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Abstract 

 

Studies on travel destination choice have been a significant theme within tourism 

studies for years, but little is known about how Russian tourists make decisions about 

their holiday destinations.  

This study consisted of two parts. The first part attempted to identify most 

important push and pull motivational factors that Russian tourists report as affecting 

their holiday destination choice. The second part assessed leading constructs of 

behavioural intention when Russian tourists were choosing a holiday destination, with 

emphasizes on Iceland. The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) model was applied 

using its core constructs of behavioural intention. 

 The study sample comprised 301 Russian tourists. In total, 20 push and pull 

motivational factors that could affect holiday destination choice were evaluated by 

ranking priorities and factor analyses; 44 variables were evaluated by factor analyses to 

identify the intention to visit Iceland on holiday. 

Results showed that the group of external pull motivators was stronger than the 

group of internal push motivations in Russian tourist holiday destination choice. Among 

the most significant external pull motivators were price and safety of destination. 

Subjective norms (reference groups’ opinion) have the greatest effect on respondents’ 

behavioural intentions to visit Iceland on vacation. Control beliefs and perceived 

behavioural control cannot be associated with real intentions to visit a destination in the 

study case.   

Giving specific attention to Russia, this study contributes to the expansion of the 

geographical and cultural range of tourism studies. The results would have practical use 

for tourism planning, marketing, and business opportunities. 



 
 

 

Útdráttur 

Þótt rannsóknir á því hvernig ferðamenn kjósa áfangastað hafi verið fyrirferðarmiklar í 

ferðamálafræðum um árabil er enn lítið vitað um það hvernig ákvarðanatöku rússneskra 

ferðamanna er háttað.  

Þessi rannsókn sem hér er greint frá var tvískipt. Í fyrri hlutanum var reynt að gera grein 

fyrir veigamestu ýti- og togkröftunum sem rússneskir ferðamenn segja að hafi áhrif á 

ákvarðanatöku þeirra. Í seinni hlutanum var lagt mat á helstu hugtakalíkön varðandi ásetning 

um hegðun þegar rússneskir ferðamenn ákváðu áfangastað, með sérstakri áherslu á Ísland. 

Gengið var út frá kenningunni um skipulagða hegðun og grundvallarhugmyndir hennar um 

ásetning um hegðun. 

 Úrtakið var 301 rússneskir ferðamenn. Alls voru tuttugu ýti- og togkraftar sem gætu 

haft áhrif á val á áfangastað metnir eftir mikilvægi og þáttagreindir. Auk þess voru 44 breytur 

þáttagreindar til að greina ásetninginn um að ferðast til Íslands. 

Niðurstöðurnar leiddu í ljós að ytri ýtikraftar voru veigameiri þáttur í vali rússneskra 

ferðamanna á áfangastað en innri togkraftar. Á meðal veigamestu ytri togkraftanna voru verðlag 

og öryggi áfangastaðar. Huglæg viðmið (álit viðmiðunarhópa) höfðu mestu áhrifin á ásetning 

þátttakenda um að fara í frí til Íslands. Trú á stjórnun og skynjuð stjórnun á hegðun tengist ekki 

raunverulegum ferðaásetningi samkvæmt niðurstöðum rannsóknarinnar.   

Í rannsókninni er lögð sérstök áhersla á Rússland og er hún liður í því að víkka út 

landfræðilegt og menningarlegt rannsóknarsvið ferðamálafræða. Niðurstöðurnar geta gagnast 

við skipulagningu ferðamála og markaðssetningu og skapað viðskiptatækifæri.. 
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Introduction 
 

The tourists’ decision-making process has been a major topic for decades in tourism 

studies. In many appraisals of tourist and consumer behaviour, the choice of a destination is 

considered as the central topic in the whole area of study. It has generated a growing body of 

literature from different perspectives, such as predicting intentions to visit a target destination 

(Chen & Tung, 2014; Lam & Hsu, 2006) and analyzing tourists’ preferences and travel 

motivations (Hsu, Tsai, & Wu, 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012; Moore, Smallman, Wilson, & 

Simmons, 2012; Uysal & Hagan, 1993; Woodside & King, 2001). Pearce (2005) mentioned 

that tourism studies can understand tourism behavior better and even help to influence the 

choice process, and therefore it is likely to be amongst the most relevant tourist behavior 

research for practitioners (Pearce, 2005).  

After reviewing the literature on travel destination decision-making, it became obvious 

that culture is an essential part of tourism studies. It is important to stress that this study 

underlines an argument that culture and cultural values are basic determinants of behaviour 

(Hofstede, 1980; Schein, 1984; Woodside, Hsu, & Marshall, 2011) and different cultural 

groups, or tourists, have different travel motivations (Li, Zhang, Xiao, & Chen, 2013).  Recent 

studies on Russian tourists were focused on socio-demographic characteristics of inbound 

tourists (Ageenko, Papazyan, & Apukhtin, 2013; Kalabikhina & Shishalov, 2016), on pop 

culture and its influence on the formation of destination image  (Whang, Yong, & Ko, 2016) 

and food perceptions (Mynttinen, Logrén, Särkkä-Tirkkonen, & Rautiainen, 2015), intentions  

with respect to revisit an attraction  (Stylos, Bellou, Andronikidis, & Vassiliadis, 2017). 

Nevertheless, the number of behavioural studies on travel destination decision-making among 

Russian tourists seems to be limited.  
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Despite that interactions between tourism and culture have been described 

widely (Butcher, 2009; Grang, 2004; Smith, 2009; Urry, 1990), and the understanding 

that Russian tourist motivations are a specific to the culture (Mariani, Buhalis, Longhi, 

& Vitouladiti, 2014) little is known about how Russian tourists make decisions about 

their holiday  travel destination. Types of motivational factors that push and pull Russian 

tourists to choose one destination over another are not well understood either. 

This attempt to identify most important motivational factors that Russian tourists 

report as affecting their travel destination choice and leading constructs of behavioural 

intentions in visiting Iceland for vacation was undertaken against the tough time of 

2015-2016 for Russian tourists and the Russia’s tourism industry.  

Russia's outbound tourism has been developing for many years after the fall of 

the Soviet Union (Artal-Tur, 2015; Artal-Tur, Romanova, & Mar Vazquez-Mendez, 

2015; Burns, 1998). Outbound  Russian tourism grew dramatically between 2006 and 

2013 - the number of outbound tourist trips increased from 7 million to 17,6 million 

respectively ("Rosstat", 2009, 2014). Due to political and diplomatic tensions, and 

economic crises years from 2014 to 2016 were tough for both tourists and the market, 

which have had to adapt to upcoming changes (Euromonitor, 2014, 2016 a; Tourism, 

2017). New destinations were emerging as favorites among Russian tourists while other 

well-established destinations were noticing a drop-off in popularity. There are still many 

highly demanded outbound destinations. Nowadays, Greece, Spain, Turkey, Southeast 

and East Asia, Caucasus, the Caribbean and Central America, Middle East, France, 

Germany, Finland are the most visited outbound holiday destinations where a number 

of Russian tourists counted by millions ("Rosstat", 2017). Other destinations, that are 

visited by relatively few (thousands) are not accounted for in the official Russian 

statistics. Iceland, for example, is one such destination and in 2016  the number of 
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passengers with Russian citizenship travelling through Keflavik airport reached 6,320 

(StatisticsIceland, 2014-2016).  

Political tension and economic crisis may present an obstacle to the sustainable tourism 

development by means of limitations of available destinations. Nevertheless, Russian demand 

for travel is high and the motivations that have driven Russian tourists to travel abroad remain 

strong.  Therefore, it is important for the tourism to assess motivational factors that have driven 

Russian tourists’ travel destination decision-making to consider potential market opportunities 

Through the literature, it is stressed that destination choice is a complex process where 

many components intertwined to produce a choice in a constantly changing context and that it 

is not possible to fully understand travel destination decision-making by recognizing only a 

final decision (Smallman & Moore, 2008; Svenson, 1996). Different decision-making theories 

have been tested and applied to tourism studies to explain tourist’s behaviour in different 

contexts (Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005; Smallman & Moore, 2008). The greatest emphasis in 

the tourist behaviour literature directed towards the model of destination choice is based on the 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1985, 1991, 2011). The theory provides a research 

framework for the studies of predicting travelers' behaviour from different perspectives 

including the prediction of leisure participation (Ajzen & Driver, 1991; Ajzen & Driver, 1992), 

planning a vacation  (Sparks, 2007), and prediction of travel intentions including destination 

choice (Chen & Tung, 2014; Hsiao & Yang, 2010; Lam & Hsu, 2006).   

Motivations seem to be responsible for explaining much of the behavior in tourism, 

which makes them an important variable for understanding the decision-making process 

(Crompton & McKay, 1997) and for predicting and influencing future travel patterns (Uysal & 

Hagan, 1993; Uysal, Li, & Sirakaya-Turk, 2008).  It is stressed that motivations provide insights 

for destination marketers (Uysal et al., 2008), and that marketing within the tourism industry 

would be impossible without an understanding of tourists’ motivations (Fodness, 1994).  
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Widely tested and accepted travel destination decision-making models involve the 

concept of push and pull motivational factors (Crompton, 1979; Crompton & Ankomah, 

1993; Crompton & McKay, 1997; Uysal & Hagan, 1993; Uysal & Jurowski, 1994). In 

accordance with the concept, push factors are socio-psychological constructs of the 

tourists and their environment that predispose the tourist to travel, and explain the desire 

to travel, while pull factors mainly refer to the attractiveness of a destination and its 

tangible characteristics such as accommodation, recreation facilities, cultural resources.  

Uysal & Jurowski (1994) stressed that push and pull motivations do not force separately 

from each other but act in combination.  

Objectives of the study  
 

Motivations in destination choice and the intentions behind visiting a target 

destination were assessed as main objects of the study.  

This study aims to answer the following questions: 

• What are the most important motivational factors associated with holiday destination 

choice among Russian tourists? 

• Do Russian tourists consider the Nordic countries and Iceland in particular as a holiday 

destination within next two years? 

To answer the study’s questions the following objectives were set: 

• To uncover the most important push and pull factors of motivation that Russian tourists 

report as affecting their travel destination choice. 

• To assess leading constructs of behavioural intention in destination choice on a sample 

of Iceland as a given destination. 

  The first part of the study attempts to apply the concept of push and pull motivational 

factors in analyzing decision-making in holiday destination choice. The second part of the study 
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based on the TPB model in predicting behavioural intentions of visiting Iceland as a given 

destination.    

Practical significance 
 

This study provides the tourism industry with practical information consisting of 

statistical data on potential demand for the Russians outgoing market. The study results will 

allow the development of destination marketing strategies for outbound tourism.  

