention and hypothesis 4: There is a significant relationship between
perceived value and the behavioural intention to visit was supported. C. L. Chen and
Chen (2010) conducted a study to investigate the relationships among experience quality,
perceived value, satisfaction, and behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism.
The findings of their study confirmed that perceived value has a direct and positive
influence on satisfaction and behavioural intention. In addition, Q. Chen et al. (2020)
examined the interrelationships among perceived authenticity, perceived value, and
behavioural intention in the context of hospitality and restaurants in China. Their findings
confirmed a significant relationship between perceived value and behavioural intention,
which is in line with the findings of this current research. Moreover, Tran and Le (2020)
examined the associations among product quality, service quality, perceived value,
customer satisfaction, and behaviour intentions. They found a significant and direct
association between perceived value and behavioural intention, which is consistent with
the current research. In addition, Yao et al. (2020) conducted a study to investigate the
associations among tourists’ perceived value, place attachment, and revisit intentions in
the context of cultural heritage tourism. Several dimensions of perceived value (tourism
resources and service value, cultural value, social value, and cost value) and place
attachment (place dependence and place identity) were examined. They found the
relationship between cultural value and behavioural intention was supported. However,

the relationships between tourism resources and service value, social value, and cost value
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and behavioural intention were insignificant. When assessing a concept using different
dimensions, the outcomes differ. Thus, it is important to thoroughly examine the
dimensions to successfully accomplish the study objectives. Perceived value can be
improved by providing high-quality experiences and services, competitive pricing, and
effective marketing strategies to highlight the benefits of visiting a particular destination
which affects behavioural intention positively. The higher the perceived value, the more
likely tourists are to have positive behavioural intentions, including the intention to revisit
and to recommend the destination.

6.2.5. The Link Between Perceived Value and Place Attachment

The findings of the structural model analysis indicated that there was a relationship
between perceived value and place attachment (f = 0.723, t= 22.635 and p-value= 0.000
< 0.05). Hence, it can be concluded that perceived value has a significant relationship
with place attachment and hypothesis 5: There is a significant relationship between
perceived value and place attachment was supported. Yao et al. (2020) conducted a study
to examine the influence of perceived value on place attachment in the context of cultural
heritage tourism. Their findings indicated a positive and significant relationship between
perceived value and place attachment, which is in line with this current research.

As noted previously, some scholars have investigated the influence of perceived value on
brand attachment, which shares similar dimensions to place attachment (e.g. bond and
connection with a particular object) (R. Chen et al., 2020; Y. Liu et al., 2020). Y. Liu et
al. (2020) found a positive and significant relationship between perceived value and brand
attachment. Similarly, R. Chen et al. (2020) found that symbolic and economic values
have a positive and significant impact on brand attachment. Moreover, Jiang and Hong
(2023) conducted a study to examine the influence of perceived value on destination
attachment (an application of place attachment in which the destination is an object of
attachment) among Chinese Generation Z tourists. Multiple dimensions were included in
the concept of perceived value (functional value, economic value, emotional value, social
value, epistemic value, green value, and safety value). The outcomes of their study varied
according to the dimension. For example, the influence of functional value, economic
value, and social value on destination attachment were insignificant. However, the
influence of emotional value, epistemic value, green value, and safety value were

significant and supported. It's evident that evaluating the concept using multiple
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dimensions yields varying results. Dimensions should be carefully reviewed to achieve

the study objectives. The inconsistency of findings suggests the need for further research.
6.2.6. The Link Between Perceived Value and Quality of Life

The findings of the structural model analysis showed that perceived value had no
relationship with quality of life (B = 0.090, t= 1.300 and p-value= 0.194> 0.05). The
findings indicated that while the relationship between perceived value and quality of life
was insignificant, it had an indirect effect via place attachment. Therefore, hypothesis 6:
There is a significant relationship between perceived value and quality of life was not
supported. S. A. Lee et al. (2018) conducted a study to investigate the impact of perceived
value on quality of life in the context of hiking tourism. In their study, they examined the
influence of perceived value and quality of life through engagement and connection with
nature. Their findings showed that tourists’ perceived value influences their engagement
in hiking and connections with nature, which enriches their quality of life. However, they
did not examine the influence of perceived value and quality of life directly. Rohman
(2020) conducted a study to investigate the relationships among perceived value, tourist
satisfaction, quality of life, and tourist loyalty in the context of adventure tourism in
Indonesia. The findings of this study indicated that the relationship between perceived
value and quality of life was significant. The study also showed that quality of life has a
significant mediating effect on perceived value and tourist loyalty. A recent study
conducted by Berutu et al. (2022) also examined the interrelationships among perceived
value, tourist satisfaction, quality of life, and behavioural intention. The findings of their
study indicated that the relationship between perceived value and quality of life is
significant. Additionally, the study indicated that quality of life has a partial mediating
effect between perceived value and behavioural intention.

However, the findings of the above studies are not consistent with this current study,
which indicated that the relationship between perceived value and quality of life was not
supported. When it comes to a mediating effect, the findings of the current study also
indicated that there is no indirect effect among perceived value, quality of life, and
behavioural intention. This is inconsistent with the findings of the previous study (Berutu
etal., 2022). However, their study was conducted in the context of national parks, unlike
the current study, and their target population was restricted to the millennial generation.
To the best of the author’s knowledge, very few studies have examined the influence of

perceived value on quality of life in tourism in general, or in heritage tourism in particular.
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This is validated by other studies, such as that of H. Kim et al. (2015), which indicated
that only limited empirical research has been conducted that links involvement and
perceived value to quality of life. Rohman (2020) also confirmed that only a few studies
have discussed the importance of quality of life in tourism in general. Therefore, further
research is needed to examine the influence of perceived value and quality of life in
tourism. This will address both the gaps in the literature and the inconsistencies in the

findings of previous studies.
6.2.7. The Link Between Place Attachment and Quality of Life

The findings of the structural model analysis indicated that there is a relationship
between place attachment and quality of life (B = 0.217, t= 3.054 and p-value= 0.002 <
0.05). Therefore, it can be concluded that place attachment has a significant relationship
with quality of life and hypothesis 7: There is a significant relationship between place
attachment and quality of life was supported. Ramkissoon et al. (2018) conducted a study
to examine the interrelationships among place satisfaction, place attachment, social
involvement, park citizenship, and quality of life in the context of national parks in
Australia. The findings of their study also confirmed a significant relationship between
place attachment and quality of life, which is consistent with this current research. This

means that attachment to a destination can lead to improved quality of life.
6.2.8. The Link Between Place Attachment and Behavioural Intention

The findings of the structural model analysis showed that there was a relationship
between place attachment and behavioural intention (p = 0.297, t= 4.078 and p-value=
0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, it can be confirmed that place attachment has a significant
relationship with behavioural intention and hypothesis 8: There is a significant
relationship between place attachment and behavioural intentions was supported. B.
Brown et al. (2016) examined the relationships among place attachment, evaluation of
the host country’s image, satisfaction, and the revisit intention of tourists during the 2012
Olympic Games in London. Place attachment was found to have a positive and direct
influence on the revisit intention of tourists, which is consistent with the current study. In
addition, Loureiro (2014) conducted a study to investigate the influence of experience
economy on place attachment and behavioural intentions mediated by emotions and
memory. The study findings confirmed a positive and significant relationship between

place attachment and behavioural intention, which again is consistent with this current

152



research. M. L. Jin et al. (2020) also investigated the interrelationships among place
attachment, tourism destination image, desire, and behavioural intention in the context of
ecotourism in China. The findings of their study indicated that there was a direct and
significant relationship between place attachment and behavioural intention. Again, this
aligns with the findings of this current study.

