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RESUMO/ABSTRACT

“Azores” Tourism Product perceptions: the Influence of the Country of Origin

This study focused on the Autonomous Region of the Azores (ARA), which has some
features that are considered favorable to the development of tourism and to the
interest in the tourism product. However, the region’s geographical dispersion, its
high dependence on transportation and the seasonality of the industry constrain its
development.

The present research aimed to assess tourists’ perception of certain costs (living,
accommodation, plane ticket, and transportation to/from the airport), and whether
these differ between tourists of different nationalities.

The findings show that tourists, both residents and non-residents, have the
perception that the cost of living and of the plane ticket are high, while the cost of
accommodation and of transportation to the airport is considered normal by most
respondents.

We concluded that the models differ when applied to residents and non-residents.
For non-residents, living in certain countries induces them to express differences in
the perception of the costs studied, when compared to individuals that live in other
countries.
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‘“AZORES” TOURISM PRODUCT PERCEPTIONS: THE INFLUENCE OF THE

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

ABSTRACT
This study focused on the Autonomous Region oheres (ARA), which has some
features that are considered favorable to the dpwent of tourism and to the interest in the
tourism product. However, the region’s geographiigbersion, its high dependence on
transportation and the seasonality of the industnstrain its development.
The present research aimed to assess touristggiene of certain costs (living,
accommodation, plane ticket, and transportatidinciy the airport), and whether these differ
between tourists of different nationalities.
The findings show that tourists, both residents motresidents, have the perception that the
cost of living and of the plane ticket are high,illhe cost of accommodation and of
transportation to the airport is considered noroyainost respondents.
We concluded that the models differ when appliecetidents and non-residents. For non-
residents, living in certain countries induces therexpress differences in the perception of
the costs studied, when compared to individualsliain other countries.

Keywords: Tourism, Azores Destination, Travel Costs, TostiBerception



TOURISM IN THE AZORES

The reduction of working time and, therefore, tkpansion of leisure time, along with the
generalization of the right to paid vacation hamal#ed a significant growth of tourism.
Moreoverthe need for leisure and the interest in the disgpand knowledge of new

cultures, places and peoples have influenced gmejgensity to travelCracolici and

Nijkamp, 2008) According to Fayos-Sola (1996), recent decades hiwessed a change in
traditional tourism, with a move from mass tourigmalternative tourism. This reflects
changes in the attitudes and needs of touriststres® changes have become a challenge for
players in the tourism market who have to manageaaljust their tourism resources to the
needs of tourists, in order to maintain the conpetiess of the destination (Cracolici &
Nijkamp, 2008).

America and Europe are the main destination regidosever, there is a greater
diversification of tourist destinations, with thepearance of new emerging destinations, such
as East Asia/Pacific, North Africa, Latin Americadsthe Caribbean. These destinations have

above average growth rates (WTO, 2001).

Tourism Product

Baud-Bovy and Lawson (1998) present the systerawfdm based on the concept of
"tourism product.” The tourism industry does notealep in isolation; there are several
external components that can influence the devedopof the industry and that interact with
each other.

The WTO (1999) considers thaturism demand is extremely elastic, since a raditismall
change in price or in income of tourists implieshange in demand in a greater proportion.
Tourism tends to be a seasonal industry, andaifexted by a variety of subjective factors,

such as taste and fashion.



Tourism in the Azores

The characteristics of the ARA, especially its gapdic dispersion, lead to a dependence on
air and sea transportation, which is reflectednanimcreased costs that favor isolation and
dependence on the outside and that hinder thea@weint of the industry (Buhalis, 1999).
The investment in the tourism sector by the Redi@mvernment of the Azores reached a
value of 74.6 million euros in 2000, while in 199 investment had been limited to only
10.3 million euros. This reflects the growing imgaorce given to this sector. As for the
number of people employed in the industry, it alhttmsibled only from 2000 to 2005 (from
3,219 to 6,404 peopld)espite this growth, Fortuna and Vieira (2003, ctite Joaquim,

2004) point out that the development of the Azdras been mainly based on the primary
sector; therefore, the archipelago has not ke pait the growth of regions that have
become specialized in tourism, such as the arcdgpslof Madeira and of the Canary Islands.
The Azores showcases exceptional natural herifagerable weather, and natural
environmental quality and value, all of which emaéhd enhance the offer of theme products
connected to nature, rural space and the sea. fiusggion’s rich historical, architectural
and culturaheritage led tourism to emerge as a strategionate for the development of

the archipelago (Moniz, 200@8)onetheless, according to Pearce (1987, cited hyio

2006), the ecology of the islands can be a limifador for economic development,
particularly if an economic sector is based on rattesources, since the scarcity of resources
may limit the development of tourism and restriet dptions for the development of

products.

Econometric Model




The Ordered Probit regression model described @e (2000) and Maddala (1992) is an
extension of the Probit model used when the dependgiable is discrete, has more than two
possible choices, and there is a relation of mageibetween the various alternative answers
and the dependent variable. It attempts to deterthia relationship between the dependent
variable and a number of other variables — theamaibry variables, some of which are

numerical and others qualitative.