The significance for tourism studies is seen in testing the techniques and methods based 

on widely accepted travel destination decision-making theories and models among a particular 

cultural group (nation), in this case, Russian tourists.  In the frame of this study, the most 

important motivational factors in travel destination decision-making will be determined and 

described in accordance with the TPB.  Giving specific attention to Russia, the current study 

contributes to the expansion of the geographical and cultural range of tourism studies. The 

results can have practical use for tourism planning and business opportunities 
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1. Theoretical context for the study 

on travel destination decision-
making 

 

1.1. The cultural aspect and its significance for 

tourism studies  

The interaction between tourism and culture have been described widely by 

many fundamental texts in sociology, anthropology, and geography (Butcher, 2009; 

Grang, 2004; Smith, 2009; Urry, 1990).  Bianchi (2009) in his critical debate of tourism 

studies urged to explore tourism as a “predominantly cultural arena” (Bianchi, 2009, p. 

488).  

It is necessary to understand the significance of culture for the study on travel 

destination decision-making among a specific national group since it is widely 

acknowledged, that “culture” manifests itself in an individual’ decision-making process. 

For example, individuals from different cultures make different career decisions (Mau, 

2004). 

Culture is one of the most difficult terms to define. Nevertheless, there is a 

common understanding of culture summarized by anthropologists. An extract of 

Avruch’s (1960) historical analysis of definitions of culture stresses that Tylor’s (1870) 

definition, which has stayed with anthropology a long time, has been accepted as a 

“complex whole” formulation in which cultures are integrated systems  (Spencer-Oatey, 

2012). It is widely accepted in the modern scientific world, that Tylor’s definition of 

culture is characterized both by its inclusiveness and complexity. Tylor defines culture 

as “that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, moral, law, custom and 

any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society” (Spencer-
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Oatey, 2012, p. 1). The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) defines culture as a “set of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional 

features of society or a social group and that it encompasses, in addition to art and literature, 

lifestyles, ways of living together, value systems, traditions and beliefs” (UNESCO, November 

2nd, 2001, p. 2).  

According to concepts accepted within tourism studies, the term “culture” either refers 

to a narrower or a wider approach. The narrower approach stresses art (fine arts, music, dance, 

literature) and cultural heritage assets (buildings, monuments), while the wider approach 

includes elements of lifestyle (customs, traditions, religion, gastronomy) and creative industries 

(fashion, films, entertainment industry, design) (Bujdosó, Dávid, Tőzsér, Kovács, Major-Kathi, 

Uakhitova, & Vasvári, 2015).  

 The tendency to distinguish between the narrower and wider approaches to the culture 

within tourism studies is sometimes connected to Schein’s (1990) concept of fundamental 

levels (layers of depth) at which culture manifests itself. The author had emphasized, that it is 

crucial to distinguish between three levels while analyzing the culture of a particular group: 

observable artifacts, values, and basic underlying assumptions (Schein, 1990).  

The first level of analysis is the category of observable artifacts. According to Schein 

(1990), this level encompasses everything from the physical layout of the national dress code, 

to the way people communicate, and the general feel of space to more permanent 

manifestations, such as chronicles, written folklore, philosophy, and literature. Using this 

method of analysis, it is possible to describe how a particular ethnic or cultural group created 

and developed its environment and what behavioural patterns were notable among the 

representatives of said culture. However, this method of analysis often fails to definitively 

answer why a particular group behaves the way it does.  
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The analysis of observable artifacts is widely represented in tourism studies 

where attention is focused on the analysis of local characteristics of a region or territory 

(e.g., products, art, buildings, museums, documents, heritage) (Marrocu & Paci, 2013; 

Plaza, 2000; Shishmanova, 2015). Cultural attractions and peculiarities are often 

considered to be a motivational factor for cultural tourism development and add to the 

attractiveness of a tourist destination (Marrocu & Paci, 2013).  For example, the cultural 

heritage of Bulgaria and its significance for academic studies has been underlined by 

Shishmanova (2015). The author states that it is necessary to develop the tourism 

industry to expand well-known cultural attractions (e.g., the so-called “cultural 

corridor”) in South-Eastern Europe with new territories to both preserve culture and to 

develop conditions for flexible tourist flow.  Stratan, Perciun, & Gribincea (2015) have 

suggested opportunities for tourism development in Moldova by ensuring the 

presentation of Moldova’s cultural heritage and increasing the involvement of local 

population into the presentation of national authenticity. 

Thus, most studies examining the first level of culture by analyzing observable 

artifacts were conducted with the following goals in mind: to develop conditions for 

tourism flow regulation, to organize areas of cultural preservation, and to motivate 

tourists to visit a destination with rich historical heritage.  

According to Schein (1990), the second fundamental level of cultural analysis is 

a level of values.  The analysis of cultural values and the understanding nuances of 

values in different cultural contexts have proven to be significant in such disciplines as 

social behaviour, individual psychology, and psychiatry.  By identifying cultural values, 

an understanding may emerge of why members of certain cultural groups behave the 

way they do. In the satiations when an individual tends to explain his/her behaviour as 

a reaction on other people’s opinion (what people say), the cultural values may appear 
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as a specific rationalization of behaviour. However, Schein (1990) has emphasized that the 

underlying reasons for cultural values based behaviour often remains unconscious.  

The literature provides a theoretical basis for exploring different cultural values and 

their influence on behaviour.  Formerly the paradigms of Western cultural values and their 

influence on Western behaviour were on focus (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Fougère  & 

Moulettes 2007; Hofstede, 1980), that limited the understanding of non-Western cultures and 

associated behaviour (Winter, 2009). Modern tourism studies are often aimed at identifying and 

adopting alternative approaches to the Western-centric research paradigm (Hsu & Huang, 2016; 

Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990).   

One non-Western example of cultural values and their implication on travel behaviour 

were studied among Chinese (Hsu & Huang, 2016).  The links between Chinese cultural values 

and travel motivations, travel mode, and destination choice were identified. Authors concluded 

that the association between cultural values and travel behaviour is very complex. For example, 

traditional values such as courtesy and morality, honesty, respect for history, etc. are very much 

mixed with modern values such as convenience, leisure, liberation, self-interest, and 

ostentatiousness. The study shows the complexity of measuring, identifying and attributing 

cultural values in the condition of globalization.  Nevertheless, in the study of cultural influence 

on tourist motivation conducted by Li, Zhang, Xiao, & Chen (2013), the authors have concluded 

that different cultural groups have different travel motivations.  

Identifying the impact of culture on behaviour is an interest within marketing and 

economic studies as well.  Economic researchers tend to consider culture to be a factor 

influencing consumer behaviour (Chiu, Kwan, Li, Peng, & Peng, 2014; Kacen & Lee, 2002; 

McCort & Malhotra, 1993). Successful marketing strategies involve product attributes that 

speak to consumer attitudes fashioned by both personal and cultural values (Cleveland, 

Laroche, & Hallab, 2013). A study of consumer behaviour by Cleveland et al. (2013) was 
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conducted between Muslims and Christians living in the same area. It demonstrated a 

significant interaction between culture, religion, moral values and consumption. The research 

results clearly illustrated how consumer behaviour and marketing strategies are 

influenced by the consumer’s culture and the effect that globalization has upon it. The 

authors also emphasized the importance of religious aspects as a part of cultural identity 

and have empirically demonstrated that religion does influence consumer behaviour.   

The third level of cultural analysis, according to Schein (1990), is assessing 

basic underlying assumptions. Basic underlying assumptions are primarily consisting of 

unconscious premonitions, which determine how group members perceive, think, and 

feel. For example, beliefs that business should be profitable and that medicine should 

treat are both basic underlying assumptions. The analysis of assumptions within tourism 

studies is reflected in studies of assumptions of hospitality (Kirillova, Gilmetdinova, & 

Lehto, 2014; Wang, Law, Hung, & Guillet, 2014). Assumptions are so powerful because 

generally they are taken for granted and therefore there is not much discourse or 

examination around how they influence behaviour.  

Based on theoretical analyses, culture directly underlines tourist decision-

making when selecting a travel destination on many different and complex levels 

including the interaction of cultural values, basic assumptions, and observable artifacts.  

This study attempted to explore such factors in destination decision-making as 

motivations and predictors in visiting a particular destination among Russian tourists, 

thereby expending the understanding the behaviour of the representatives of the 

particular culture. It was discussed above that behaviour influenced by culture and 

cultural values. Therefore, within this study, it is assumed that some found behavioural 

characteristics may have a cultural explanation.  
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1.2. Defining destination  
 

Many studies distinguished between various approaches to the definition of a tourist 

destination. Since the term “destination” differs in accordance with the theoretical framework 

to which it belongs, the destination should be defined within this paper.  

Traditionally, tourist destinations are well defined within a geographical concept that 

offers a basic definition and emphasizes its representation in the cultural, social and economic 

context (Saarinen, 1998). A tourist destination within a geographical concept is defined as “a 

part of the larger regional structure, mediated by the awareness of the people and other actors 

involved, for example, tourists and tourist promoters” (Saarinen, 1998, p.155). Britton (1991), 

explains that “certain places (with their landscape, social practices, buildings, residence, 

symbols, and meaning) achieve the status of tourist sites because of their physical, social, 

cultural - and commercial - attributes” (Britton, 1991, p.82).  

Economic context is increasingly included in the definition of a tourist destination 

within tourism studies. It often considered to be products on a market  (Ahmed & Krohn, 1992; 

Castro, Martín Armario, & Martín Ruiz, 2007), as “a uniquely complex product of the tourism 

industry comprising, among other factors, an area’s climate, infrastructure and superstructure, 

services, natural and cultural attributes” (Kim, 1998, p. 340).  

Various approaches to defining a tourist destination confirm that the concept of a tourist 

destination is complex. When an individual decides to travel overseas, he/she has to choose 

which country to visit, while the choice to visit cites may be made during the trip. Therefore, 

this study tends to consider a destination regarded as well-defined geographical areas, such as 

country, an island or a town (Hall, 2000). Following Buhalis’s (2000) approach, this study is 

viewing destination as a defined geographical area which is understood by its visitors as a 
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unique entity, with a political and legislative framework for tourism marketing and 

planning; with destinations offering an amalgam of products and services (Buhalis, 

2000). This view combines the geographical importance of the destination, the 

importance of tourism marketing, as well as the importance of travel destination 

attributes and travelers' needs and behaviour.  First, the motivational factors when 

making a choice on travel destination (geographical area with its landscape and climate) 

were explored. Second, the constructs for predicting behavioural intentions to visit a 

particular destination were defined.  The strategy was to link the destination as a 

geographical area that offers particular services with marketing and planning.   

1.3. Decision-making theories and their 

application to tourism studies 

 

Decision-making process and factors have been studied at different times by 

psychologists, sociologists, economists, and marketers. Decision-making occurs in 

various life situations of forecasting the future, choosing from alternatives or 

estimations based on insufficient evidence (Matlin, 1989). The tourism literature offers 

various empirical studies to describe tourists' decision-making process where different 

decision-making theories were used as a point for explaining the process of purchasing 

tourism services. 

Sirakaya and Woodside (2005) provide a comprehensive review of the decision-

making literature and summarize, as relevant to tourism studies, existing theories of 

consumer’s decision-making as: expected utility theory (von Neumann and 

Morgenstern, 1947), satisficing theory (Simon, 1956), prospect theory (Kahneman & 

Tversky, 1979), regret theory (Bell, 1982), and the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975) and its derivative theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  
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Sirakaya and Woodside (2005) mentioned, that no single decision-making theory has 

emerged to describe, explain and predict consumer decisions. It is unlikely that decision-making 

processes fit accurately into a single decision theory. Therefore, it is important to briefly 

describe each and distinguish the theory for travel destination decision-making within this 

study.  