This study also investigated the relationship between place attachment and
behavioural intention mediated by quality of life. The findings confirmed a significant
indirect relationship between variables. This indicates that attachment to a destination

affects the behavioural intention of tourists positively and significantly.
6.2.9. The Link Between Quality of Life and Behavioural Intention

The findings of the structural model analysis indicated that there was a relationship
between quality of life and behavioural intention (B =0.181, t= 3.743 and p-value= 0.000
< 0.05). Hence, it can be concluded that quality of life has a significant relationship with
behavioural intention and hypothesis 9: There is a significant relationship between
quality of life and behavioural intentions was supported. H. Kim et al. (2015) conducted
a study to identify the interrelationships among involvement, perceived value, satisfaction
with trip experience, leisure life satisfaction, overall quality of life, and revisit intention
in the context of elderly tourists in South Korea. Their findings indicated a significant and
direct relationship between quality of life and behavioural intention, which is consistent
with this current research. In addition, Campdn-Cerro et al. (2022) conducted a study to
examine the interrelationships among motivational factors, involvement, engagement,
quality of life, and behavioural intention. The findings of their study also confirmed a
significant direct relationship between quality of life and behavioural intention which is
consistent with the findings of this research.

The following section discusses the differences in perceptions between the two

tourist groups (Saudis and non-Saudis).
6.2.10. Differences in Perceptions

One of the objectives of this study was to address the differences between tourist
groups relating to motivational factors, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in Saudi Arabia. Travellers were
grouped into: Saudis and non-Saudis. In order to identify the differences, MGA was

performed. To assess the significance level, the p-value needed to be less than 0.05 or
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larger than 0.95, and the path coefficient assessed the differences between groups

(Henseler et al., 2009). Table 5.33 in Chapter 5 showed the differences between groups

in relation to motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality

of life, and behavioural intention (this table is repeated here as Table 6.2 for easy

reference).

Table 6.2. Multigroup Analysis

behavioural intention

Path Path Difference Two-tailed
coefficient coefficient (Saudi — non- (Saudi vs
Saudi non-Saudi Saudi) non-Saudi) p-

value

Push factors -> -0.216 -0.431 0.216 0.032

experience quality

Push factors -> 0.005 0.361 -0.356 0.005

perceived value

Pull factors -> 0.144 0.042 0.102 0.370

experience quality

Pull factors -> 0.175 0.182 -0.008 0.941

perceived value

Experience quality -> -0.045 0.119 -0.164 0.209

perceived value

Perceived value -> 0.483 0.741 -0.258 0.000

place attachment

Perceived value -> 0.142 0.032 0.110 0.409

quality of life

Perceived value -> 0.239 0.285 -0.046 0.720

behavioural intention

Place attachment -> 0.038 0.281 -0.243 0.095

quality of life

Place attachment -> -0.096 0.343 -0.440 0.006

behavioural intention

Quality of life -> 0.202 0.164 0.039 0.697

The findings of MGA revealed a significant difference (p=0.032) between the two

groups when examining the influence of push motivational factors on experience quality.

The difference was stronger in Saudis (= -0.216) than in non-Saudis (B=-0.431). Hence,

hypothesis 10A: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between push

factors and experience quality between Saudis and non-Saudis was supported. In

addition, the findings indicated a significant difference (p=0.005) between the two groups

when examining the influence of push motivational factors on perceived value. The

difference was stronger in non-Saudis (f=0.361) than in Saudis (f=0.005). Hence,
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hypothesis 10B: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between push
factors and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis was supported.

The findings revealed a non-significant difference (p=0.370) between the two
groups when examining the influence of pull factors on experience quality. Therefore,
hypothesis 10C: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between pull
factors and experience quality between Saudis and non-Saudis was not supported.
Similarly, the findings indicated a non-significant difference (p=0.941) between the two
groups when examining the effect of pull motivational factors on perceived value.
Therefore, hypothesis 10D: There are statistically significant differences in the effect
between pull factors and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis was not
supported. A non-significant difference (p=0.209) was also found between the two groups
when examining the influence of experience quality on perceived value. Therefore,
hypothesis 10E: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between
experience quality and perceived value between Saudis and non-Saudis was not
supported.

The influence of perceived value was examined on place attachment, quality of life,
and behavioural intention. The findings indicated a significant difference (p=0.000)
between the two groups when examining the influence of perceived value on place
attachment. The difference was stronger in non-Saudis (f=0.741) than in Saudis (B=
0.483). Therefore, hypothesis 10F: There are statistically significant differences in the
effect between perceived value and place attachment between Saudis and non-Saudis was
supported.

A non-significant difference (p=0.409) was found between the two groups when
examining the influence of perceived value on quality of life. Therefore, hypothesis 10G:
There are statistically significant differences in the effect between perceived value and
quality of life between Saudis and non-Saudis was not supported. Similarly, the findings
revealed a non-significant difference (p=0.720) between the two groups when examining
the influence of perceived value on behavioural intention. As a result, hypothesis 10H:
There are statistically significant differences in the effect between perceived value and
behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis was not supported.

The findings also revealed a non-significant difference (p=0.095) between the two
groups when examining the influence of place attachment on quality of life. Therefore,
hypothesis 101: There are statistically significant differences in the effect between place

attachment and quality of life between Saudis and non-Saudis was not supported.
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However, there was a significant difference (p=0.006) between the two groups when
examining the influence of place attachment on behavioural intention. The difference was
stronger in non-Saudis (f=0.343) than in Saudis (p=-0.096). As a result, hypothesis 10J:
There are statistically significant differences in the effect between place attachment and
behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis was supported. Lastly, the findings
indicated a non-significant difference (p=0.697) between the two groups when examining
the influence of quality of life on behavioural intention. Therefore, hypothesis 10K: There
are statistically significant differences in the effect between quality of life and behavioural
intention between Saudis and non-Saudis was not supported.

The findings of the MGA revealed that only four relationships between constructs
were significant when compared between the two tourist groups (Saudis and non-Saudis).
The significant relationships were between push motivational factors and experience
quality, push motivational factors and perceived value, perceived value and place
attachment, and place attachment and behavioural intention. These findings confirm that
tourist backgrounds play an important role in the relationships between constructs. The
following section discusses the differences between the tourist groups in relation to their

profiles and trip characteristics.