Hypothesis Testing

A study of this type implies the testing of hypahs to assess the weight of the independent
variables that are used in the observed findings.t€sts are based on either the rejection or
non-rejection of the hypothesis of a spedsfidsk or of a set op-risks representing a certain
value, usually zero. The rejection or non-rejectibthe hypothesis in question is done taking
into account the degree of sensitivity, providedhmsy significance level, which reflects the
percentage of doubt we have about the rejectiomon+rejection of the hypothesis in
question. The lower the significance level, the lissthe chance of being wrong in the

conclusions drawn from the hypothesis testing.

Sample Characterization

Descriptive statistics and distribution of frequiescowvere carried out in order to characterize
the sample. 55.50% of the individuals who resporiddtie survey were male, and the
remaining 44.50% were female.

In order to facilitate the interpretation and as#)yof the findings, those surveyed were
divided in groups according to their age, name)yufider 18/ears old, (2) 18 to 24, (3) 25to

34, (4) 35to 44, (5) 45 to 54, (6) 55 to 64, (V¢n64. The 25 to 34 group includes 25.40% of



respondents, followed by the 35 to 44 group wittb@% and the 45 to 54 group with
22.00%. Thus, 70.9% of respondents are aged bet2fand 54.

Most people who responded to the survey (82.70%Partuguese nationals, with the second
largest nationality being Danish with 14.20%. Resjents were classified according to five
different routes: two bound for mainland Portugél)}-TP S4 Lisbon, (2) Porto S4; two
bound for the Azores — (1) SRerceira, (2) SP Horta; and one bound for Denmgk)-SNB
Copenhagen. As it turned out, 84.4% of respondesided in the Azores, while only 15.6%
were non-residents.

As for their occupation, 81.50% of those surveyedeanployment, while the remaining
18.50% are not part of the active population. 4%30 respondents have a university degree,
13.00% technical education and 6.40% vocationat&iilon. Regarding the job category of
respondents, 39.70% held a senior position, 18.d0%termediate position and 10.60% a
low-level position.

In what concerns the reasons for traveling, 53.25%wered professional, with tourism
gathering 30.33% of responses, visiting friends ratatives 9.81%, and health reasons
6.61%. As it turned out, 57.20% of respondentseiexialone, 23.10% with family, and
19.70% in a group. On average, the traveling pastyprised 3.416 people, with the smallest
group including 2 people and the biggest 10 people.

Regarding the means of transportation used toog#ietairport, the respondents’ own vehicle
was the most cited answer with 28.90%, followedaxy with 26.60% and by family member
or friend’s car with 17.10%. The types of accomntmataused by most respondents were 4-
star and 3-star hotels with a share of 29.5% antlO22 respectively. However, since 52.30%
of respondents did not answer this question, itmasncluded in the data analysis, because it

could cause an inconsistency in the results.



Travel agencies were the most common way of punehdiekets (59.80% of respondents),
followed by airline counter (27.20% of respondents$)e average price of the trip was
€351.15.

In terms of the cost of living, 72.00% of responderonsidered it to be high, while only
24.20% classified it as normal and 3.80% as lowfohkshe cost of accommodation, 39.90%
of respondents considered it to be high, 45.20%etaormal and 14.90% to be low.

As for the cost of the plane ticket, it was consediehigh by 72.80% of respondents, normal
by 25.70% and only 1.50% considered it to be |db%6%f respondents consider the cost of

transportation to the airport to be normal, 26.60%e low and 18.40% to be high.

Findings

The results of the estimation of the Ordered Pnalaitlels for (1) Cost of Living, (2) Cost of
Accommodation, (3) Cost of Plane Ticket, (4) Cdst@ansportation to the Airport are in the
appendixes. All variables are artificial and wemeaged in groups.

The first group corresponds only to the age vaeiabld the second group to gender. The third
group includes the variables for the respondemistation: (1) Technical Education, (2)
Vocational Education, (3) Other Education. The fogroup includes the variables for the
job category: (1) Senior Position, (2) Intermedi@asition, (3) Technical Position, (4) Low-
level Position, (5) Other Situation. The fifth gppaoncerns the respondents’ traveling party:
(1) Family, (2) Group. The sixth group comprises theans of transportation used to get to
the airport: (1) Own Vehicle, (2) Rental Car, (X1, (4) Private Bus, (5) Other
Transportation. The seventh group includes theabéas related to the purchase of the ticket:
(1) Airline Counter, (2) Airline Website, (3) Travigency Website, (4) Other Way, (5)

Doesn't Know. The eighth group of variables comgwithe reason for traveling: (1) Visiting
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Relatives, (2) Health Reasons, (3) Tourism. Théhngnoup has to do with the residence of
respondents: (1) Mainland Portugal, (2) DenmarkS{Beden, (4) Germany, (5) Spain.

In the case of the artificial explanatory variabkbe interpretation of the coefficients
provided by the Ordered Probit model means thatsitipe value indicates that a change of
the variable from 0 to 1 increases the likelihobdespondents giving a level 3 (high) answer
and decreases the likelihood of a level 1 (lam3wer. The opposite is also true for a negative
value. However, only by observing the sign of thefficient nothing can be inferred about
the impact of the variable in the intermediate I&/&ormal).

Each model was evaluated for the total numbersgordents who were residents and non-
residents and in individual models for both restdemd non-residents, in order to assess
whether the different groups of the explanatoryaldes for the perceptions differ according

to the residence of tourists.