Expected utility theory (von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1947), or the theory of choice 

under risk or uncertainty (Quiggin, 1993; Starmer, 2000), is focused on a set of assumptions 

over people’s preferences before a “utility function” can be constructed by an individual (Bell, 

1982, p. 965) . The foundation of the model means that a decision-maker is faced with the 

measurement of risks, a ranking of uncertain prospects, and comparative statics of choice under 

uncertainty. Decision-making under risk can be viewed as a choice between prospects 

(alternatives) and in accordance with the theory, a decision-maker could be considered as a 

risk-averse, risk-seeking or risk-neutral consumer. The crucial fact about this theory is that the 

theory is too mathematical (Kuhn, 2004). 

Sirakaya (2005) pointed out that a majority of tourism decisions may be defined as a 

choice under risk situations where outcomes have unknown probabilities because of the 

intangible and experimental nature of tourism 

In satisficing theory (Simon, 1956) or bounded rationality, the human mind restricts 

itself because it is “bounded by cognitive limits”, time or incomplete information.  In different 

situations people tend to seek something that is “good enough”, something that is satisfactory 

or acceptable, but not necessarily optimal (Simon, 1955, 1972). In tourism studies, the 

rationality of tourists could be bounded by constraints including travel motivations, psycho-

social determinants and the given environment including financial constraints. Mayo & Jarvis 

(1981) offer their empirical results support the importance of bounded rationality in tourists’ 

decision-making. 



14 

 

 Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) is an alternative theory of decision-

making in risk situations.  According to the theory, decision-making implies knowledge of all 

possible wins and the degree of their probability. When making a decision, a person is guided 

by his/her risk preferences on the one hand, and by the relevant criterion for the choice of all 

alternatives on the other. The theory claims that people collect and analyze information, 

evaluating pros and cons of each possible outcome, and choosing the most appropriate 

(Smallman & Moore, 2008). This decision looks as the most optimal for a decision-maker and 

based on subjective expected utility. But the theory’s limit is its assumed “pure” rationality 

(Smallman & Moore, 2008). A person is not able to properly access the future benefits (gains) 

in absolute terms, in fact, he/she estimates them comparing to some accepted standards, seeking 

to avoid the deterioration of the current situation.  

Regret theory (Bell, 1982) is based on an assumption about how regret is 

involved in decision-making under uncertainty or risk.  Once the decision is made, 

people compare what they have received with what the outcome could be had they acted 

differently. If the result of other decisions could be more favorable, “that may impart a 

sense of loss or regret” (Bell, 1982, p. 961).  

Thus, various decision-making theories explain decision-making process, 

consider different factors, and allow for the examination of dynamic process.  However, 

each theory should not be seen as a replacement of other theories or approaches 

(Smallman & Moore, 2010), as each has strengths and weaknesses, and offer deeper 

explanations of relationships between important constructs within the theoretical models 

on decision-making and particularly on travel destination decision-making. One theory 

of importance within tourism studies to understand decision-making on travel 

destination and the prediction of travelers’ behaviour from different perspectives is the 

TPB.   
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1.4. The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) 

The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) is currently one of the strongest and most 

accepted theories for predicting various behaviour. It provides a research framework for the 

study of predicting travelers’ behaviour from different perspectives, such as predicting tourists’ 

likelihood of visiting a particular destination (Lam & Hsu, 2006), predicting the travel intention 

(Hsiao & Yang, 2010), predicting consumers intentions to visit green hotels (Chen & Tung, 

2014), planning a vacation (Sparks, 2007), etc. Moreover, many studies related to decision-

making on travel destination have helped in adopting a model of TPB where decision-making 

is considered as a motivationally driven process of satisfying desires, needs and preferences of 

the traveller (Hsu et al., 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012; Moore et al., 2012; Woodside & King, 

2001). 

The TPB (Ajzen,1985,1988) is an extended version of the theory of reasoned action 

(TRA) that proposed by Martin Fishbein together with Icek Ajzen (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

 Figure 1 demonstrates the diagram that presents the TRA model. According to TRA, 

the behavioural act can be predicted through the attitudes’ and subjective norm’ effect on 

behavioural intention. The theory conceptualizes that a person’s intentions about performing a 

certain behaviour are influenced by “subjective norm” (social pressures), which arise from the 

individual’s perceptions of what others will think about them if they perform the certain 

behavior, thus comprising a behavioural intention Thus, if an individual evaluates the suggested 

behaviour as positive (attitude), and if he/she thinks that the significant reference group want 

them to perform the behaviour (subjective norm), this more likely results in a higher intention 

(motivations) and an individual more likely to do so.  Both attitudes and social “normative” 

factors influence behavioural intention, which are the strongest predictors of actual behaviour.   
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Figure 1 Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) 

The TRA was extended by Icek Ajzen because of TRA’s circumstantial 

limitations. It was found that behavioural intention does not always lead to actual 

behaviour and it cannot be considered as an exclusive determinant of behaviour where 

an individual’s control over the behaviour is incomplete. Aizen (1985) has introduced 

the TPB by adding a new component “perceived behavioural control”. Since that, 

intentions are considered as an attempt to perform a given behaviour rather than the 

actual performance and that the behavioural intention is based on an attitude toward the 

behaviour, the subjective norm and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1985). 

Figure 2 depicts that intention is an indication of an individual’s readiness to 

perform a behaviour and is considered to be a condition of behaviour. Behaviour is an 

observable response in a given situation with respect to a behavioural goal. Moreover, 

successful performance of the behaviour depends not only on a conductive intention but 

also on an adequate level of behavioural control (shown with a dot line arrow).   

The main constructs of the model are: attitudes (A) that refer to “the degree to 

which a person has a favorable or unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of the behaviour 

in question” (Ajzen 1991, p.188); subjective norm (SN) that refer to “the perceived 

social pressure to perform or not to perform the behaviour” (p. 188), and means that 
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intention to the behaviour is influenced by the perception of others (by reference group for the 

behaviour actor); and the perceived behavioural control (PBC), which refers to “the perceived 

ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour” (p.188). 

 

Figure 2 TPB (Ajzen, 1985) 

Later, considering the important role of beliefs in human behaviour, Ajzen (1991) 

emphasized three types of “silent” beliefs related to the three predictors of intention that are 

theoretically the basis determinants of behaviour: behavioural beliefs (BB), which are assumed 

to influence attitudes toward the behaviour; normative beliefs (NB) which compose the basis 

of subjective norms; and, control beliefs (CB) which provide the basis for perceptions of 

behavioural control.  

Figure 3 represents the diagram of the TPB developed in a more detailed way. In 

accordance with the renewed model, an individual intention to act is the strongest predictor of 

behaviour. Intentions are hypothesized to be a function of three other belief-based elements: 

attitudes, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control. 
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Figure 3 The model of TPB (Ajzen, 1991) 

For example, Ajzen’s research focused on those three types of beliefs (Ajzen & 

Driver, 1991), which were assessed with respect to five leisure activities: spending time 

at the beach, jogging or running, mountain climbing, boating, and biking.  The research 

results showed that behavioral beliefs are divided into beliefs about affective reactions 

(self-conscious emotions that follow the performance of the behaviour such as regret, 

guilt) beliefs about costs and benefits. Participation in leisure activities was influenced 

by both, as well as by normative beliefs about the expectations of important reference 

groups (others) and by control beliefs about required resources and other factors that 

interfere or facilitate leisure participation. This study demonstrated how those three 

silent components of TPB correlate with real intentions and behaviour. But such direct 

application and representation of the model are not appropriate for every situation.   

Another study applied TPB to the prediction and explanation of hunting (Hrubes, Ajzen, 

& Daigle, 2001). It was found that hunting intentions were strongly influenced by attitudes, 

subjective norm and perceptions of behavioural control. Nevertheless, despite broad values 

related to wildlife and to life in general, those values correlated weakly with hunting 

behaviour.  
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Recent Ajzen’s research interest is to examine the TPB with the possibility of correcting 

the biases in the context of people’s value measurement and implementation intentions. Ajzen 

(2006) pointed out that, hypothetically, intentions tend to overestimate readiness to perform a 

desirable behaviour and underestimate readiness to perform the undesirable behaviour.  

This attracts attention to the fact that the model is still under development and giving a 

detailed scheme for analysing intentions and behaviour is dependent on context.  

Many authors agree that the best predictor of behavioural intention is past relevant 

behaviour (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Lam & Hsu, 2006; Quellette & Wood, 1998). One of the 

reasons is that people tend to maintain behavioural persistence and value consistency. As a 

result, based on the TPB, past experience is added into the original model. Nowadays, past 

experience is considered as an additional but necessary construct of the TPB model. In tourism 

studies, it is also accepted that previous experience in travel destination choice influences 

intention to visit future destinations (Woodside & Lysonski, 1989).   

Considering the nuances in the application the TPB model and previous studies’ results, 

the relationship between TPB constructs, intention, and actual behaviour is not the focus of the 

current study. It is necessary to identify the constructs that describe the multilateral process of 

a destination decision-making by a group of respondents. This study explores which 

components of TPB could be considered as predictors of intention of Russian tourists to visit a 

particular travel destination, such as Iceland. 

 

1.5. Motivations and their place in travel 

destination decision-making 

It has been theoretically demonstrated that it is not possible to fully understand decision-

making by recognizing only a final decision. Decision-making is a process where many 

components and problem representations intertwine to produce a choice in a dynamically 
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changing context, and is affected by individual and group considerations (Smallman & 

Moore, 2008; Svenson, 1996).  Since this study applies a TPB approach considers travel 

destination decision-making as a motivationally driven process of satisfying desires, 

needs and preferences of the traveler (Hsu et al., 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012; Moore 

et al., 2012; Woodside & King, 2001), motivations are under attention in the current study 

as well.   

While theoretical models containing variables such as perceptions, images, 

attitudes, emotions, cultural conditions and learning contribute to the understanding of 

tourist behaviour, motivations are responsible for explaining much of the consumption 

behavior in tourism, thus making it an important variable to study in its own right 

(Fodness, 1994; Gnoth, 1997; Uysal & Hagan, 1993). Moreover, it has been noted that 

the tourism studies greatly benefit from an analysis based on tourist motivations because 

it provides insights that destination marketers could use to develop and promote tourism 

destinations (Uysal et al., 2008). 

The literature on tourist motivation when selecting a destination demonstrates a 

high degree of agreement to Crompton’s push and pull motivational model (Crompton, 

1979; Crompton & Ankoman, 1993; Hsu et al., 2009; Uysal & Jurowski, 1994; Uysal 

et al., 2008).    