6.3. Differences Between Tourist Groups Based on Their Profile and Trip

Characteristics

A series of Chi-square tests was conducted to identify the differences between
tourist groups in terms of their profiles and trip characteristics (hypotheses 11A and 11B).
The findings indicated that tourist profiles varied between Saudis and non-Saudis. While
the findings revealed no significant relationship between tourist groups and gender [p =
0.895] at (p >0.05), they did reveal a significant relationship between tourist groups and
age [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). Most of the participants (N=188) were aged between 31-40
years. This is in line with the existing data provided by the Saudi Census (2022), which
indicated that the median age of the Saudi Population was 29 years. In relation to
education level, the tested hypothesis confirmed a statistically significant association
between tourist groups and education level [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). The majority of
respondents indicated that they held a bachelor’s degree (N=205) with Saudis
representing a higher percentage (61.5%) than non-Saudis (38.5%). The Ministry of

Education in Saudi Arabia confirms that more individuals in Saudi Arabia hold a
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bachelor’s degree compared to other degrees, which is in line with the current findings
(Ministry of Education, 2018).

Likewise, the findings confirmed a significant relationship between tourist groups
and current occupation [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). The majority of respondents described
themselves as professionals (N=228), with Saudis representing 47.8% of that number and
non-Saudis representing 52.2%. The findings revealed a significant association between
tourist groups and monthly income [p = 0.000] at (p <0.05). The majority of participants
(N=79) earned 1,2001-15000 SAR, with Saudis representing 46.8% and non-Saudis
representing 53.2%. Therefore, the findings partially supported hypothesis 11A: There
are statistically significant differences in tourist profiles between Saudis and non-Saudis.

Trip characteristics also varied between the tourist groups (Saudis and non-Saudis).
There was no significant relationship between tourist groups in the number of domestic
trips made per year [p = 0.243] at p >0.05. However, there was a significant association
between tourist groups in the frequency of visits [p = 0.000] at p <0.05. The findings
showed that Saudis made more visits than non-Saudis, and most of the Saudi group had
visited the destination more than five visits, unlike non-Saudis. Likewise, there was a
significant relationship between tourist groups in regard to purpose of visit [p = 0.002] at
(p <0.05). Most of the participants indicated that a vacation (N=130) was the main
purpose of their travel followed by cultural events (N=117). Saudis were represented by
a higher percentage for vacation and leisure (59.2%) compared to non-Saudis (40.8%).
Similarly, more Saudis (61.5%) than non-Saudis (38.5%) selected cultural event as their
reason for travelling. There was no significant association between nationality and the
type of travel companions [p = 0.052] (p >0.05).

There was a significant association with the length of stay between the tourist
groups [p = 0.031] at (p <0.05). Most of the participants (N=249) stayed 1-3 days, with
only a small percentage difference between the two groups. However, 51 of the
participants indicated that they had stayed less than a day, the majority of whom were
Saudis (70.6%). The findings also showed a significant relationship between tourist
groups and type of accommodation [p = 0.019] at (p <0.05). Guesthouse was the preferred
type of accommodation for almost a third of total participants (N=101), with a similar
percentage between Saudis and non-Saudis. Generally, a guesthouse is a normal home
that has been converted into, or built to offer, accommodation for guests (Chia & Muiz,
2021). It is classified as a small-scale or specialised type of accommodation that is

different from a traditional hotel. Guesthouses offer tourists the opportunity to experience
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local cultures and lifestyles. Bed and breakfasts (B&Bs), homestay inns, and Airbnb,
which offer local accommodation services via online platforms, are prominent types of
guesthouses (Shi et al., 2019). Hotels were the second preferred type of accommodation
selected by participants (N=80), represented by 60% Saudis and 40% non-Saudis. There
was a big difference in percentages between the two tourist groups for other types of
accommodation: 77.1% for Saudis and 22.9% for non-Saudis. The findings confirmed a
statistically significant association between tourist groups and tourist attraction [p =
0.000] at (p <0.05). Most of the participants (N=250) selected a local event, with Saudis
having a higher percentage against this category (62%) than non-Saudis (38%). In
summary, the findings partially supported hypothesis 11B: There are statistically
significant differences in trip characteristics between tourist groups (Saudis and non-
Saudis).

The findings relating to tourist profiles and trip characteristics highlight several
factors that should be considered when destination managers develop tourism products
and services. In terms of heritage tourists’ age, destination managers should focus on the
three largest groups: 31-40 years, 41-50 years, and 22-30 years. Destination managers
might also target individuals with different educational backgrounds, such as those with
a bachelor’s degree among Saudis and those with a diploma among non-Saudis.
Additionally, when considering marketing strategies, it is important to take into
consideration the professional occupations held by heritage tourists, since this is how
most of the participants in this study described themselves, with only a small difference
between the tourist groups. There were variations between the tourist groups in relation
to monthly incomes. For example, more Saudis than non-Saudis selected the income
categories of 6,001-9,000 SAR, 9,001-12,000 SAR, and above 18,000 SAR while more
non-Saudis selected income category 12,001-15,000 SAR. This should be taken into
consideration when developing tourism products and services.

The findings of this study reveal different perceptions and variations associated
with domestic travel based on background and nationality. This has been confirmed by
Fieger et al. (2019), Karag6z and Uysal (2022), and S. Song et al. (2018). Destination
managers can create attractive tourism products and services when they understand
tourist’s differences. Table 6.3 summarises the findings based on the most frequently
selected category in relation to tourist profiles and trip characteristics.
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Table 6.3. Summary of Chi-Square Findings

Tourist group
Most frequentl -
Items selected c%tegoxl h|_represent|ng the
ighest percentage
Demographic profile
Tourist groups and gender Male Saudis
Tourist groups and age 30-40 years Saudis
Tourist groups and education Bachelor’s degree Saudis
Tourist groups and current occupation Professionals Non-Saudis
Tourist groups and monthly income 12,001-15,000 SAR | Non-Saudis
Trip characteristics
Tourist groups and number of domestic trips 1-2 trips Saudis
per year
Tourist groups and visit times One visit Saudis
Tourist groups and purpose of visit Vacation/leisure Saudis
Tourist groups and travel companions Family/friends Saudis
Tourist groups and length of stay 1-3 days Saudis
Tourist groups and type of accommodation Guesthouse Non-Saudis
Tourist groups and visiting attraction Local events Saudis

6.4. Chapter Summary

This chapter has provided an overview of the key findings of this research. The
study investigated the relationships among motivation, experience quality, perceived
value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. The findings showed
that all hypotheses were significant except two (1B and 6). This research also identified
the difference in perceptions about motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention between Saudis and non-Saudis
using 11 hypotheses. The findings indicated that only four of those hypotheses were
supported when comparing the two tourist groups. The differences between tourist groups
in relation to profiles and trip characteristics were also identified using two hypotheses
(11A and 11B). The findings indicated that these tested hypotheses were partially
supported. The next chapter provides the conclusion to this thesis, with a discussion on
the theoretical and practical implications of the research, as well as its limitations, and

recommendations for future research directions in this field.