Cost of Living

According to the findings included in Appendixe1and 3, in the complete model, the null
hypotheses that the "education of respondentsdasplanatory value,” the "job category
has no explanatory value,” the "transportation usegkt to the airport has no explanatory
value," and the "place of residence has no exptapatlue” are rejected at a significance
level of 5%. The same null hypotheses are rejaatéite model applied to non-residents.
However, only the null hypothesis that the "jobecmtry has no explanatory value" is rejected
at a significance level of 5% in the model appliedesidents. The findings show that a male
respondent is less likely to provide the highegel@answer and more likely to give the lowest
level, when compared to a female respondent.

With regard to education, those who have "OthercBtion" are more likely to provide the

highest level answer and less likely to give thedst levein contrast to those who have a
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"University Degree.” Compared with "Businesspedpiespondents with a "Low-level
Position" are less likely to provide the highestleanswer and more likely to give the lowest
level.

As for the means of transportation used to gehécairport, those who use their "Own
Vehicle" or a "Private Bus" have a lower probapitf choosing the highest level answer and
a higher probably of selecting the lowest leveimpared to those who use a "Relative’s Car."
In terms of the countries of residence, we founidtloat respondents living in "Mainland
Portugal,” "Denmark" and "Sweden" are less likelptovide the highest level answer and
more likely to give the lowest levil contrast to residents in the "Azores."

Analyzing the findings provided by the model apglte residents, we observe that the data is
not coherent. This may be due to the lack of coeiscy of the respondent’s answers;
therefore, it is not possible to draw any conclasio

The model applied to the non-residents reachesaime conclusions as the complete model
for the variables "Male" and "Other Education.” Tl categories "Intermediate Position"
and "Other Situation" reduce the likelihood of pding the highest level answer and increase
the likelihood of the lowest level, when comparedHe job title "Businessperson.” The
means of transportation "Private Bus" and "Othen$portation” diminish the likelihood of
respondents giving the highest level answer anease the likelihood of them indicating the
lowest levein contrast to "Relative’s Car". Residents of Maimd Portugal are more likely to
give the highest level answer, with the likelihaddndicating the lowest level decreasing
when compared to residents of Denmark. But compareelsidents of Denmark, there is a
lower probability of residents of Sweden providihg highest level answer anthigher

probability of them giving the lowest level.

Cost of Accommodation
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According to the findings included in Appendixebdnd 6, in the complete model, the null
hypotheses that the "job category has no explapaue,” the "reason for traveling has no
explanatory value," and the "transportation usegetiato the airport has no explanatory
value"are rejected at a significance level of 5%. Howgewdren applied to residents and non-
residents, the model displays significant diffeesni the variable$n the resident and non-
resident model, the null hypotheses that the "ple@ory has no explanatory value" and the
"transportation used to get to the airport hasxplamatory value™ are rejected at a
significance level of 5%. The null hypothesis ttieg "reason for traveling has no explanatory
value" is rejected in the model applied to residepet in the model applied to non-residents,
the null hypothesis the "place of residence hasxpianatory value" is rejected.

Regarding the respondents’ age, each additionaldezaeases the likelihood of them
providing the highest level answer and increasestiance of them giving the lowest level.
The job categories "Senior Position," "IntermedRgsition” and "Technical Position" are
more likely to choose the highest level answerlagd likely to select the lowest level
contrast to the job title "Businessperson.”

Compared with the means of transportation "Rel&i@ar," the use of the "Own Vehicle"
reduces the likelihood of the highest level ansavet increases the likelihood of the lowest
level.

As for the reasons for traveling, the variablesdlteReasons" and "Tourism" imply a lower
probability of indicating the highest level ansvaed increase the likelihood of the lowest
level, when compared to the reason "Professional.”

Analyzing the model applied to residents, the masly announced conclusions are
applicable. In the model for non-residents,jtiecategories "Senior Position" and "Low-
level Position" are more likely to provide the heghlevel answer, with the lowest level being

less likely compared to the job title "Businesspars The opposite is true for the job
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category "Other Position." The means of transpianditOwn Vehicle" and "Private Bus"
reduce the probability of indicating the highestleanswer and increase the likelihood of
choosing the lowest level compared to the meantatiRe’s Car". Regarding the place of
residence, the findings show that living in MairdaPortugal implicates a higher probability
of selecting the highest level answer and a lowebability of indicating the lowest level in

comparison with living in Denmark.

Cost of Plane Tickets

The findings included in Appendixes 7, 8 and 9 shioat, in the complete model, the null
hypotheses that the "job category has no explapaiue,” the "reason for traveling has no
explanatory value," the "transportation used totgehe airport has no explanatory value,"
and the "place of residence has no explanatoryeVae rejected at a significance level of
5%. The null hypothesis that the "job category hasxmanatory value" is rejected at a
significance level both in the model applied tadests and in the model applied to non-
residentsHowever, the hypothesis that the "transportatiadus get to the airport has no
explanatory value" is rejected in the model applecesidents, and the hypothesis that the
"place of residence has no explanatory value"jected at a significance level of 5% in the
model applied to non-residents.

As for the age of respondents, each additional gegaesents a lower probability of them
providing the highest level answer and a greaketihood of them choosing the lowest level.
The job categories "Senior Position" and "Interm&zlPosition” are more likely to provide
the highest level answer and less likely to giveltwest level in contrast to the job title
"Businessperson.”