According to Crompton's classification (Crompton, 1979), the push factors are 

reasons why tourists want to leave their regular place of residence, while pull factors are 

what draws a tourist to a particular place. The author pointed out that it is important 

when exploring motives of vacation to consider the fact that imbalance in an individual’s 

culture, social and psychological needs can be a primary motivation for travel.  For 

example, the need for change and relaxation or escape from the mundane environment 

is a result of psychological imbalance. Crompton (1979) described seven socio-
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psychological push motivation factors (escape, self-exploration, relaxation, prestige, 

regression, kinship-enhancement and social interaction) and two cultural (pull) 

motivation factors (novelty and education).  

Followers of the push-pull approach, Uysal and Jurowski (1994) suggested that people 

travel because they are pushed by their internal forces and simultaneously pulled by the external 

forces of a destination and its attributes. In other words, push factors have been used to explain 

the desire for travel and pull factors is useful for explaining the choice of a destination. 

Table 1 presents the Uysal’s and Hagan’s typology based on Crompton’s push and pull 

approach. Push and pull factors are divided into origin motivations (push) that refer to the 

intangible, inner desires (desire for escape, rest, and relaxation, adventure, health, etc.) and 

destination motivators (pull) that mainly refer to the attractiveness of a particular destination 

and its tangible characteristics such as accommodation, recreation facilities, cultural resources.  

The peculiarity of this typology is that within it a place for socioeconomic and demographic 

characteristics is determined, which is located among other push factors.   
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Table 1 Push and pull framework of tourism motivations 

Origin (Push factors) Destination (Pull factors)  

Motivations 

Escape 

Rest and relaxation 

Self-esteem 

Prestige 

Health and fitness 

Adventure 

Social interaction 

Benefits 

Interests 

Socioeconomic and demographic 
factors 

Age, gender, income, education, 
family life cycle and size, race-ethnic 
groups, occupation, second home 

ownership 

Market knowledge 

Destination attributes and type 
of facilities 

Climate 

History sights 

Scenic beauty 

Sunshine 

Beaches 

Snow 

Cultural events 

Recreational opportunities 

Benefit expectations 

Accessibility 

Maintenance factor situational 
factors (safety, security, 
seasonality) 

Marketed image 

Formed negative or positive 

destination images 

Quality of services 

Quality of facilities 

Source: Uysal et al., 2008 

One of the frameworks based on Crompton’s push-pull model is the hierarchy 

of destination choice where the main factors affecting decision-making are grouped into 

categories (Hsu et al., 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012).  Figure 4 presents the hierarchy 

of destination selection where the push motivations, or internal forces, consist of four 

factors (psychological, physical, social interaction, seeking/exploration), with a total of 

11 items included, while the pull motivations, or external forces, consist of two factors, 

with nine tangible items and two intangible items. 
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Figure 4 The hierarchy of destination selection 

Source: Hsu et al., 2009. 

This hierarchy allows for the deeper analysis of push and pull factors distinguishing 

them in detail from the perspective of internal or external forces.  Many factors of decision-

making on travel destination have been described and each one can be categorized either as 

internal and external forces, push and pull, or psychological and non-psychological.  

Based on this typology of motivation when analyzing their push and pull forces, it is 

important to consider the relationship between motivations. Push and pull motivations do not 
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force separately from each other. Ursal and Jurowsky (1994) pointed out that the 

knowledge about the interaction of push and pull forces is substantial and can aid in the 

understanding of tourism destination selection by helping to determine the most 

successful coupling of push and pull.   

An array of studies devoted to the exploration of the relationship between push 

and pull factors confirmed an existence of a reciprocal interaction between them. For 

example, Bogari, Crowther, & Marr (2003) when investigating push and pull factors to 

understand travel motivations for Saudi Arabian tourists, confirmed the relationship 

between factors and found that the most important were “cultural values” and “religion”. 

For this study 36 push and 40 pull items were used for factor analyses. 

It is necessary to admit that different studies have a different number of 

examined of push and pull factors, and the examination also revealed that the number 

of pull factors included in the studies seems to be larger than the number of push factors. 

Uyrsal & Jurowsky (1994) suggested that this fact might be explained by nature of 

attributes; the variety of pull factors could be as large as the scope of attributes 

associated with a destination, while push factors seem to be more stable and do not vary 

much across destinations.  

Considering the existent relationship between push and pull factors, one more 

important observation needs to be noted here. Some factors can be perceived as both a 

push and pull perspective.  For example, Milman & Pizam (1995) noticed this 

peculiarity when explaining the factor of “destination image”. Some authors described 

the image itself  as an internal push, individual factor at the origin (Fletcher, Fyall, 

Gilbert, & Wanhill, 2013; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005), while at the same time 

destination image can also be considered an external push factor at the destination (Hsu 

et al., 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012). The current study adheres to the typology where 
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destination image is an intangible motivator with its external force (Crompton, 1979; Uysal & 

Jurowski, 1994).  

Theoretical analyses have demonstrated that the most accepted frameworks for 

analyzing and predicting tourists' behavior in visiting a target destination involve the use of 

such socio-psychological theory as a TPB.  Each factor of the TPB model involved in the 

tourists’ decision-making process about travel destination influence behavioral intentions and 

the final decision (Ajzen, 1991, 2011; Ajzen & Driver, 1992). Motivations are one of the factors 

that explain travel decision-making and travel behavior (Uysal et al., 2008). The leading role in 

understanding motivations as drivers in decision-making belongs to studies based on the 

Crompton’s push-pull model (Crompton & Ankomah, 1993). Exploring pull (destination 

attributes) and push (motives) items among the respondents of the current study will help to 

identify key reasons for travel that play a critical role in predicting future travel patterns for 

vacation. This can have a significant effect on destination choice for Russian tourists and 

influence the level of demand for a given destination.  
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1.6. Trends in Russian outbound tourism market 

To understand more detail in the factors that can influence the destination choice 

for a vacation among Russian tourists, it is necessary to analyze the current trends in the 

Russian outbound tourism market.  

A situational analysis of outbound tourism in Russia has been performed by 

many scholars (Andrades & Dimanche, 2017; Artal-Tur et al., 2015; Auvo, 2002; Burns, 

1998; Orlov, 2014).  Outbound destinations have always been attractive for Russian 

tourists including during Soviet times. Many researchers have pointed the overall 

positive trend of Soviet citizens going abroad and the expansion of geography of the 

countries visited (Azar, 1999; Orlov, 2014). The main characteristic of Soviet outbound 

tourism is that travel destination (primarily with the narrow geographical focus on the 

Soviet bloc) and leisure activities were planned for people by the state (Artal-Tur et al., 

2015; Hall & Jenkins, 1995). 

 Only since the fall of the Soviet Union Russians been given an opportunity to 

freely travel abroad. Today’s Russians are choosing destinations for their holidays and 

leisure activities themselves, and their choices are based on many different factors.  

The Federal State Statistic Service data demonstrate that the number of outbound 

tourist trips from Russia increased from 2006 until 2014 (see Figure 5). There was a 

slow increase until 2013, then a serious explosion in 2014. In 2013-2014 there is a peak 

of outbound tourist trips. The growth in 2014 accounted to more than 200%, a dramatic 

jump from the year before and the general steady-upward trend of the previous decade. 

During this period of growth, Russian tourists became an important target 

audience of the tourism industry in many countries and some countries developed 

strategies to include Russian tourists into the national tourism strategy (Jakosuo, 2011).   

According to UNWTO,  travelers from the Russian Federation were ranked fourth in 
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the amount of money spent abroad during their travels in 2013 closely following tourists from 

China, the United States, and Germany (UNWTO, 2014). 

 

 

Figure 5 Number of outbound tourist trips from Russia 2006-2016 (in thousand) 

Source: “Rosstat”, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2017. 

Despite Russian economy was stable that time because of stable oil prices, was not 

affected yet by the geopolitical conflicts, the country was expecting an event such as the Winter 

Olympics in 2014, the number of outbound tourist’s trips in 2014 still looks sophisticated.  On 

the one hand, the number could reflect the actual situation, with a stable economy and 

geopolitical situation, but on the other hand, it could reflect a change in the methodology used 

to calculate outbound tourist travels, since, in 2014 the Federal Agency for Tourism, Ministry 

of Culture of Russian Federation, reported that the Federal State Statistic Service (“Rosstat”) 

was using new methodology to calculate outbound tourist travels ("Rosstat", August 12, 2014), 

which account for the illusion of “rapid growth” of outbound tourist trips. Nevertheless, the 

growth of outbound travels of Russian citizens to many destinations until 2014 is confirmed by 

other international agencies (UNWTO, 2014) and researchers (Jakosuo, 2011). The question is 
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whether the growth was so high between 2013 and 2014. To answer this question, 

additional analysis is needed, which is beyond the scope of this paper.  

 From 2014 to 2016 there was a sharp decline in the number of outbound tourist 

trips (See Figure 5). This downward trend towards of 19,9%, was also noted by the 

Federal Agency for Tourism (RussiaTourism, 2016). As such, 2014 is considered the 

beginning of a crisis in the Russian outbound tourism industry. According to the 

Euromonitor (2016 a), in 2015 the Russian travel industry faced serious difficulties 

which led to significant changes in the competitive destinations. 

Changes in competitive destinations 

Euromonitor reported in 2016 that the economic and political crisis in Russia  

caused in part by low oil prices, the continued devaluation of the Russian ruble and 

geopolitical conflicts, has resulted in reducing the purchasing power of the Russian 

consumer and the closure of two of the country’s most popular outbound leisure 

destinations significantly reduced demand for international travels and diverted some 

outbound travel to domestic destinations (Euromonitor, 2016 a).  

 Figure 6 represents the change in outbound tourists travel to competitive 

destinations.  The blue bar represents the top 10 holiday destinations for Russian tourists 

in 2013. The subsequent columns reflect travel to those destinations in 2014, 2015, and 

2016. Before 2014, the most popular holiday destinations for Russian tourists were 

resort destinations such as Egypt and Turkey. Rounding out the top ten most popular 

destinations in 2013 are European countries such as Spain, Italy, Germany, Finland, and 

Greece, Asian countries such as China and Thailand, and The United Arab Emirates.  
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Figure 6 Changes in the number of outbound tourist trips to competitive destinations 

Source: “Rosstat”, 2014, 2017.   

From 2015 there are significant changes in competitive destinations. For example, in 

2016 there is a sharp decline in visits to Turkey due to the economic crisis in Russia and political 

uncertainties within the Middle East region. According to Euromonitor, towards to the end of 

2015, there were multiple factors that suggested an uncertain picture for the performance of 

Turkey as a travel destination for Russian tourist. Moreover, the diplomatic crisis between 

Turkey and Russia resulted in the Russian Government prohibiting Russian citizens from taking 

leisure trips to Turkey (Euromonitor, 2016 b).  Another example is the traditionally popular 

destination of Egypt. A plane crash involving a flight full of Russian tourists as a result of an 

act of terrorism above Sinai resulted in the Russian Government banning the destination for 

Russian tourists. All flights to Egypt from Russia have been stopped (Euromonitor, 2016 c; 

Independent, Wednesday 24 February 2016).  

Thus, even in the last three last years, there have been many factors affecting the Russian 

outbound tourism sector.  Outbound departures from Russia decreased by 20% from 2014 to 
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2016, and with such a slowdown on travel to main destinations and increasing 

geopolitical tensions, Russian tourists are evidently reconsidering holiday destinations.  