159



CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

7.1. Introduction

The aim of this research was to identify the factors that influence quality of life and
behavioural intention. A research framework was developed to examine tourists’ quality
of life and behavioural intention in the context of domestic heritage tourism. A
quantitative approach was applied and data collection was conducted using a self-
administered questionnaire. The findings of this research will help planners and
destination managers to develop effective marketing strategies. This chapter reviews the
objectives of the research, addresses key findings, discusses theoretical and practical
implications, the limitations of the study, and directions for further research.

7.2. Summary of the Research and Key Findings

During the literature review, four gaps were identified that primarily related to
tourists’ quality of life. This included limited research conducted on the quality of life of
tourists in developing countries, especially in the Middle East (Sirdessai & Hegde-Desai
2019; Mamirkulova et al., 2020); lack of research on quality of life in the context of
heritage tourism, adventure tourism, national parks, and tourism among the elderly
(Berutu et al., 2022; H. Kim et al., 2015; Ramkissoon et al., 2018; Rohman, 2020); limited
research conducted to examine the relationship between perceived value and the quality
of life of tourists (H. Kim et al., 2015); and limited research investigating the association
between place attachment and the quality of life of tourists (Ramkissoon, 2016;
Ramkissoon et al., 2018). In order to address these knowledge gaps, this study developed
and assessed a conceptual framework to understand the interrelationships among
motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and
behavioural intention in the context of heritage tourism. Means end theory was used as
the theoretical base in this study. The majority of the research in this area has investigated
the influence of motivation, experience quality, and perceived value, on behavioural
intention (Dean & Suhartanto, 2019; Suhartanto et al., 2020). However, few studies have
examined the influence of perceived value and place attachment on quality of life and
behavioural intention (H. Kim et al., 2015; Rohman, 2020).
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In order to fulfil the research objectives, a quantitative approach was used. A self-
administered questionnaire was conducted in AlUla and Diriyah in Saudi Arabia. The
research hypotheses were tested with the sample of heritage tourists (N=340) in Saudi
Arabia. The participants consisted of domestic tourists and were categorised into two
groups: Saudis, and non-Saudis. The findings of this research support the majority of the
research hypotheses discussed in Chapter 3. Various tools were used to analyse the data.
The Chi-square test was performed to test the first set of hypotheses, which examined the
differences in demographic profiles and trip characteristics between the two tourist
groups. Significant differences were confirmed in age, education, current occupation, and
monthly income between the two groups. In terms of trip characteristics, the findings
indicated significant differences in visiting times, purpose of visit, length of stay, type of
accommodation, and the visited attraction. The findings indicated that the majority of
participants in both cultural groups were travelling with family/friends. However, the
findings showed no significant association between type of tourist groups and travel
companions. The findings confirmed that hypotheses 11A and 11B were partially
supported. These findings are important since they reflect the tourists’ typology in the
destination, which can be used to develop tourism products and services.

EFA was also performed to group items and generate newly identified factors for
each scale. This was followed by a two-stage SEM approach to examine the research
hypotheses. The first stage of SEM assessed the measurement model, examining the
validity and reliability of the model. After achieving the required criteria, the structural
model was examined to test research hypotheses one to nine. The relationships between
pull factors and experience quality, as well as perceived value and quality of life, were
not supported. This research also identified the differences between tourist groups in
terms of the relationships between motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention. MGA was conducted to test
research hypotheses 10A to 10K. Four hypotheses were supported by the data:
Statistically significant differences between Saudis and non-Saudis were found in the
effect between push factors and experience quality push factors and perceived value
perceived value and place attachment , and place attachment and behavioural intention.

In summary, this research has developed and tested the conceptual model in the
context of domestic heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. It has identified the relationships
between the proposed constructs and differences between the tourist groups. Since the

tourism industry is competitive in nature, it is crucial to understand tourists’ behaviour
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and their characteristics in order to develop effective marketing strategies. Table 7.1

summarises the key findings of this research.

Table 7.1. Summary of Key Findings Addressing the Research Questions and Objectives

Research Research Kev findinas

guestions (RQ) | objectives (RO) y g

RQ1: To what RO1: Examine The differences and similarities in demographic
extent do the differences in | profiles and trip characteristics between tourist
domestic tourists | tourist profiles groups.

differ in their and trip 1. Demographic profiles

profiles and trip
characteristics?

characteristics
between tourist
groups (Saudi and

e There were significant differences in
tourists” age, education, current occupation,
and monthly income.

non-Saudi) e There was no significant difference in
gender.
2. Trip characteristics
e There were significant differences in visiting
times, purpose of visit, length of stay, type of
accommodation, and visited attraction.
e There was no significant difference in travel
companions.
RQ2: Are there RO2: Develop The relationships between constructs were found as
any relationships | and test the follows:
between conceptual 1. Push motivation and experience quality =
motivations, framework to significant
experience examine the 2. Push motivation and perceived value =
quality, perceived | relationships significant
value, place among 3. Pull motivation and experience quality = not
attachment, motivation, significant
quality of life, and| experience 4. Pull motivation and perceived value = significant
the behavioural quality, perceived| 5. Experience quality and perceived value =
intention of value, place significant
domestic heritage | attachment, 6. Perceived value and place attachment =
tourists? quality of life, and significant
the behavioural | 7. Perceived value and quality of life = not
intention of significant
domestic tourists | 8. Perceived value and behavioural intention =
in Saudi Arabia significant

9. Place attachment and quality of life = significant
10. Place attachment and behavioural intention =
significant

Quality of life and behavioural intention =
significant

11.

RQ3: Are there
any differences
between tourist
groups (Saudi and
non-Saudi) in
regard to the
relationships
between
motivations,

RO3: Identify the
differences
between tourist
groups in regard
to the
relationships
among
motivation,
experience

Differences between tourist groups in regard to the

effects between constructs were found as follows:

1. Push motivation and experience quality =
significant

2. Push motivation and perceived value =
significant

3. Pull motivation and experience quality = not
significant

4. Pull motivation and perceived value = not
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experience quality, perceived significant
quality, perceived | value, place 5. Experience quality and perceived value = not
values, place attachment, significant
attachment, quality of life, and| 6. Perceived value and place attachment =
quality of life, and| the behavioural significant
behavioural intention of 7. Perceived value and quality of life = not
intention? domestic tourists significant
in Saudi Arabia. | 8. Perceived value and behavioural intention = not
significant
9. Place attachment and quality of life = not
significant
10. Place attachment and behavioural intention =
significant
11. Quality of life and behavioural intention = not
significant

7.3. Theoretical Implications

This research makes several theoretical contributions. It contributes to the literature
by providing an understanding of the interrelationships between motivation, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention.
While these areas of interest have been researched extensively, previous studies have not
integrated all of these constructs in one study to understand the relationships among them.
Therefore, the main contribution of this study is to provide empirical knowledge and
insights to the field of heritage tourism about the influence of perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention.