The means of transportation used to get to thedif@wn Vehicle," "Rental Car," "Taxi,"

"Private Bus," and "Other Transportation" implyoaver probability of respondents choosing
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the highest level answer and a greater likelihdati@m selecting the lowest level compared
to the means "Relative’s Car."

Regarding the purpose of the trip, the variableufism" entails a lower probability of
respondents indicating the highest level answeraanigher likelihood of them selecting the
lowest level, when compared with the reason "Peibesl."

In terms of the place of residence, the findingsdestrate that residents in "Mainland
Portugal,” "Denmark" and "Sweden" are less likelyptovide the highest level answer and
more likely to give the lowest level in contrastrésidents in the "Azores."

The job category "Senior Position" implicates aatge likelihood of answering the highest
level and reduces the probability of indicating khwest level compared to the job title
"Businessperson,” both in the model applied todesstis and non-residents.

In the case of residents, the means of transpomtated to get to the airport "Own Vehicle"
and "Taxi" imply a lower likelihood of them proviaj the highest level answer and a greater
probability of them giving the lowest level in coast to the means "Relative’s Car."

In terms of the place of residence, in the nondessi model, findings show that those who
live in Mainland Portugal are more likely to indieahe highest level answer and less likely

to provide the lowest level in contrast to thedesis of Denmark.

Cost of Transportation to Airport

According to the findings included in Appendixes 1@ and 12, in the complete model, the
null hypotheses that the "job category has no egbtay value" and the "transportation used
to get to the airport has no explanatory value'rayected at a significance level of 5%.
However, in the model applied to residents, thé mgpotheses that the "education has no
explanatory value," the "job category has no exgtiany value," the "purpose of the trip has

no explanatory value," and the "traveling party hagxplanatory value" are rejected at a
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significance level of 5%. In the model for non-oksits, the hypotheses that the "job category
has no explanatory value,” the "transportation usegkt to the airport has no explanatory
value," the "way how the ticket was bough has rn@amatory value,” and the "place of
residencdias no explanatory value" are rejected.

The job categories "Senior Position," "IntermedRgsition” and "Technical Position" are
more likely to provide the highest level answer &ss$ likely to give the lowest level

compared to the job title "Businessperson.”

The means of transportation used to get to thedif@wn Vehicle" and "Private Bus" imply
a lower probability of answering the highest leaetl a greater likelihood of responding the
lowest level in contrast to the means "Relativess.C

Based on the model applied to residents, we coadhat the education variables "Technical
Education,” "Vocational Education" and "Other Eduward@’ implicate a lower probability of
responding to the highest level and a greateritiked of answering the lowest level when
compared to the variable "Higher Education." Astfer job categories "Intermediate
Position," "Technical Position" and "Low-level Posn," they entail a higher likelihood of
respondents providing the highest level answeraalogver probability of them indicating the
lowest level in contrast to "Businesspeople.” Thoke travel in “Group” are more likely to
give the highest level answer and less likely mvyate the lowest level compared to those
who travel “Alone.” The purposes of the trip "HéaReasons" and "Tourism" are less likely
to answer the highest level and more likely to oespthe lowest level, comparing with the
reason "Professional."

As for the model applied to non-residents, in teah®b categories, the variables "Senior
Position" and "Intermediate Position" are morelijjke answer the highest level and less
likely to choose the lowest level in contrast tausBesspeople.” The means of transportation

used to get to the airport "Rental Car," "Taxi" d@dher Transportation" imply a higher
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probability of respondents answering the highestlland a lower likelihood of them
responding the lowest level compared to thoseubata "Relative’s Car." Regarding the way
how plane tickets were bought, the variables "A&lCounter" and "Airline Website" are
more likely to provide the highest level answer &ss$ likely to give the lowest level when
compared to "Travel Agency." In what concerns tlae of residence, living in "Mainland
Portugal” and "Germany" entails a greater probtli respondents answering the highest
level and a lower likelihood of them responding lin@est level in contrast to the residents of

"Denmark.”

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Azores tourism product is a growing realityte national level, since different
indicators have shown a positive growth. HoweJss,development of the tourism market
faces two great constrains: the high dependenad dransportation and seasonality.
As for the tourists that visit the Azores, they tendivided into three large groups: one that
mainly includes Portuguese nationals that travepfofessional reasons, another that
comprises foreign tourists from Europe (Denmarke&swn, Germany) that travel for leisure,
and a last group composed of tourists from theddn8tates of America and Canada who
travel to visit relatives and for leisure.
The study’s findings highlight that both residentlanon-resident tourists have the perception
that the cost of living and of the plane ticket laigh, while the cost of accommodation and of
the transportation to the airport are considerathabby most respondents.
As for the perception of the cost of living, sevesariables such as gender, education, job
category, the transportation used to get to thmodirand the tourists’ place of residence offer

a significant explanation for the different levefsperception. The model applied to residents
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IS not consistent, so no conclusions can be drawm ft. Nonetheless, the total number of
respondents and the non-residents do not diverge.

The cost of accommodation is also explained byrs¢variables, including age, education,
the transportation used to get to the airport,thedeasons for traveling. The perceptions of
residents and non-residents have different explamgtsince in the model applied to
residents, they are explained by the age and tipope of the trip, and in the model for non-
residents they result from the place of residence.