This is further evidenced by comparing the differences between the 2014 and 

2016 top 10 outbound destinations. With about 32 million outbound trips in 2016, the 

top 10 destinations for Russian outbound tourists have been changed since 2014 

("Rosstat", 2017). Figure 7 shows the top 10 outbound tourists destinations for Russian 

tourists in 2016.  The top destination choice is Abkhazia. Situated on the south border 

with Russia, this country was historically known as a holiday destination.  Finland is in 

second place, up from seventh place in 2013. Kazakhstan, in third place, was not even 

on the top 10 list destinations in 2013.  However, some destinations, such as China, 

Germany, Thailand, and Cyprus remained consistent across years with approximately 

the same number of Russian visitors.  

 

Figure 7 Top 10 outbound tourist destinations for Russian tourists in 2016 

Source: “Rosstat”, 2017.  

 Thus, the trend indicates that while Russian tourists are choosing new destinations, they 
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prohibited due to diplomatic issues and safety concerns (Finland, Germany, Cyprus) and Asian 

destinations remain popular.  

The number of tourist travels by Russians to Nordic destinations 

This paragraph is devoted to the analysis of Russian tourists’ intention to visit Nordic 

countries and Iceland in particular, for a holiday. It is important to first examine existing official 

data on the number of Russian tourists travels to those countries.  

As previously mentioned, the change in the methodology for calculating the number of 

outbound tourist trips presented a challenge, however, the most recent information about Nordic 

destinations available. According to “Rosstat” (2017), Finland has been and remains the most 

popular destination among Nordic countries, and indeed it is the only Nordic country that 

appears on the number of outbound tourist trips from 2014 to 2016. Travel to Finland accounts 

for 4,3 million visits in 2014, for 3,0 million in 2015, and for 2,9 million in 2016, and while 

still consistently popular, indicates a downward trend. Other Nordic countries Sweden, 

Denmark, Norway, and Iceland are not specified in the list of top 50 destinations within those 

years. The number of outbound tourist travels to Norway and Sweden is indicated only for 2016 

and it reached 103,000 and 41,000 respectively.  According to Statistics Iceland, the number of 

passengers with Russian citizenship through Keflavik airport was highest in 2014 with 7,946, 

but dropped to 4,877 in 2015 and then increased again in 2016 to 6,320 but did not reach the 

level of 2014 (StatisticsIceland, 2014-2016).  

Thus, a decrease in the number of Russian tourists is observed in many destinations, 

including Nordic. It is important to point out that dependence of Russian outbound tourism 

(during Soviet times as well) on the political situation was emphasized by many researchers 

(Auvo, 2002; Kalabikhina & Shishalov, 2016; Orlov, 2014). Nevertheless, Russians have 

always been traveled abroad and it is important to study such factors as motivations in travel 

destination choice and to find predictors in visiting a particular outbound destination. In 
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connection with the decision-making of Russian tourist on travel destination, political 

conditions can operate as pull factors when choosing a destination for a vacation abroad.  
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2. Methods  
 

2.1. Study organization 

The study of decision-making factors in travel destination choice for holiday among 

Russian tourists was held in stages from October 2014 to September 2017.  

During the first stage, the theoretical analysis of decision-making theories and their 

application to tourism was conducted including determining the leading concepts, theories, and 

models for the study.   

During the second stage, the methods to identify the motivations when choosing a travel 

destination and intentions in visiting said destination were defined. The questionnaire for the 

survey was developed.    

During the third stage, an online survey was conducted among Russian citizens between 

the ages of 18 and 60 years and above.  

In order to get a sample for this study, two tourist agencies of the Russian Federation 

distributed a link to the questionnaire to current and past clients.  

See questionnaire here: 

https://www.surveymonkey.net/analyze/datatrends/Z6I5nxjeBm8Lo92DSsV1G2B11zvrKhR2

Dn46J4VcZdQ_3D.   

During the fourth stage, statistical processing of the data and a description of the results 

were initiated.  

During the fifth stage, the study results were systematized and interpreted, and the 

description of the results as a MS essay was completed. 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.net/analyze/datatrends/Z6I5nxjeBm8Lo92DSsV1G2B11zvrKhR2Dn46J4VcZdQ_3D
https://www.surveymonkey.net/analyze/datatrends/Z6I5nxjeBm8Lo92DSsV1G2B11zvrKhR2Dn46J4VcZdQ_3D


34 

 

2.2. Questionnaire development 

This study included positivist methodology by using a questionnaire survey. The 

questionnaire was composed of three parts (see Appendix 1) where two main parts were 

designed to identify the most important motivations in travel destination choice among Russian 

tourists’ representatives and to collect information on the likelihood of choosing Nordic 

countries and Iceland in particular as a travel destination.    

The first part (questions one to seven) consisted of closed-ended questions with the 

proposed variants of answers gleaning answers about socio-demographic characteristics: 

age, gender, region and type of area of living in Russia, and occupation. This part includes 

the question of whether the participant had already taken a decision on the destination for 

the next summer holiday. One open question included specifying the chosen travel 

destination.  

The second part (question eight) was aimed to identify the most important 

motivations (destination attributes and personal characteristics) when choosing a travel 

destination. Within the study, the analysis of travel motivations based on Crompton’s 

(1979) push and pull model. 

This part of the questionnaire included 20 attributes (push/pull motivations). Each 

attribute belonged to the internal or external force motivational factors. The internal force 

consisted of four factors: psychological, physical, social interaction, and seeking 

exploration. Under each a total of 10 internal (push) motivations were included for current 

analyses: the desire for escape, rest and relaxation, medical treatment, health and fitness, 

visiting friends and (or) relatives, meeting new people, novelty seeking, cultural 

exploration, adventure seeking, and enjoying nightlife.   

The external force (pull) consists of two factors: tangible and intangible. Nine 

tangible pull motivations were identified: transportation facilities, friendliness of people, 



35 

 

quality and variety of food, accommodation facilities, personal safety, price, cultural heritage, 

good shopping, and environmental safety and quality. The only intangible pull motivator taken 

for current analyses was destination image. 

Within the study it was important to assess a general understanding of decision factors 

and evaluate the weight of attributes affecting destination choice. Therefore, a nine-point ratio 

response scale was applied for the study. The respondent could evaluate the attributes to 

determine the weight for each attribute from equally important to extremely more important, 

and this was translated into a numerical rating from one to nine.   

The third part (questions nine to 17) contained 44 variables and was intended to collect 

information on the likelihood of choosing Nordic travel destinations. Questions aimed at 

studying the experience and intentions of visiting Nordic countries contain an identical list, 

which includes five countries: Norway, Iceland, Denmark, Finland, and Sweden. In addition, 

this part of the questionnaire included more detailed questions aimed to explore the intentions 

to visit Iceland in particular. The term “Scandinavian countries” was used for the survey 

questionnaire. 

The following items were taken for analysis:  

Past behaviour (PB) of traveling to Nordic countries was measured with a single 

statement “Have you ever had a trip to some of the Scandinavian countries?”. Five 

Scandinavian countries were listed to give an answer (questions nine and 10). 

Level of knowledge about each Nordic country as a tourist destination. The respondents 

evaluated how much they currently know about the listed Nordic countries as a travel 

destination where 1 means you know nothing, 5 means you know a lot, and 9 means you think 

you know everything comparable to local knowledge (question 11).  

Behavioural intention of choosing Nordic countries as a travel destination was measured 

by two statements: “Likelihood to visit Scandinavian countries within next two years”, and 
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“want to visit Scandinavian countries”. Respondents expressed their intention of visiting 

each of the five countries on a seven-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to 

“strongly agree” (7) (questions 12, 13).   

Subjective norm (SN) was measured with one statement “Most people I know 

would consider following countries as a travel destination” by seven-point Likert scale –  

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).  Again, five countries were listed 

(question 14). 

Three statements were used to measure perceived behavioural control (PBC) using 

the scale items: could easily visit Iceland, able to visit Iceland, have control to visit 

Iceland. The seven-point scale was used ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly 

agree” (7) – question 16, items 1,2,3.  

Normative belief (NB) measurement was based on perceptions of specific 

respondents’ opinions and wishes (family, friends, travel agents). Statements 1, 3, 5 of 

question 15 measured perceptions of specific referents and statements, while statements 

2, 4, 6 measured respondent’s wishes.   

Six statements that include following items: price, package tour, language, climate, 

direct flight, visa for traveling were used to measure Control beliefs (CB) (question 16, 

items 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9). Perception of the strength of the inhibitors was measured with 

a seven-point scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to, “strongly agree” (7). The 

corresponding power statement was “The cost of travel to Iceland would influence my 

decision to visit Iceland” (item 10).  

Behavioural belief (BB). Question 17 was developed to evaluate the importance of 

listed outcomes for visiting Iceland. The importance was measured with a seven-point 

scale ranging from “very unimportant” (1) to “very important” (7).   
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Each part of the questionnaire required its own methods of data processing and 

evaluation. 

In the situation of this study on the stage of questionnaire development and approbation, 

scales to measure attitudes towards visiting Iceland as a travel destination were excluded for of 

few reasons. 

First, it is accepted that attitudes are predispositions or feelings created by learning and 

experience and are based on multiple perceived product attributes (Moutinho, 1987). If the 

destination is considered as a product on a market (Ahmed & Krohn, 1992; Castro et al., 2007), 

there was a high risk to get answers that were not based on personal experience or knowledge 

of such destinations as Iceland. Second, an attitude is a function of behavioural belief (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975), which was included in this study and measured. Third, it is accepted that the 

TPB describes a set of relations among attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control, 

and behavioural intention (Ajzen, 1991). Recent Ajzen’s research of beliefs - behavioural, 

normative and control belief - demonstrated how those three silent components of TPB correlate 

with real intention and behaviour. Nevertheless, Ajzen (1991) pointed that such “right” 

application and representation of the model work not for every situation (Ajzen & Driver, 

1991). For example, Lam & Hsu (2006) in their study showed that the effect of attitude was not 

significant in predicting behavioural intention of choosing Hong Kong as a travel destination 

for Taiwanese travelers.   

Therefore, questions to measure attitudes that would contain such scales as “favorable or 

unfavorable, enjoyable or not enjoyable” were excluded. Those questions burdened the 

questionnaire and caused negative feelings among potential respondents. For this study, it was 

more valuable to measure not attitudes but the level of knowledge about Nordic countries and 

Iceland in particular as a tourist destination. 
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2.3. Sampling 

 Within current study, the sample was taken from e-mail list received from two 

travel agencies and individuals with an access to Russian traveller, who make the 

potential demand. The population is all Russians. The link to the questionnaire was sent 

to 560 e-mail addresses. Among those who received a letter of invitation to participate in 

the survey a total 301 (a response rate of 53,75%) have completed the questionnaire.  