This research also enriches the literature by focusing specifically on heritage
tourism. Types of tourists and their objectives can vary according to the tourism context
and activities. Heritage tourism attracts certain types of tourists who may have different
characteristics and objectives to those of other tourists (Uysal et al., 2016). Previous
studies have examined quality of life in different contexts, such as national parks
(Ramkissoon et al., 2018), food tourism experiences (Campon-Cerro et al., 2022), and
among senior tourists (H. Kim et al., 2015). This study addresses gaps in the literature by
examining the above mentioned constructs in the context of domestic heritage tourism.

This research also contributes to the literature by examining quality of life in
developing countries. Previous studies have examined quality of life in this context
(Campon-Cerro et al., 2022; H. Kim et al., 2015; J. Pyke et al., 2019; Ramkissoon et al.,
2018). However, only a few researchers (Sirdessai & Hegde-Desai, 2019) have

investigated the quality of life of domestic visitors in these nations. Several factors may
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affect quality of life in developing countries like Saudi Arabia. For instance, individuals
in developing countries may have different perspectives when it comes to standards and
expectations. Dolnicar et al. (2013) and Eusebio and Carneiro (2014) asserted that
different people’s perspectives on the value of vacations depend on a variety of variables,
and vacation activities contribute to leisure time and overall quality of life. According to
Diener et al. (2018), individuals assess quality of life based on how they perceive the
positive and negative attributes that describe their life conditions. As a result, quality of
life perceptions are assessed personally, based on experience (Ouyang et al., 2019).
Research in developing countries may capture different perspectives on the perception of
quality of life among domestic heritage tourists. This study, for example, was conducted
in Saudi Arabia where the tourism industry is heavily supported by government and other
stakeholders; other developing countries may not have this level of support.

7.4. Practical Implications

This research highlights several practical implications for tourism managers and
practitioners. It has provided a comprehensive understanding of domestic heritage
tourism in Saudi Arabia by examining the interrelationships among motivation,
experience quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural
intention. Moreover, this research has investigated the difference in perceptions between
two cultural groups (Saudis and non-Saudis). The findings provide insights into domestic
heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia that can help the Ministry of Tourism, Ministry of
Culture, Saudi Tourism Authority, the RUC, the DGDA, the Quality of Life Program,
tourism destination managers, and other practitioners, develop tourism products and
Services.

The findings indicated that perceived value had a significant influence on
behavioural intention. Improving perceived value will affect behavioural intention
positively. Since tourists perceive services and products differently, it is important to
assess the trade-off value when visiting a destination. By understanding how tourists
perceive the value of a destination, destination managers can develop effective
promotions and marketing plans to meet tourist expectations.

Another practical implication relates to the significant influence of quality of life
on behavioural intention, which was confirmed in this study. When individuals visit
tourism destinations, they are looking for particular benefits and these affect their overall

happiness and enjoyment, which can also contribute to their quality of life. These positive
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effects and an improved quality of life affect their behavioural intention positively.

Therefore, national and local government entities can improve the quality of life of

tourists by understanding and fulfilling their needs. Consequently, the findings of this

research once again provide insights for the Quality of Life Program, the Ministry of

Tourism, and the Saudi Tourism Authority that can be taken into consideration when

developing tourism destinations.

This research also indicated that tourists prefer to travel with their families and
friends. Therefore, destination managers, professionals, and businesses in Saudi Arabia
should take this aspect into consideration when seeking to improve tourist attractions. For
example, tourism destination managers should provide a variety of experiences to suit
different age groups, including children. This will help meet the requirements and comfort
levels of tourists and their families and friends.

Overall, the findings of this research provide valuable insights for policymakers
and planners in Saudi Arabia’s tourism industry (and other related industries) to help
develop the tourism sector. This research will also help the Saudi Arabian government
achieve its Vision 2030 objectives by attracting more tourists, both international and
domestic. Based on the findings of this research, the following suggestions have been
developed:

o Social interaction between tourists, locals and service providers is an important
push factor. Therefore, the government should support tourism education and
increase awareness about tourism among local communities and other stakeholders
in tourism and related industries.

o Involvement of local communities will establish a positive attitude about the
tourism industry. This involvement could relate to planning, understanding local
culture, and the management of local facilities and specific tourism facilities (e.g.
information centers).

o The government and its legislative bodies need to assess services and facilities to
attract more tourists. Different government bodies could collaborate to ensure that
tourist destinations are accessible, safe, easy to navigate, and offer the appropriate
utilities, transportation, medical services, and other necessary services.

o It is important to attract new investments in accommodation facilities. Different

types of accommodation will provide more options to suit different tourist budgets.
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Since most of the domestic tourists who participated in this study were aged
between 31 and 40 years, it is important to take this age group into consideration
when developing tourism products and services in Saudi Arabia.

In addition, since most of the domestic tourists who participated in this study
travelled with their families and /or friends, tourism destinations should take into
consideration this preference for travel companions when developing tourism
products, services, and facilities. It is important to provide products and services
that match the needs of families and friends, including accommodation, activities,

entertainment, transportation and events.

7.5. Limitations of the Research

Although this research has made a number of theoretical and practical

contributions, it also has some limitations that should be acknowledged and addressed in

future studies. These limitations are as follows:

The first limitation relates to the generalisability of the findings of this study, since
it was conducted in only two heritage destinations in Saudi Arabia. AlUla and
Diriyah were selected as these destinations have UNESCO listed heritage sites,
tourist activities and attractions. The study did not include other heritage
destinations with different cultural identities, resources, traditions, and attractions.
Therefore, researchers should be cautious when generalising the findings of this
study in different markets and contexts.

This research examined the research problem from the perspective of tourists; it did
not include local residents, local businesses, or destination managers, who might
have different perspectives. The research was also restricted to domestic heritage
tourists in Saudi Arabia. Different perspectives might be captured when including
international tourists.

It should be noted that the data was collected at the end of the COVID-19 pandemic.
This might have played an important role in participants’ responses, especially
when asking them about their quality of life.

Due to limited time, the researcher implemented a quantitative approach in this
study. Future studies might implement a mixed methods approach to gain more in-

depth information from participants.
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o In addition, in terms of sampling, the questionnaires were distributed in Arabic and
English, which thus excluded tourists who only spoke other languages.

o This research used SEM to examine the proposed hypotheses. However, this
analysis tool may change the model significantly to achieve the model fitness and

required criteria (Guo et al., 2009).
7.6. Recommendations for Future Research

This research examined the interrelationships between motivation, experience
quality, perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in
the context of domestic heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. Future investigations could
examine different destinations and contexts, such as entertainment and sports, using the
framework developed in this study. Future research might also consider different tourist
groups, such as first-time versus frequent tourists, or comparing genders or different age
groups. A longitudinal research design might also be considered. This would enable
researchers to examine pre-, during, and post-tourism experiences.