When applied to all respondents, in the model dgethe cost of the plane ticket, the age, the
job category, the transportation used to get tattport, the reasons for traveling, and the
place of residence are the explanatory factorghtourists’ different levels of perception.
Nevertheless, the variables job category and tatesion used to get to the airport are the
only explanations in the model applied to residentsle the model for non-residents is
explained by the job category and the place otiezgie.

The model used for the cost of transportation &odinport showcases greater differences
between residents and non-residents, with educhgorg the only explanatory variable in
both models.

In short, one can conclude that the models diffeenvapplied to residents and non-residents.
For non-residents, living in certain countries k#tem to have different perceptions of the
costs studied, when compared to respondents Weainliother countries.

This study confirms that the variables relatechtveéducation level are explanatory in the four
models that were studied, which may indicate tleaigbe with different levels of education

have diverging perceptions of costs.

Study Limitations
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As for the limits of this study, we can mention et that have to do with the limits of the
survey: it was only conducted at the airport of $Aguel; it was applied to tourists from few
different flights, something which could have irghced the respondents’ place of residence.
The survey is not very comprehensive in what careére topics that can be studied in terms
of tourism and the perceptions that people may have

The treatment of data only provided information @textreme cases (high cost, low cost)

and did not afford any conclusions about the intsfiate case (normal cost).

Future Research

As an indication for a future study, we recommemaléxtension of the sample to all the
islands of the RAA, with the aim of identifying milsle differences in the perceptions of
tourists on each island both by residents and Imyresidents. Identifying and analyzing the
types of tourists that visit each island and the@trsons should also be part of a future study, in
order to diversify and adapt the tourism packageke expectations of tourists.

Since the main reasons for traveling highlightethia study are professionally and leisure
related, it would be relevant to deepen these resasspecially the ones that have to do with
leisure. Several activities may be included indegs from which other types of tourism can
stand out and be confirmed, namely adventure aodssfpurism, nature tourism, health
tourism, event tourism... These could be the bas®wipetitive and development advantages
for the tourism industry of the RAA.

Accessibility by air is an essential condition fboe development of tourism (WTO, 2004), but
the high cost of plane tickets that this study sfigymay become a constraint to the sector’s
development and competitiveness in the RAA. Thesttceptional dependence on
transportation of the smaller islands has to begeized and analyzed by the governmental

entities. Consequently, we consider that there Ishoeia greater cooperation of the different

19



public and private entities connected to the ingustith the aim of designing and
implementing a transportation strategy, since @nsssential element to meet the needs of
the tourism industry in the Azores.

Admitting that tourists consider the cost of aanvil to the Azores to be high, it would be
pertinent to study the possibility of introduciray’-cost carriers in the market, assessing
which impacts would be positive and negative tordggon.

We defend that the tourism product can only be aitiye, sustainable and of excellence if

an integrated environmental, cultural, social atahemic policy is implemented.
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Appendix 1: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Living Model

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig. Coefficient Sig.
Age -0.007 0.447 -0.016 0.378 0.000 0.979
Male -0.403 0.052 * -0.471 0.201 -0.700 0.030 *
Vocational Education 0.432 0.195 0.673 0.241 0.703 0.179
Technical Education 0.291 0.434 -0.229 0.742 0.320 0.561
Other Education 1.187 0.001 * 1.184 0.049 1.835 .006 *
Senior Position 0.423 0.246 1.661 0.012 * -0.318 0.558
Intermediate Position -0.258 0.484 1.322 0.042 * -1.247 0.037 *
Technical Position 0.199 0.649 1.484 0.045 * -0.265 0.703
Low-Level Position -0.882 0.072 * -0.338 0.652 -0.326 0.714
Other Situation 0.017 0.972 6.182 0.998 -1.642 0.031 *
Family 0.325 0.362 1.345 0.093 -0.374 0.555
Group 0.115 0.654 0.173 0.727 -0.340 0.428
Car (Own) -0.795 0.040 * -1.281 0.047 * 0.187 0.854
Car (Rental) -0.174 0.713 -0.367 0.597
Taxi -0.412 0.287 -1,019 0.173 -0.277 0.691
Private Bus -1.422 0.005 * 4.709 0.999 -1.874 0.027
Other Transport -0.546 0.253 -0.128 0.877 -1.822 0.060 *
Airline Counter 0.161 0.520 0.046 0.898 0.021 0.966
Airline (internet) 0.467 0.423 -0.255 0.758 6.265 0.999
Travel Agency (internet) -0.654 0.121 4.794 0.999 -0.384 0.460
Other -0.239 0.733 -1.008 0.310 4.509 1.000
Don’'t Know 0.242 0.747 6.444 0.999 -1.319 0.266
Family -0.541 0.202 -0.398 0.504 -0.824 0.420
Health 0.468 0.442 0.440 0.555
Tourism -0.084 0.783 0.298 0.533 0.483 0.500
Portugal (Mainland) -0.505 0.056 * 1.088 0.083 *
Denmark -1.289 0.005 *
Sweden -2.191 0.027 * -3.263 0.016 *
Germany -0.236 0.863 -0.544 0.726
Spain 4.706 0.999 6.429
Chi-Square 99.325 38.789 79.228
Sig. 0.000 0.029 0.000