The questionnaire was launched in April 2015 until it was closed in January 2016 

(Figure 8). The slow response rate is explained by the fact that the study was conducted 

among Russian tourists remotely from Iceland, which was limited to communicating 

directly with respondents. This remoteness also explains the difficulty in questionnaire 

promotion to the target audience. In August 2015, the meetings with representatives of 

travel agencies were held to encourage the further promotion of the questionnaire 

resulting the largest number of completed questionnaires was received in September 

2015.   

 

Figure 8 Survey response rate by month 
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2.4.  Data analyses 

Sociological methods were used for measuring variables and generating and analyzing 

the data. Closed-ended questions were included with the proposed variants of answers about 

socio-demographic characteristics: age, gender, region and type of area of living and 

occupation. Depending on the purpose of the question, a nine-point ratio responses scale and 

seven-point Likert scale were applied to the questionnaire.  

To identify the most important motivators (destination attributes and personal 

characteristics) the second part of the questionnaire includes a nine-point ratio response scale. 

Respondents' level of knowledge (question 12) of each Nordic country as a tourist destination 

was measured by nine-point ratio responses scale. The nine-point ratio scale was used to 

minimize the effect of uncertainty in the evaluation.  The nine-point scale was used for 

evaluating the criteria in questions 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17.  

The third part of the questionnaire was based on the measurements of the theory of 

planned behavior and applied the seven-point Likert scale.  

Qualitative methods of statistical analysis were used in the study. Frequency analysis 

and descriptive statistics were used for qualitative variables, absolute and percentage 

distribution. Chi-square test applied to sets of categorical data to evaluate differences between 

the sets. Ranking the priorities (weights) of the motivators conducted to determine important 

travel motivators in destination selection. The Kruskal-Wallis test conducted to explore 

significant differences in motivators between subgroups.  Factor analysis of motivators and 

travel destination choice predictors conducted to allocate most important groups of factors when 

making a travel destination choice by respondents.   

Data analysis were conducted with a statistical package IBM SPSS Statistics 20 and 

graphs made in Microsoft Office Excel 2013.  
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The analysis of motivations was conducted by ranking the priorities (weights) of 

the motivators in the respondents’ group (N=300). To determine important travel 

motivators in destination selection by respondents, the relative weight of 20 sub-criteria 

(motivators) or attributes affecting destination choice was evaluated from the general 

perspective of destination decision-making. For the relative weights for the internal 

factors with its psychological, physical social interaction, seeking exploration criteria 

and for the external factors with its tangible and intangible criteria average (mean) was 

calculated for each sub-criterion (motivator). Criteria with equal average were assigned 

an average grade. The sum of the ranks of all 20 criteria was 210. «Weight global (sub-

criteria)» for each sub-test was carried out according to the formula: weight global (sub-

criteria) = 1/210 * (rank 21). «Weight local (sub-criteria)» for each sub-criterion in the 

group to which it belongs, according to the formula: weight local (sub-criteria) = weight 

global (sub-criteria) / Sum of weights global (sub-criteria) in group. «Weight global 

(criteria)» for each criterion calculated according to the formula: weight global (criteria) 

= sum of weights global (sub-criteria) in the group. The weight of each criterion 

calculated according to the formula: weight local (criteria) = weight global (criteria) / 

sum of weights global (criteria) in the group. Weights of factors calculated according to 

the formula: factor weights = sum of weight local (criteria).  

The factor analyses (20 variables) was conducted to allocate the most important 

groups of motivators (N=300).  

A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to explore significant differences in 

motivators between age-subgroups, gender subgroups, and occupation subgroups. 

Variables were grouped under two or more categories: four “age” groups, two “gender” 

groups, and four “occupation” groups. 



41 

 

To identify behavioral intention of visiting Nordic countries, a factor analysis was 

conducted using 44 variables that reflected past behavior or experience of visiting the 

destination; respondents' level of knowledge of each Nordic country as a travel destination; 

behavioral intention; subjective norm; perceived behavioral control; normative, control and 

behavioral beliefs.  
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3. The results of the study 
 

3.1. Respondents’ characteristics  

3.1.1 Socio-demographic characteristics 

 

The respondents represented every age group, however, the largest age group 

was between 30-44, accounting for 61,5% of respondents (Table 2). Youth from 18 to 

29 accounted for 18,6%, and the groups of participants with age above 45 accounted for 

20,0%. Males represented 33,8% of the sample and females 66,2%.  

The largest groups of respondents live in the Central (67,2%) and Siberian 

regions (19,9%). Among the survey’ participants the respondents from other regions 

represented as well.  Study’s participants are residents of the capital city and large cities 

(77,7%) and small towns (18,6%); 3,7% live in the suburb areas. 

Most respondents' occupation was private sector (employees of businesses) 

(35,9%), while other respondents were government officials (19,9%), “others” (13,3%), 

those who run their own business (12,0%).  

Thus, the study respondents are Russian citizens, most of them live in the capital 

city and large cities; they work in private business sector, governmental organizations, 

or operate their own business. 

 



43 

 

Table 2 Respondents' characteristics 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

Variable Characteristics N % 

Age 

N=301 

18-29 

30-44 

45-59 

>60 

56 

185 

51 

9 

18,6 

61,5 

16,9 

3,0 

Gender 

N=296 

Male 

Female 

100 

196 

33,8 

66,2 

Region of 

living 

N=296 

Central 

Southern 

North-Western 

Far East 

Siberian 

Ural 

Volga region 

North Caucasus 

199 

10 

17 

1 

59 

1 

7 

2 

 

66,1 

3,3 

5,6 

0,3 

19,6 

0,3 

2,3 

0,7 

 

Area of 

living  

N=301 

Capital and large regional cities 

Small town 

Suburbs 

234 

56 

11 

77,7 

18,6 

3,7 

Occupation 

N=301 

Student 

Governmental system 

Working for business sector 

Working one's own business 

Housewife 

Unemployed  

Retired  

Other 

14 

60 

108 

36 

12 

23 

8 

40 

4,7 

19,9 

35,9 

12,0 

4,0 

7,6 

2,7 

13,3 
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3.1.2. Preferred holiday destinations  

 
 At the time the survey was conducted about 34% (N=101) of the sample had 

already taken a decision about next travel destination for their holiday, 20% (N=61) was 

considering the destination choice and 46% (N=138) had not decided yet where to go for 

their holiday.  

Table 3 presents favourable holiday destinations among respondents who had 

already taken a decision about next travel destination. European countries were specified 

with high frequency (46,5%), with domestic Russian (inbound tourism) ranking second 

(25,8%), and Asia-Pacific countries third (9,9%). 

Table 3 Preferred holiday destinations for respondents (N=101) 

Destination N % 

Africa 2 2,0 

Asia 10 9,9 

The Middle East 3 3,0 

North America 4 4,0 

South America 1 1,0 

Europe 48 47,5 

Caucasus 5 5,0 

Russia 26 25,7 

Destination not specified 2 2,0 

Total  101 100,0 

 

The following European countries were indicated most frequently: Spain, 

Turkey, Italy, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, and Greece. Among Asian destinations, 

Thailand, China, India, and Indonesia were most popular.  The most popular domestic 

destinations were Black Sea areas (including Crimea), Altay and Karelia. Among the 

Caucuses countries were mentioned the Republic of Abkhazia, Azerbaijan, and 
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Georgia. There were destinations mentioned only once. For example, South America 

(Argentina).  

Thus, the most popular holiday destinations were European countries and different 

destinations within Russia.  

3.1.3. Past travel experience to Nordic countries  

 

Over one-third of the respondents had already traveled to one or more of the Nordic 

countries (Table 4). Most had visited Finland (73,3%) and Sweden (57,1%). About 13% had 

visited Iceland.  

Table 4 Past travel experience to Nordic countries (N=105) 

Destination N % 

Finland 77 73,3 

Sweden 60 57,1 

Denmark 39 37,1 

Norway 33 31,4 

Iceland 14 13,3 

Total 105 100,0 

 

3.2. Travel motivations in holiday destination 

decision-making  

3.2.1  General analyses of motivations by ranking 

priorities  

The first objective of the study is to assess most important push and pull motivational 

factors that Russian tourists report as affecting their travel destination choice for holiday. 

Table 5 demonstrates the final weighted motivators amongst respondents (N=260).  
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Among push motivations with internal forces, “seeking exploration” (0,233), 

“physical” (0,095) and “psychological” (0,071) categories were strong influencers of 

travel destination selection.  Motivations in the category “social interaction” (0,057) had 

less power.  

The “seeking exploration” category had the greatest motivating force. The 

category included motivations with high, middle and low-ranking values.  The 

motivations of novelty seeking and cultural exploration were the most important factors 

for respondents when selecting a destination and a desirable holiday destination would 

be a destination with respect to those expectations. If novelty seeking and cultural 

exploration were the priorities for the study group, then it can be expected that not-yet-

visited destinations that give the best possibility to explore local cultures would be 

desirable.   

Under the category “physical” were the motivations of “rest and relaxation”, 

“medical treatment”, and “health and fitness”. Rest and relaxation ranked as the 4,5 most 

important motivators.  Medical treatment and health and fitness have a low-ranking 

value, taking 20th and 18th place respectively. Among motivators related to the physical 

category, only “rest and relaxation” (0,076) may be significant when determining 

destination selection for the study group.  

The “psychological” category includes only one motivation in the current study: 

“wish to escape from the mundane everyday life”, which ranked as the 6th most 

important. 

Motivations in the “social interaction” category have less power in destination 

selection among respondents. The factors “meeting new people” and “visiting friends 

and/or relatives” ranked 14th and 16th respectively, indicating low significance in 

destination selection.  
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This study demonstrates that among push motivations with internal forces the following 

motivations are important in destination decision-making: “novelty seeking”, “culture 

exploration”, “rest and relaxation” and “wish to escape”.   

Among pull motivations with external forces, there are two categories of motivators – 

tangible and intangible. The current study includes analyses of nine tangible and one intangible 

criterion. Amongst tangible motivations, “personal safety” is ranked 1st, “price” ranked 4th, 

while “cultural heritage” and “environmental safety and quality” rank 7,5. “Accommodation 

facilities”, with a rank of 10, is also an important criterion in selecting a destination. 

“Transportation facilities” and “good shopping” are important qualities for destination 

selection, but are not decisive. The intangible criteria “destination image” with a rank of 19 is 

not a significant motivation for respondents when choosing a holiday travel destination. 

 

 



Table 5 Weights of the factors and criteria for motivations  

Goal Factors Criteria (Category) Global Sub-criteria (Motivations) Local Global Rank 

Choice of 

destination 

Internal 

(0,457) 

Psychological (0,156) 0,071 Escape 1,000 0,071 6 

Physical (0,208) 0,095 Rest and relaxation 0,800 0,076 4,5 

Medical treatment 0,050 0,005 20 

Health and fitness 0,150 0,014 18 

Social interaction (0,125) 0,057 Visiting friends and/or relatives 0,417 0,024 16 

Meeting new people 0,583 0,033 14 

Seeking exploration (0,510) 0,233 Novelty seeking 0,388 0,090 2 

Culture exploration 0,367 0,086 3 

Adventure seeking 0,163 0,038 13 

Enjoying night life 0,082 0,019 17 

External 

(0,543) 

Tangible (0,982) 0,533 Transportation facilities 0,080 0,043 12 

Friendliness of local people 0,107 0,057 9 

Quality and variety of food 0,089 0,048 11 

Accommodation facilities 0,098 0,052 10 

Personal safety 0,179 0,095 1 

Prices 0,152 0,081 4,5 

Cultural heritage 0,125 0,067 7,5 

Good shopping 0,054 0,029 15 

Environmental safety and quality 0,116 0,062 7,5 

Intangible (0,018) 0,010 Destination image 1,000 0,010 19 

 



The stronger weight of the factors with external forces (0,543) compared to the weight 

of the factors with internal forces (0,457) demonstrates that the push motivations with external 

force are more important for the study group than internal motivations or destination attributes 

when selecting a destination for vacation (Table 5).  