As already outlined, most of the hypotheses tested in this research were supported
but some were not. Therefore, future research studies could replicate this study to validate
the findings of the research. Further research could also integrate other variables into the

research model, such as satisfaction.
7.7. Conclusion

This chapter has provided a review of the overall goals, findings, theoretical and
practical implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research in this field.
This study aimed to examine relationships among motivation, experience quality,
perceived value, place attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention in the context
of domestic heritage tourism in Saudi Arabia. This study used a quantitative approach
applied using a survey questionnaire. The study’s model was validated and, with the
exception of two, the proposed hypotheses proved to be valid. This research also
identified differences in motivation, experience quality, perceived value, place
attachment, quality of life, and behavioural intention between two tourist groups.

By investigating and analysing the study’s model comprehensively, this thesis has
accomplished its objectives. The presented findings add to the existing body of
knowledge, offer valuable insights, and have both theoretical and practical implications.

The encountered limitations provide opportunities for future research to advance our
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understanding in this field. It is hoped that the findings of this study can be used by
government bodies, policymakers, and destination managers to develop and promote the

tourism industry in Saudi Arabia.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Ethics Approval

Dear Researcher,
Please find attached & copy of your application for ethical review of research invalving human participants at Victona University.
NOTE: This email contains 2 copy of the application only and is NOT confimation of submission. Please check the ‘Process Status' below to determine the cuent status of this application.

» Appiication ID: HRE21-128

» Chief Investigator: DR THU-HUONG NGUYEN

» Other Investigators: Dr AHMED ALSHIHA, PROF ANONA ARMSTRONG, MR Abdulrahman ALHELAL

» Application Ttle: Factors Influencing Qualty of Life and Behavioral Intentions of Heritage Tourists in Saudi Arabia
» Process Status: Finalised - Approved

» Fom Version: 13-07

To access the application online, go to http://questvueduay/

For help and information regarding ethical conduct or applications for ethical review at Victonia University, refer to the Human Research Ethics website or contact the Secretary for the Human Research Ethics Committee, Office for Research.
Phone: 33194781 ar 9919 4461

Email researchethics@vu.eduau

Website: hitp/fresearchvu.edu.au/hrec php

For technicel help or questions regarding Quest, refer fo the Quest website or contact the Quest Service Desk.
Phone: 39194278

Emall quest senvicedesk Buueduau

Website: hitp/researchvu.edu.au/quest php

This email has been sent from an unattended email address using Quest. Do not reply o this address.

& Reply Forward
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Appendix B: Invitation and Information to Survey Participants

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY

INFORMATION TO PARTICIPANTS
INVOLVED IN RESEARCH

You are invited to participate

You are invited to participate in a research project entitled Factors Influencing Quality of Life and
Behavioural Intentions in heritage tourism destination. This project 15 being conducted by a Ph.D. candidate
Abdulrahman Alhelal as part of a PhD study at Victoria University under the supervision of Dr Thu-Huong
Nouven and Professor Anona Armstrong from the School of Business, Victoria University, Australia
Project explanation

This study aims to identify factors that influence quality of life and behavioural intention of tourists within
the context of heritage tourism. This study will develop a conceptual framework to examine the influence of
tourists” motivations, experience quality, perceived value, and place attachment on quality of life, and
behavioural intention.

What will I be asked to do?

You will be asked to complete a questionnaire with the relevant questions regarding factors that influence
quality of life and behavioural intention of heritage tourists. You will be required to sign a Consent Form for
Participants as an evidence of your consent to pariicipate in the survey before 1t starts.

What will I gain from participating?

Though there 1s no personal benefit to you for participating in this study, vour sharing of views 1s valuable for
the research. Your participation will make a sigmificant contribution to the development of knowledge about
tourist quality of life and future travel intention, especially in heritage and cultural tourism sector. The findings
of this study will contribute to the development of strategy and policy.

How will the information I give be used?

The mformation that pariicipants provide will be analysed and used for this study only. The raw collected
data will be confidentially kept in a safe place at all stages of the project. The information may be used for
the purpose of academic publication.

What are the potential risks of participating in this project?

Due to current sttuation with Covid-19, participants and the researcher assistants must wear masks all the time
and practicing social distancing and follow other precaution measures based on tourism site. Other than that,
all the collected data will be confidential and used for research purposes only. Participation in the study i3
voluntary, and vou can decide not to participate, or withdraw at any time without any obligation.

How will this project be conducted?

The quantitative study will be applied and the questionnaire survey is chosen as the data collection method.
Who is conducting the study?

The study is being conducted through the School of Business, Victoria University, Melboume. Australia. The
researchers’ details are as follows:

Chief investigator: Dr Thu Huong Nguven Email: thu-huong nguyen@vu.edu au
Associate investigator: Professor Anona Armstrong Email: Anona Armstrong@vu.edu.au
Student Researcher: Abdulrahman Alhelal Email: abdulrahman alhelali@live vu.edu.an

Phone: +61411345611
Any queries about vour participation in this project may be directed to the Chief Investigator listed above.
If you have any queries or complaints about the way you have been treated, you may contact the Ethics
Secretary, Victonia University Human Research Ethics Commuttes, Office for Research, Victoria University,
PO Box 14428, Melbourne, VIC, 8001, email researchethics@vu edu au or phone (03) 9919 4781 or 4461
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Appendix C: Consent Information for Survey Participants

VICT_O_RIA UNI\!ER_SIT‘Ir

CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS
INVOLVED IN RESEARCH

INFORMATION TO PARTICIPANTS:

We would like to invite you to be part of a study into improving quality of life and behavioral intention of
herrtage tounsts. This study aims to identify factors that influence quality of life and behavioural intention of
tourists within the context of heritage tourism. This study will develop a conceptual framework to examine
the influence of tourists™ motivations, experience quality, perceived value, and place attachment on quality of
life, and behavioural intention. The result of this study will help government and other stakeholders to
provade better tourism products and services. No personal information data 1s requared in the procedure and
every information you give in this research 1s strictly kept confidential.

CERTIFICATION BY PARTICIPANT

) Participant’s Name
OF Participant’s Suburb/Area

Certify that T am at least 18 years old* and that T am voluntarily giving my consent to participate in the study:
“Factors Influencing Quality of Life and Behavioural Intentions of Henitage Tounsts™, being conducted at
Victonia University by: Dr. Thu-Huong Nouyen.

I certify that the objectives of the study, together with any risks and safeguards associated with the procedures

listed hereunder to be carried out in the research, have been fully explamed to me by: Mr. Abdulrahman
Alhelal and that I freely consent to participation involving the below mentioned procedures:

+ Fill, sign and return the informed consent form to researcher
+ Fill a questionnaire as required and give to researcher

I certify that I have had the opportunity to have any questions answered and that I understand that I can
withdraw from this study at any time and that this withdrawal will not jeopardise me in any way.