* Significance at 5%
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Appendix 2: Tested Hypotheses for the Cost ofrigodel

2

Hypotheses — Cost of Living LRT ['):?gre%eosmc’f (é% %)
Complete Model
Ho: The person'’s training has no explanatory value 13.361 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 109.477 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdapa 2 491 3 781
value ' '
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval -0.533 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n
explanatory value 17.888 5 111
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat -4.855 5 111
value ' '
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 11.817 4 9.49
Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 588. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 50.085 5 111
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 1536 3 781
value ' '
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 3.896 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n 6.874 5 111
explanatory value ' '
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 2100 5 111
value ' '
Non-Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 10.051 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 70.771 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdapa 1.054 3 781
value ' '
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval -0.725 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport lmas n 21433 5 11.1
explanatory value
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 4.892 5 111
value ' '
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 12.082 4 9.49

In bold, H, is rejected
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Appendix 3: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Living Model

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Male -0.435 0.025 * -0.713 0.018
Vocational Education 0.448 0.164 0.830 0.079 *
Technical Education 0.,339 0.353 0.421 0.407
Other Education 1.236 0.000 1.907 0.002 *
Senior Position 0.407 0.249 0.411 0.298 -0.292 0.576
Intermediate Position -0.290 0.423 0.430 0.349 -1.210 0.035
Technical Position 0.263 0.537 0.556 0.296 -0.146 0.820
Low-Level Position -0.795 0.084 * 0.063 0.893 -0.662 0.430
Other Situation 0.010 0.982 6.141 0.999 -1.587 0.027
Car (Own) -0.654 0.058 0.038 0.961
Car (Rental) -0.111 0.802 -0.317 0.581
Taxi -0.314 0.359 -0.161 0.762
Private Bus -1.220 0.007 -1.661 0.010 *
Other Transport -0.409 0.341 -1.548 0.035 *
Portugal (Mainland) -0.452 0.072 1.100 0.007
Denmark -1.448 0.000 *
Sweden -2.322 0.010 * -2.723 0.022
Germany -0.982 0.427 -0.511 0.719
Spain 4.657 0.999 6.523 0.999
Chi-Square 91.797 8.401 71,130
Significance 0.000 0.135 0.000

*Significance at 5%
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Appendix 4: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Accommodatioadd!

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Age -0.014 0.071 -0.022 0.046 * -0.014 0.460
Male -0.044 0.794 -0.038 0.867 0.224 0.531
Vocational Education -0.464 0.115 -0.544 0.210 -1.109 0.075 *
Technical Education -0.532 0.114 -0.785 0.136 -0.757 0.242
Other Education -0.037 0.887 -0.011 0.976 -0.787 0.167
Senior Position 0.966 0.001 * 0.821 0.078 * 1.211 0.023
Intermediate Position 0.934 0.002 * 0.900 0.053 * 0.878 0.122
Technical Position 1.031 0.002 * 1.040 0.034 * 0.310 0.637
Low-Level Position 0.085 0.817 -0.478 0.370 1.312 0.094
Other Situation -0.197 0.558 -0.031 0.947 -1.444 0.076
Family -0.088 0.739 -0.306 0.361 0.105 0.900
Group 0.391 0.062 0.500 0.091 * 0.146 0.747
Car (Own) -0.859 0.001 * -0.,516 0.100 * -2.751 0.003
Car (Rental) 0.532 0.163 0.129 0.825
Taxi 0.192 0.462 0.609 0.100 * -0.678 0.250
Private Bus -0.001 0.997 -0.277 0.712 -0.993 0.225
Other Transport 0.234 0.508 0.323 0.455 0.486 0.636
Airline Counter 0.291 0.132 0.412 0.085 * -0.240 0.633
Airline (internet) 0.516 0.286 -0.475 0.529 6.762 0.999
Travel Agency (internet) -0.661 0.096 -0.936 0.431 -0.948 0.154
Other -0.711 0.199 -0.478 0.512 -1.427 0.232
Don’t Know 0.723 0.223 1.307 0.099 * 0.839 0.562
Family 0.006 0.986 -0.004 0.992 -0.207 0.832
Health -1.383 0.000 * -1.188 0.003 *
Tourism -0.720 0.003 * -0.757 0.010 * -0.809 0.347
Portugal (Mainland) -0.344 0.100 1.040 0.202
Denmark -0.229 0.558
Sweden -0.341 0.708 -0.162 0.939
Germany 1.221 0.348 1.097 0.693
Spain -7.101
Chi-Squared 111.824 56.391 154.057
Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000

* Significance at 5%
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Appendix 5: Tested Hypotheses for the Cost of Aaoaaiation Model

. Degrees of x?

Hypotheses — Cost of Accommodation LRT Ereedom %)
Complete Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 4.58 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 148.236 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 18.556 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 4.294 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n
explanatory value 30.537 5 111
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 6.645 5 111
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 2.22 5 11.1
Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 328. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 82.452 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdapa 12.397 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 4.277 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport s n
explanatory value 15559 5 111
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 5 449 5 11.1
value
Non Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 104. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 94.449 5 111
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 0.925 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 0.107 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n 15.973 5 111
explanatory value
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 8.499 5 111
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 48.558 4 9.49

In bold, H, is rejected
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Appendix 6: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Accommodatioadd!