Nevertheless, ten most important motivations allocated by ranking priorities combine 

both factors of motivations – push and pull.  Table 6 shows that such internal push motivations 

as “novelty seeking”, “culture exploration”, “rest and relaxation”, “wish to escape from the 

mundane everyday life together with such external pull motivational factors as “personal 

safety”, “prices” etc.  appear to be ten most important motivational factors in holiday destination 

choice among respondents.    

Table 6 Key push and pull motivational factors in holiday destination choice  

 
Rank Motivational factor 

1 Personal safety 

2 Novelty seeking 

3 Cultural exploration 

4,5 Prices 

4,5 Rest and relaxation 

6 Escape from the mundane everyday life 

7,5 Environmental safety and quality  

7,5 Cultural heritage 

9 Friendliness of local people 

10 Accommodation facilities 
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3.2.2. Factor analyses  

 

  To explore the latent factors that would allow for a better understanding of the 

significance of each motivation, a factor analyses with a VARIMAX rotation method has been 

conducted.   

Table 7 shows that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 

adequacy of 62,72 which corresponds to the acceptable index from 0,60 to 0,69 

(Kaiser, 2017). 

The empirical factor analysis allowed to allocate six factors with an eigenvalue 

more than 1,0.   

Factor 1 has an eigenvalue = 4,129, that is greater than 1,0 and it explains the 

respondents’ behaviour more than single variance (motivator). The percent a variance 

explained a behaviour in 20,6%.  The Factor 2 with its eigenvalue = 2,721 that explains 

the respondents’ behaviour in 13.6%.  Factors 3, 4, 5, 6 explain the respondents’ 

behaviour in 9,9%, 7,2%, 6,1% and 5,0% respectively. 
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Table 7 Total variance for extracted motivational factors   

Component 

 Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance Cumulative % 

1 4,129 20,647 20,647 4,129 20,647 20,647 

2 2,721 13,603 34,250 2,721 13,603 34,250 

3 1,995 9,973 44,223 1,995 9,973 44,223 

4 1,452 7,261 51,484 1,452 7,261 51,484 

5 1,232 6,159 57,643 1,232 6,159 57,643 

6 1,016 5,081 62,724 1,016 5,081 62,724 

7 ,832 4,161 66,886       

8 ,784 3,921 70,807       

9 ,768 3,839 74,646       

10 ,700 3,498 78,144       

11 ,653 3,266 81,410       

12 ,591 2,953 84,363       

13 ,559 2,793 87,156       

14 ,533 2,666 89,822       

15 ,459 2,293 92,115       

16 ,396 1,981 94,095       

17 ,384 1,922 96,017       

18 ,312 1,561 97,578       

19 ,243 1,215 98,793       

20 ,241 1,207 100,000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analyses  

  

Table 8 shows extracted factors with a given name to each factor. The structure of each 

of them with high factorial weights are logged in as psychological, physical, social and seeking 

exploration factors with its internal force and tangible with its external force. The loaded factors 

are matched to a chosen model for descriptive analyses.  

Factor 1 and 4 include pull variables with their external force. Factors 2, 5, and 6 include 

push variables with their internal force. Factor 3 combines push and pull motivations. 
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Table 8 Factor analyses of the motivations (Rotated component Matrix a)   

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. A 

Rotation converged in 10 iterations. KMO - 62,724. 

 

  Component 

Factor 1  
External  

Pull 1 
Destination 
attributes 

Factor 2 
Internal  

Push 1 
Social 

interaction
+ Seeking 
exploration 

Factor 3  
Internal 

Push and 
External 

Pull 
Seeking 

exploration
+ 

Destination 
attribute 

Factor 4  
External 

Pull 2  
Destination 
attributes 

Factor 5 
Internal 

Push 3 
Physical
+ Social 
interac-

tion 

Factor 6 
Internal 

Push 4 
Physical+ 
Psycholo-

gical 

Friendliness of 
local people 

,748 
     

Environmental 

safety and quality 

,707 
     

Personal safety ,680 
     

Transportation 
facilities 

,609 
     

Prices ,544 
     

Enjoying night-
life 

 
,808 

    

Meeting new 
people 

 
,690 

    

Adventure 
seeking 

 
,684 

    

Culture 
exploration 

  
,865 

   

Novelty seeking 
  

,795 
   

Cultural heritage 
  

,727 
   

Good shopping 
   

,756 
  

Accommodation 
facilities 

,473 
  

,616 
  

Destination 

image 

   
,613 

  

Quality and 
variety of food 

   
,513 

  

Health and 
fitness 

    
,789 

 

Medical 

treatment 

    
,664 

 

Visiting friends 
and/or relatives 

    
,638 

 

Rest and 

relaxation 

     
,788 

My wish to 
escape from the 

mundane 
everyday life 

     
,781 
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Analyzing each of the factors in more detail the following characteristics determined.  

Two factors (Factor 1 and Factor 4) with external pull force explains the respondents’ 

behaviour in 27,8%. Factor 1 explains respondents’ travel destination choice in 20,0%, and 

Factor 4 explains 7,2% of respondents’ behaviour.  

The following motivations represent the destination attributes that form factor 1: 

“friendliness of local people”, “environmental safety and quality”, “personal safety”, 

“transportation facilities”, “accommodation facilities”, and “prices”. “Good shopping”, 

“accommodation facilities”, “destination image”, and “quality and variety of food” form factor 

4.  The motivation “accommodation facilities” included in both factors, with the stronger weight 

(0,616) in factor 4 comparing with the weight in factor 1 (0,473).   

Factors 2, 3, 5, and 6 are formed by push motivations with internal forces.  

Social interaction motivations of “enjoying nightlife”, “meeting new people”, and 

“adventure seeking” form factor 2. The “adventure seeking” motivation that theoretically 

belongs to the “seeking exploration” category was loaded into the “social interaction” category. 

Thus, adventure seeking might be considered by respondents as a motivation connected with 

social interaction more than with seeking exploration.   

Factor 3 is formed by both push and pull factors including the seeking exploration push 

motivations “culture exploration” and “novelty seeking”, and pull factors that reflect such 

destination attributes as “cultural and historical resources”.   

Factor 5 includes physical motivations “health and fitness”, “medical treatment”, and 

one social interaction motivation “visiting friends and/or relatives”.  

Factor 6 includes two motivations “rest and relaxation”, that would better fit the group 

of physical motivations, and “wish to escape”, reflecting psychological needs.   

Thus, six extracted factors (groups of motivations) explain respondents’ travel 

destination choices. The extracted factors match a Crompton’s push-pull model of motivations 
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that was chosen for descriptive analyses within the current study. The most powerful 

motivations for respondents were external force motivations that reflected different destination 

attributes. Factor analysis confirmed the results of the analysis by weight in a matter of 

significance external push motivations.   

3.2.3.  Primary motivations for subgroups with 

different stages of decision-making upon travel 
destination for holiday 
 

It is assumed that there are relationships between motivational factors and 

different stages of decision-making on travel destination.  Within this study, the stages 

of decision making upon travel destination were determined using one question:  

Have you already decided where to go for vacation? 

 

Yes   No  Almost, but have doubts 

If “yes”, where are you going? (specify country, city, area of your vacation) 

___________________________ 

 

The results showed that 33,7% (N=101) of respondents had already decided a 

travel destination for their next holiday, while 20,3% (N=61) were still unsure about 

their destinations, and 45,8% (N=138) said that a decision had not yet been made. 

Motivations that express themselves differently among respondents across the 

subgroups are important motivations but cannot be considered as general for all 

respondents. 

To determine whether there were significant differences among subgroups in 

allocated motivational factors, a Kruskal-Wallis H test was used. The results show that 

among the six factors, a significant difference appears only in factor 5 (p ≤ 0.001) that 

reflects internal push motivations (Table 9).  
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Table 9 Significant difference between subgroups with different stages of decision-making 

upon holiday travel destination (N=101; N=138; N=61) 

 Factor 1  
External  
Pull 1 
Destination 

attributes 

Factor 2 
Internal  
Push 1 
Social 

interacti
on+ 

Seeking 
explorat

ion 

Factor 3  
Internal Push 
and External 
Pull Seeking 

exploration+ 
Destination 
attribute 

Factor 4  
External Pull 

2  
Destination 

attributes 

Factor 5 
Internal 
Push 3 
Physical

+ Social 
interac-

tion 

Factor 6 
Internal 
Push 4 

Physical+ 

Psycholo-
gical 

Chi-square 0,310 0,351 1,840 4,266 14,709 0,734 

Significance 0,856 0,839 0,399 0,118 0,001 0,693 

Kruskal-Wallis H 

The following motivations are included in Factor 5 (internal push): “health and fitness”, 

“medical treatment” and “visiting friends and/or relatives”. A significant difference was indicated only 

in two motivations within the Factor 5; “medical treatment” and “health/fitness”. For the “visiting 

friends and/or relatives” motivator, there is no significant difference between the subgroups. The 

significant difference is not confirmed between subgroups for other allocated motivational factors. 

Previous results of the study showed that the motivations “medical treatment”, and “health and 

fitness” are not significant in travel destination decision-making for a holiday among respondents. It 

is unknown how exactly those motivations behave in the travel destination decision-making process 

among respondents. It is possible that in one of the subgroups (this research does not show which), 

they are manifested in greater force. 

Thus, it is found that five motivational factors with 20 variables express themselves similarly 

at different stages of decision-making and can be considered as general for all respondents. The only 

motivations that express themselves differently are “medical treatment” and “health/fitness”.  Those 

motivations need to be researched in more detail. This could be one objective for further studies in 

health tourism and health-oriented travel destinations development.   
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3.2.4. Relations between motivational factors and 

sociodemographic characteristics of a decision 
maker  

 

It is assumed that there are relations between motivational factors and socio-

demographic characteristics. Thus, in order to allocate general motivations, it is 

important to find those motivational factors that are affected by age, gender or 

occupation. Detailed group distribution by age, gender, and occupation is described 

above in Table 2 (paragraph 4.1).  