T have been informed that the information I provide will be kept strictly confidential

s T

Any queries about your participation in this project may be directed to the researchers
Dr. Thu-Huong Nguyen. +6199191268 or email: thu-huong nguven@vu edu.au

If you have any queries or complaints about the way you have been treated, you may contact the Ethics
Secretary, Victoria University Human Research Ethics Committee, Office for Research, Victoria University,
PO Box 14428, Melbourne, VIC, 8001, email Researchethics(@vu.edu.au or phone (03) 9919 47381 or 4461.
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Appendix D: Questionnaires

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY

MELBEOURNE AUSTRALIA

You are invited to participate in a survey on “The factors that influence quality of life and
behavioural intention in heritage tourism destinations in Saudi Arabia”. This project is
part of a doctoral research at Victoria University, Melbourne, Australia, which is being
conducted by Abdulrahman Alhelal under the supervision of Dr Thu Huong Nguyen and
Professor Anona Armstrong. All information and opinions provided will be strictly
confidential, used for research purposes only and managed in accordance with the Privacy
Act.

Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Screening Questions:
1. Are you Saudi or non-Saudi with temporary residency?

[ ] Yes (Go to Question Al)
[ ] No (Thank you, stop here)

SECTION A. CURRENT VISIT.

Please tick (V) your choices relate to your current visit.

Al. How often you travel domestically every year?
[]1—2trips [ 13— 4trips [ ]15-6trips [ ] More than 6 trips

A2. How many time(s) have you been to this destination, including this visit?

[]1 []2 []3 []4 []5 [ ] More than 5

A3. What is the main purpose of this visit? (Tick one box only)

[] Vacation/Ieisure [] Business [] Shopping
[] Visiting friends and relatives [_] Cultural event  [_] Education
[] Other (please Specify) .............cceeenn...

A4. Who are you travelling with?
[ ] Alone [ ] Tour [_]Family and/or friends [ ] Business partner
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A5. How long are you staying at the destination during your current visit?

[ JLessthana [ ]1-3 [ ]4-6 []1week [ ]2 weeks [ ] 3 weeks or
day days days to less than tolessthan3 more
2 weeks weeks

A6. What type of accommodation are you staying in for this visit?

[ ]Oownhome [ ]Hotel [ ] Youth hostel [ ] Other
[ ] Guesthouse [ ] Self-catering [_] With family or friend
accommodation

AT7. Have you visited, or are you planning to visit any of the following tourist attractions
in this destination?

[ ] Museums [ ] Local events [ ] Historical places
[ ] Natural attractions ~ [_] Old town [_] Other, please specify

SECTION B. YOUR TRAVEL MOTIVATION, EXPERIENCE
QUALITY, PERCEIVED VALUE, PLACE ATTACHMENT,
QUALITY OF LIFE, AND BEHAVIOURAL INTENTION FOR THIS

VISIT.
B1. Please rate the following push motivational factors according to their importance
to your current trip on a 7-point scale (1= Not at all important, 7=Extremely important).

Push motivational factors Not at all Extremely
I choose this location to important important
To visit new places 1 2 7

To experience new lifestyles

To explore cultural resources

To exchange customs/ traditions
To learn about the past

To improve knowledge

To seek novelty

To be away from home

To visit a place friends have been
To participate in new activities
To be somewhere else

To visit attractions

To communicate with locals

To meet new people

To increase social status

To impress friends and family
To have an enjoyable time with
companions

To relax physically 1 2 3
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B2. Please rate the following pull factors according to their importance to your current
trip on a 7-point scale with 1= Not at all important, 7=Extremely important.

Pull motivational factors Not at all Extremely
important important

Heritage sites 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Historical sites 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Culture, arts, traditions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Variety of attractions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Festivals and events 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Outdoor activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
National/state parks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Safety 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Reliable weather/climate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Affordable price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Available tourist information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good standards of hygiene/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
cleanliness

Souvenirs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Activities for families 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Variety of tours 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Warm welcome for tourists 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Places people appreciate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B3. Please rate each of the following statements regarding your EXPERIENCE
QUALITY when visiting a tourism destination by indicating your level of agreement on
a 7-point scale with 1= strongly disagree, and 7=strongly agree.

Experience quality: Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
The physical environment around the | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
property and activities were
comfortable

| felt relaxed during the visit to the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination
| felt secure during the visit to the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination
My privacy was assured during this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
visit

| was involved in something that | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
really liked doing

| did something unique and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
memorable

| had a ‘once in a lifetime’ experience |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| did something new and different 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| had a choice and control over the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
activities and their outcome

This visit increased my skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| learned a lot during my visit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Visiting the destination stimulated my | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
curiosity to learn new things

It was a real learning experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| felt 1 was escaping during the visitto | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the destination

Visiting the destination made me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
forget my daily routine

| felt I was playing a different 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
character during the visit

| have been taken seriously whenever | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

help was needed

| felt important throughout the visit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| felt respected throughout the visit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4. Please rate each of the following statements regarding PERCEIVED VALUE when
visiting this tourism destination by indicating your level of agreement on a 7-point scale
with 1= strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree.

Perceived value Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Visiting this destination was reasonably | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
priced

Visiting this destination was 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
economical

Compared to the travel expenses, I got | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
reasonable quality from visiting this
destination

Compared to other tourism destinations, | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this destination is a good value for the
money

This destination was a good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tourism product

| received good service while visiting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this destination

The tourism experience | had at the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination met my expectations

| am fond of Saudi world heritage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| obtained joyful feelings from this visit | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| had a fantastic tourism experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

from this visit

It is worth of spending money on this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination

It is worth of spending time on this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination
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This destination makes others feel a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
breath of ‘literary and artistic youth’
This destination makes others have a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
different look
It can be a topic of conversation with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
others

B5. Please rate each of the following statements regarding PLACE ATTACHMENT
when visiting this tourism destination by indicating your level of agreement on a 7-point
scale with 1= strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree.

Place attachment Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
| feel this heritage destination isa part | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
of me
This heritage destination is very special | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to me
| am very attached to this heritage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination
Visiting this heritage destination saysa | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
lot about who | am
This heritage destination meansalotto |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
me
| identify strongly with this destination | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

This heritage destination is the best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
place for what | like to do
No other place can compare to this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

heritage destination
| get more satisfaction out of visiting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this destination than any other
Doing what | do at the heritage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination is more important to me
than doing it in any tourist destination
| wouldn't substitute visiting other areas | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for doing the types of things I do at this
destination

The things | do at this heritage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination I would enjoy doing just as
much at a similar site
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B6. Please rate each of the following statements regarding QUALITY OF LIFE when
visiting this tourism destination by indicating your level of agreement on a 7-point scale
with 1= strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree.

Quality of life Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

This visit has improved my quality of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

life

This visit has made me feel more 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

satisfied with my life

This visit makes me feel good about my | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

life, even though | have my ups and

downs

This visit has enriched my life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

This visit makes me feel happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B7. Please rate each of the following statements regarding BEHAVIOURAL
INTENTION when visiting this tourism destination by indicating your level of
agreement on a 7-point scale with 1= strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree.