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Age -0.013 0.073 -0.021 0.039 *
Senior Position 0.995 0.000 * 0.904 0.017 1.473 0.001 *
Intermediate Position 0.754 0.009 * 0.829 0.058 0.757 0.120
Technical Position 0,861 0.007 * 0.947 0.045 0.622 0.252
Low-Level Position 0.353 0.272 -0.091 0.843 1.118 0.079 *
Other Situation -0.192 0.547 0.177 0.685 -1.235 0.058 *
Car (Own) -0.787 0.001 -0.554 0.060 * -2.670 000 *
Car (Rental) 0.100 0.768 0.012 0.979
Taxi -0.038 0.875 0.375 0.283 -0.599 0.187
Private Bus -0.281 0.412 -0.392 0.590 -1.073 0.090 *
Other Transport 0.264 0.436 0.392 0.342 -0.108 0.890
Family 0.090 0.772 0.075 0.838
Health -1.152 0.000 * -1.010 0.003
Tourism -0.887 0.000 * -0.792 0.004
Portugal (Mainland) 2.031 0.000 *
Denmark
Sweden 0.059 0.969
Germany 0.533 0.791
Spain -5.841 0.999
Chi-Squared 89.920 42.861 138.143
Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000

*Significance at 5%
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Appendix 7: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Plane Ticketddo

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Age -0.007 0.447 -0.016 0.378 0.000 0.979
Male -0.403 0.052 * -0.471 0.201 -0.700 0.030 *
Vocational Education 0.432 0.195 0.673 0.241 0.703 0.179
Technical Education 0.291 0.434 -0.229 0.742 0.320 0.561
Other Education 1.187 0.001 * 1.184 0.049 1.835 .006 *
Senior Position 0.423 0.246 1.661 0.012 * -0.318 0.558
Intermediate Position -0.258 0.484 1.322 0.042 * -1.247 0.037 *
Technical Position 0.199 0.649 1.484 0.045 * -0.265 0.703
Low-Level Position -0.882 0.072 * -0.338 0.652 -0.326 0.714
Other Situation 0.017 0.972 6.182 0.998 -1.642 0.031 *
Family 0.325 0.362 1.345 0.093 -0.374 0.555
Group 0.115 0.654 0.173 0.727 -0.340 0.428
Car (Own) -0.795 0.040 * -1.281 0.047 * 0.187 0.854
Car (Rental) -0.174 0.713 -0.367 0.597
Taxi -0.412 0.287 -1.019 0.173 -0.277 0.691
Private Bus -1.422 0.005 * 4.709 0.999 -1.874 0.027
Other Transport -0.546 0.253 -0.128 0.877 -1.822 0.060 *
Airline Counter 0.161 0.520 0.046 0.898 0.021 0.966
Airline (internet) 0.467 0.423 -0.255 0.758 6.265 0.999
Travel Agency (internet) -0.654 0.121 4.794 0.999 -0.384 0.460
Other -0.239 0.733 -1.008 0.310 4.509 1.000
Don’t Know 0.242 0.747 6.444 0.999 -1.319 0.266
Family -0.541 0.202 -0.398 0.504 -0.824 0.420
Health 0.468 0.442 0.440 0.555
Tourism -0.084 0.783 0.298 0.533 0.483 0.500
Portugal (Mainland) -0.505 0.056 * 1.088 0.083 *
Denmark -1.289 0.005 *
Sweden -2.191 0.027 * -3.263 0.016 *
Germany -0.236 0.863 -0.544 0.726
Spain 4.706 0.999 6.429
Chi-Squared 99.325 38.789 79.228
Significance 0.000 0.029 0.000

* Significance at 5%
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Appendix 8: Tested Hypotheses for the Cost of Plaoket Model

2
. Degrees of X
Hypotheses —Plane Ticket Cost LRT Freedom ]

(5%)
Complete Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 4.734 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 74.121 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 8.003 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 1.976 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n
explanatory value 14.424 5 111
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 4.909 5 11.1
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 67.142 5 111
Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 328. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 41.199 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdapa 2 975 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 3414 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n
explanatory value 10.766 4 949
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 1752 5 111
value
Non Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 062. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 34.127 5 111
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 5542 5 599
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 1836 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n 10.69 5 111
explanatory value
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 593 5 111
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 58858 4 9.49

In bold, H, is rejected
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Appendix 9: Ordered Probit: Cost of Plane Ticketddbo

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Age -0.023 0.023 *
Senior Position 1.058 0.003 * 1.094 0.034 * 0.903 0.042 *
Intermediate Position 0.693 0.064 * 0.875 0.125 0.308 0.501
Technical Position 0.299 0.456 0.544 0.360 0.118 0.821
Low-Level Position 0.368 0.401 0.224 0.699 0.534 0.404
Other Situation -0.026 0.950 0.268 0.643 -0.294 0.557
Car (Own) -1.580 0.002 * -1.289 0.018 *
Car (Rental) -1.018 0.098 *
Taxi -1,331 0.011 * -1.119 0.059 *
Private Bus -1.574 0.013 * 4.542 0.999
Other Transport -1.341 0.026 * -0.473 0.516
Family -0.687 0.121
Health -0.374 0.371
Tourism -0.799 0.008 *
Portugal (Mainland) -0.578 0.042 * 2.648 0.000 *
Denmark -2.086 0.000 *
Sweden -1.975 0.094 * 0.018 0.988
Germany -1.438 0.376 0.018 0.991
Spain -9.510 0.999 -6.529 0.998
Chi-Squared 188.149 14.624 118.522
Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000