Behavioural intention

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

| will speak positively about the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination to other people
I will strongly recommend this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
destination to other people
I am willing to revisit this destination | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| will consider this destinationasmy | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
first choice for my next leisure holiday

SECTION C. ABOUT YOURSELF

Please tick (V) the boxes applicable to you.

D1. Please indicate your gender.

[ ] Male [ ] Female [ ] Other

D2. Please indicate your age group.

[]18-21 [131-40 [151-60

[122-30 [141-50 [ ] Over 60
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D3. Please indicate your highest level of education.

[_] High school [ ] Bachelor’s degree [] Doctoral degree
[_] Diploma [ ] Master’s degree [ ] Others

D4. Please indicate your current occupational group.

[] Professional [ ] Retiree [] Government officer  [_] Other (please specify):

[ ] Student [ JHousewife/ [ ] Business owner —  --mmmemmememmmmmmmemmemeee
husband

D5. Please indicate your personal monthly gross income.

[ ] Less than 3000 SAR [ ]6001-9000 SAR [ ] 12001-15000 SAR [_] Over 18000 SAR
[]13000-6000 SAR [19001-12000 SAR [ ] 15001-18000 SAR

D6. Are you
[] Saudi (Thank you, you have [ ] Non-Saudi with temporary resident
completed your survey) (go to D7,8,9)

D7. Please indicate your country of residence.

[ JUSA []Japan [ ] Thailand  [_] Other (Please
[ ] Indonesia [ ] Germany [ ] Spain specify):

[ ] China/Hong Kong ~ [_] Lebanon [ ] Egypt

[ ] United Kingdom [] Singapore [] Malaysia

D8. Please select the length of your residency in Saudi Arabia from one of the categories

below:

[ ]Lessthanoneyear [ ]1—5Years [ ]6—10 Years [ | Morethan 10 Years

D9. Please indicate the purpose of your residency in Saudi Arabia from one of the

categories below:

[ ] Working [ ] Business [ ] Education [] Other

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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Appendix E: Test of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Push motivational 0.095 340 0.000 0.973 340 0.000
Pull motivational 0.090 340 0.000 0.973 340 0.000
Experience quality 0.090 340 0.000 0.969 340 0.000
Perceived value 0.170 340 0.000 0.859 340 0.000
Place attachment 0.210 340 0.000 0.872 340 0.000
Quality of life 0.099 340 0.000 0.978 340 0.000
Behavioural intention 0.172 340 0.000 0.951 340 0.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Appendix F: Common Method Bias Result

Initial Eigenvalues
% of
Variance

Component Total

1 16.357
2 6.170
3 3.943
4 3.041
5 2.754
6 2.443
7 2.379
8 2.245
9 2.013
10 1.858
11 1.805
12 1.792
13 1.652
14 1.549
15 1.536
16 1.428
17 1.387
18 1.352
19 1.330
20 1.248
21 1.170
22 1.127
23 1.096
24 1.072
25 1.013
26 .994
27 .938
28 919
29 .869
30 .833
31 .819
32 .786
33 .766
34 .738
35 .703
36 .685
37 .661
38 .640
39 632
40 613
41 .598
42 575
43 .560
44 535
45 522
46 512
47 498
48 490

18.174
6.855
4.381
3.379
3.060
2.714
2.643
2.494
2.237
2.064
2.005
1.991
1.836
1.721
1.707
1.587
1.541
1.502
1.478
1.387
1.300
1.253
1.218
1.191
1.126
1.104
1.042
1.021

.966
.926
910
.873
.852
.820
.781
.761
735
712
702
.681
.665
.639
.622
.595
.580
.568
.553
.545
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Cumulative %

18.174
25.029
29.410
32.789
35.849
38.563
41.206
43.700
45.937
48.001
50.006
51.997
53.833
55.554
57.261
58.848
60.389
61.891
63.369
64.756
66.056
67.308
68.526
69.717
70.843
71.947
72.989
74.010
74.976
75.902
76.812
77.685
78.536
79.357
80.138
80.899
81.634
82.345
83.047
83.728
84.393
85.032
85.655
86.250
86.830
87.398
87.952
88.496

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Total
16.357

% of
Variance
18.174

Cumulative
%
18.174



49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

464
444
441
426
408
392
381
.369
.365
.358
.336
.329
318
315
293
.289
.280
270
.255
244
.226
223
220
212
201
.196
184
179
175
167
165
157
.149
143
127
122
A17
.098
.096
.078
.074
.065

516
493
490
474
453
436
424
411
406
.398
373
.365
.354
.349
325
321
311
.300
.283
271
251
.248
244
.235
224
.218
.205
198
194
.186
.183
175
.166
.159
141
136
130
109
107
.087
.083
.072

89.012
89.505
89.996
90.469
90.922
91.358
91.782
92.192
92.598
92.996
93.369
93.734
94.088
94.437
94.763
95.084
95.395
95.695
95.978
96.249
96.500
96.748
96.993
97.228
97.451
97.670
97.874
98.073
98.267
98.453
98.636
98.810
98.976
99.135
99.277
99.412
99.543
99.651
99.758
99.845
99.928
100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Appendix G: Chi-Square Tests

Association between nationality and gender

55.60%

NON SAUDI

® Male = Female

Association between nationality and age

w Saudi  m Non Saudi

Association between nationality and education

— s

HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA BACHELOR DEGREE MASTER DEGRE

® Saudi = Non Saudi
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Association between nationality and current
occupation

PROFESSIONAL ~ STUDENT HOUSEWIFE/ GOVERNMENT  BUSINESS OTHER
HUSBAND OFFICER OWNER

m Saudi = Non Saudi

Association between nationality and monthly gross
income

SAR SAR
m Saudi ™ Non Saudi

Association between nationality and the number
of domestic trips per year

85.70%

55.30%

1-2TRIPS 3 -4 TRIPS 5-6TRIPS

m Saudi = Non Saudi
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Association between nationality and visit times

142.30%|

|
20.00%

|
|
|
3 MORE THAN

ATION/LEISURE VISITING FRIENDS BUSINESS CULTURAL EVENT SHOPPING EDUCATIO
AND RELATIVES

m Saudi  ® Non Saudi

Association between nationality and travel
companions

FAMILY AND/OR BUSINESS PARTNER
FRIENDS

m Saudi =™ Non Saudi
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Association between nationality and length of
stay

100.00%

LESS THAN A DAY 1-3 DAYS 4 -6 DAYS 1 WEEKTO LESS T

2 WEEKS

® Saudi = Non Saudi

Association between nationality and type of
accommodation

w Saudi  ® Non Saudi

Association between nationality and visiting tourist
attractions in the destination

53.30%
46.70%

33.30%

NATURAL LOCAL EVENTS OLD TOWN HISTORICAL PLACES
TTRACTIONS

W Saudi = Non Saudi
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