*Significance at 5%
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Appendix 10: Ordered Probit: Cost of Transportatmthe Airport Model

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Age -0.009 0.237 -0.011 0.320 -0.009 0.524
Male -0.241 0.143 -0.284 0.204 -0.073 0.798
Vocational Education -0.494 0.106 -1.808 0.000 0.438 0.364
Technical Education -0.245 0.468 -1.032 0.064 0.412 0.415
Other Education -0.294 0.245 -1.089 0.004 0.429 0.383
Senior Position 0.777 0.010 -0.223 0.649 1.576 0.001 *
Intermediate Position 1.004 0.001 0.958 0.045 * 1.096 0.028 *
Technical Position 0.784 0.019 0.946 0.058 * 0.489 0.380
Low-Level Position 0.381 0.307 0.458 0.395 -0.169 0.802
Other Situation 0.083 0.809 0.166 0.728 -0.843 0.194
Family 0.059 0.822 0.088 0.791 -0.624 0.281
Group 0.328 0.103 0.759 0.008 -0.569 0.142
Car (Own) -0.458 0.067 -0.318 0.311 -0.459 0.485
Car (Rental) 0.581 0.106 1.018 0.031 *
Taxi 0.687 0.007 0.840 0.022 * 1.226 0.007 *
Private Bus -0.280 0.478 -1.302 0.129 0.204 0.719
Other Transport 0.396 0.229 0.356 0.378
Airline Counter 0.305 0.107 0.303 0.195 1.174 0.010
Airline (internet) 0.856 0.046 0.323 0.660 1.734 0.005
Travel Agency (internet) -0.415 0.310 7.050 0.999 -0.474 0.341
Other 0.225 0.684 0.625 0.408 -0.381 0.714
Don’t Know 0.296 0.618 0.155 0.847 0.747 0.488
Family -0.225 0.479 -0.529 0.179 0.160 0.829
Health -0.956 0.010 -1.003 0.014 *
Tourism -0.491 0.042 -0.869 0.005 * 0.639 0.289
Portugal (Mainland) -0.159 0.439 1.235 0.034 *
Denmark -0.497 0.212
Sweden -7.451 0.999 -6.271 0.999
Germany 1.811 0.175 2.997 0.044 *
Spain -6.889 -5.503 0.999
Chi-Squared 103.356 63.679 219.881
Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000

*Significance at 5%
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Appendix 11: Tested Hypotheses for the Cost of Jpartation to the Airport Model

, Degrees of x?

Hypotheses — Transportation Cost LRT Freedom (%)
Complete Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 1343 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 118.46 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 7595 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 2731 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport las n
explanatory value 34.678 5 111
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 5942 5 111
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 8.933 5 11.1
Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 14.446 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 70102 5 11.1
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdapa 12.035 3 781
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatoryeval 7.36 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport lmas n 3.102 4 9.49
explanatory value
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 0094 5 111
value
Non Residents Model
Ho: The person’s training has no explanatory value 343. 3 7.81
Ho: The professional level has no explanatory value 61.946 5 111
Ho: The reason that motivates the trip has no expdana 0251 2 599
value
Ho: The group were one travels has no explanatonyeval 2.375 2 5.99
Ho: The transport used to arrive at the airport s n 18.713 4 9.49
explanatory value
Ho: Way of purchase of airline ticket has no explanat 15895 5 111
value
Ho: Residence has no explanatory value 147681 4 9.49

In bold, H, is rejected
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Appendix 12: Ordered Probit:

Cost of Transportatimthe Airport Model

Complete Model Residents Non Residents

Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance Coefficient Significance
Vocational Education -1.584 0.001
Technical Education -1.131 0.032
Other Education -0.950 0.008
Senior Position 0.892 0.001 -0.118 0.791 1.618 0.000 *
Intermediate Position 0.786 0.006 0.983 0.010 1.160 0.012 *
Technical Position 0.580 0.063 1.037 0.022 0.560 0.287
Low-Level Position 0.156 0.620 0.842 0.066 -0.090 0.884
Other Situation 0.034 0.914 0.174 0.695 -0.566 0.318
Family 0.449 0.123
Group 0.595 0.020
Car (Own) -0.503 0.026 -0.085 0.900
Car (Rental) 0.401 0.194 1.257 0.010 *
Taxi 0.238 0.282 1.336 0.004 *
Private Bus -1.040 0.001 0.340 0.547
Other Transport 0.206 0.495 1.304 0.063 *
Airline Counter 1.140 0.009
Airline (internet) 1.935 0.002
Travel Agency (internet) -0.684 0.150
Other -0.285 0.769
Don’'t Know 0.390 0.697
Family -0.384 0.271
Health -0.927 0.012
Tourism -0.555 0.041
Portugal (Mainland) 0.971 0.017 *
Denmark
Sweden -5.577 0.998
Germany 3.145 0.003 *
Spain -5.101 0.999
Chi-Squared 55.932 31.508 186.141
Significance 0.000 0.003 0.000

*Significance at 5%
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