Table 10 presents the significant differences among age, gender and occupation 

groups in allocated motivational factors.   
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Table 10 Significant difference between "age", "gender", and "occupation" groups in 

allocated motivational factors 

Grouping variable: age  

 Factor 1  
External  

Pull 1 
Destination 
attributes 

Factor 2 
Internal  

Push 1 
Social 

interaction+ 
Seeking 

exploration 

Factor 3  
Internal 

Push and 
External Pull 

Seeking 
exploration+ 
Destination 
attribute 

Factor 4  
External 

Pull 2  
Destination 
attributes 

Factor 5 
Internal 

Push 3 
Physical+ 

Social 
interac-

tion 

Factor 6 
Internal 

Push 4 
Physical+ 
Psycholo-

gical 

Chi-square 7,461 32,300 13,758 8,334 23,415 10,255 

Significance 0,488 0,000 0,088 0,402 0,003 0,248 

N=260       

Grouping variable: gender 

Chi-square 0,822 12,404 4,332 0,112 0,014 1,271 

Significance 0,365 0,000 0,037 0,738 0,907 0,260 

N=257       

Grouping variable: occupation 

Chi-square 7,662 10,873 2,972 1,503 1,517 5,057 

Significance 0,054 0,012 0,396 0,682 0,678 0,168 

N=260       

Kruskal-Wallis H 

The results show that there are three out of six factors that include various items affected 

by such variables as “age”, “gender” and “occupation”. Factor 1 with its external pull 

motivations (friendliness of local people, environmental safety and quality, personal safety, 

transportation facilities and prices at the destination) was affected by occupation but not by age 

or gender. Factor 2 with its internal push motivations that reflect social interaction and 

adventure seeking (enjoying nightlife, meeting new people, adventure seeking) was affected by 

age, gender, and occupation. Factor 5 with its internal push motivations that reflect physical 
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items and social interaction (health and fitness, medical treatment, visiting friends 

and/or relatives) was affected only by age.  

The following factors were not affected by age, gender or occupation: Factor 3 

with push seeking exploration motivations (culture exploration, novelty seeking) and 

pull motivator cultural heritage, factor 4  with pull external intangible motivations that 

reflect destination attributes (good shopping, accommodation facilities, destination 

image, quality and variety of food), and factor 6 with push internal psychological and 

physical motivations (rest and relaxation, wish to escape from the mundane everyday 

life). 

 

Thus, the analysis of motivational factors by ranking priorities (weights) and the 

factor analysis have uncovered the most important and powerful motivational factors of 

holiday destination choice among Russian tourists.  

The most powerful factors of motivation for respondents are external pull 

motivations that reflect different destination attributes:  friendliness of local people, 

environmental safety and quality, personal safety, transportation facilities, 

accommodation facilities, prices, good shopping, accommodation facilities, destination 

image and quality and variety of food. Those motivations grouped into two factors that 

explain 27,9% of respondents’ behavior.  Nevertheless, the results of analysis by ranking 

priorities have demonstrated that the key motivations are a combination of both – 

external pull and internal push factors of motivation.  

Through the analyses of motivation from the perspective of decision-making 

stages and such sociodemographic characteristics as gender, age and occupation there 

are additional results were achieved, which allow to evaluate motivations in holiday 

destination choice in more detail. 
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 The results show the only motivations  - “medical treatment” and “health and fitness” 

- .with a significant difference in motivational factors between subgroups of respondents who 

have already taken a decision about the travel destination, who don’t know where to go, and 

those who are currently considering a destination.  Socio-demographic characteristics (age, 

gender and occupation) were statistically significant for internal push motivations that reflect 

social interaction and seeking exploration. Age, but not gender and occupation, is significant 

for internal physical motivations (medical treatment, health and fitness). Occupation, but not 

age and gender, are important for differentiation external motivations that reflect to a travel 

destination attributes. 
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3.3. Behavioural intentions in visiting Nordic 

countries and Iceland in particular for 

holiday  
 

The second objective of the study is to explore whether Russian tourists have 

behavioural intention in visiting Nordic countries, and Iceland in particular, for holiday 

within the next two years, by identifying the main constructs of behavioural intention 

among respondents in accordance with the TPB. A period of two years is specified as a 

common time-frame in behavioural research (Lam & Hsu, 2006).  

To analyze behavioural intentions a factor analysis of 44 variables was 

conducted. The most important groups of factors in predicting a destination choice by 

the study’ respondents were allocated (N=300).  

Table 11 shows the results of factor analyses with a VARIMAX rotation method 

which is used to evaluate the factor loading of each variable on the different construct. 

Ten factors with eigenvalues greater than 1,0 are extracted. Over 65,000 of the 

cumulative variance is explained by the 10 factors with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure of sampling adequacy of 0,780. The Barlett Test of Sphericity is 1881,133 (df 

= 933, p=0,000).   

The factor analyses’ results show that subjective norm, behavioural belief, 

knowledge about the destination, normative belief, perceived behavioural control, 

behavioural intentions are distinct constructs for the respondents that confirm the good 

validity and are fully applicable to the TPB. The proposed variables distributed 

accurately and relate to a certain factor.   
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Table 11 Factor analysis of the measuring variables with a VARIMAX rotation method  

Scale items Factor 

loadings 

Eigenvalue % of 

variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Subjective norm (most 

people I know would 

consider following 

countries as a travel 

destination) 

 9.758 22.692 22.692 

Norway 0,822    

Iceland 0,800    

Denmark 0,733    

Sweden 0,709    

Finland 0,695    

Behavioural belief when 

visiting Iceland 

 3,790 8,814 31,506 

Experience cultural 

difference 

0,768    

Nature and landscape 0,767    

Local cuisine 0,759    

Experience of different 

lifestyle 

0,702    

Northern lights 0,701    

Sightseeing (attractions, 

museums) 

0,690    

Knowledge about Nordic 

countries 

 3,069 7,138 38,643 

Denmark 0,873    

Norway 0,848    

Finland 0,838    

Sweden 0,794    

Iceland 0,650    

Behavioural intention 

(want to visit)  

 2,462 5,726 44,369 

Denmark 0,811    

Sweden 0,789    

Finland 0,750    

Norway 0,694    

Iceland 0,569    

Behavioural intention 

(intend to visit in next 

two years) 

 1,898 4,414 48,783 

Denmark 0,773    

Norway 0,740    

Iceland 0,737    

Sweden 0,729    

Finland 0,715    

Control belief  1,790 4,164 52,947 

Package tour  0,687    

Direct flight  0,682    

Weather and climate at the 

destination 

0,605    

Language problem 0,410    
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Scale items Factor 

loadings 

Eigenvalue % of 

variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Perceived behavioural 

control 

 1,513 3,519 56,466 

I’m able to visit Iceland  0,744    

Could easily visit Iceland  0,729    

Language problem -0,532    

Cost as a control belief  1,413 3,287 59,753 

Visiting Iceland is 

expensive for me 

0,784    

The cost of travel to Iceland 

would influence my decision 

to visit Iceland 

0,575    

Something stops me to 

consider Iceland as a travel 

destination 

0,526    

Behavioural belief and 

Normative belief 

(perception of friends’ 

opinion) 

 1,291 3,003 62,756 

Night life 0,705    

It is important for me what 

countries my friends choose 

for their vacations 

0,575    

Normative belief 

(perception of family's 

opinion) 

 1,257 2,923 65,679 

Likelihood to listen to 

family members’ opinion 

when choosing a travel 

destination 

0,700    

My family would agree with 

me if I suggested Iceland 

as travel destination 

0,407    

Past experience of visiting 

Nordic countries  

-0,661    

KMO = 0.780 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 1881,133 at df = 933 with a significance of 0.000 

 

The results indicate that there are constructs that are good predictors for Russian 

tourists’ intentions to visit Nordic countries within next two years. 

 The subjective norm factor explains 22,69% of respondent’s behaviour and has 

the greatest effect on behavioural intentions. Theoretically, it means that opinion of the 

reference group might influence respondents’ destination choice. Respondents assume 

that Nordic countries as a destination are attractive for most people they know and they 

would consider those countries as a travel destination. Results show that Finland (with 
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average rating 4,17 on a seven-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 

(7)), Norway (with 3,93 average rating) and Sweden (with 3,88) as destinations would be a 

main preference for the reference group. Iceland’s attractiveness for most people that 

respondents know has its 4,17 - average rating on a seven-point Likert scale. 

Behavioural belief reflects what respondents expect to experience when visiting Iceland.  

This factor explains 8,8% of respondents’ behaviour. Respondents would be interested to get 

an experience of cultural difference, Icelandic nature/landscape, local cuisine, the experience 

of a different lifestyle, northern lights and sightseeing. The study results show that the variable 

“nightlife” was not loaded into “behavioural belief” factors nor into any other factor. This might 

indicate that “nightlife” is out of interests in the respondents’ group if visiting Iceland.  

Knowledge loaded as a separate factor and explained 7.13% of behaviour. Figure 4.30 

presents the level of knowledge about Nordic countries as a travel destination. Study results 

indicate a low level of knowledge about Nordic countries and Iceland in particular.  This 

indicator was measured on a nine-point scale, with Finland being the best known Nordic 

destination and Iceland the least known.    

 

Figure 9 Knowledge about Nordic countries as a travel destination (N=296) 

Thirty-seven respondents (12,9%) left their comments about the questionnaire and the 

topic of the study, and 23 of indicated either a desire to visit Iceland or demonstrated 
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knowledge, beliefs or prejudices about the destination. Completion of the survey seemed 

to pique some respondents’ curiosity about Iceland as a travel destination. The 

respondents' comments also indicate a low level of knowledge about Iceland as a tourist 

destination: 

“Very little is known about Iceland as a travel destination. I know that there was 

a financial default and Iceland did not pay off debts and it was the right thing”. 

“I never thought about Iceland as a travel destination but now, probably, this 

idea will spin”. 

“Visiting the Scandinavian countries with children is not safe recently 

(especially Norway): the state can take the child for any reason. In addition, the 

Scandinavian countries are strong in the propaganda of same-sex marriages and related 

values”. 

Thus, very little is known by Russian tourists about the Nordic countries and 

Iceland in particular, as a travel destination. Finland is a more familiar destination for 

respondents.   

Behavioral intention loaded as two separate factors: want to visit and intend to 

visit in next two years. The “want to visit” factor explains 5,72% of target behaviour 

and “intend to visit” factor explains 4,41%. Such disunion of behavioral intention’ 

variables may indicate that in this case, the wish (desire) does not mean its 

implementation or intention to act.   

Control belief factor, explaining 4,1% of respondents’ behaviour, includes the 

following components: package tour availability, direct flight, weather and climate at 

the destination, and perception of a language problem.  

Perceived behavioural control factor demonstrated the relationship between 

control belief components and the likelihood of performing the act.  The “language 
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problem” variable has been loaded in both factors with different loading meaning: 0,410 for the 

control belief factor and with -0,532 for perceived behavioural control factor. Perhaps, 

respondents consider possible language problems as a significant component in traveling, but 

it will not affect the behavioural intention to visit the Nordic countries.  

Within the study, the significance of the price for the trip to Iceland is emphasized by 

the loading following items in separated factor “cost as a control belief”: “visiting Iceland is 

expensive for me”, and “the cost of travel to Iceland would influence my decision to visit”. The 

variable “something stops me to consider Iceland as a travel destination” that is usually 

considered as a perceived behavioural control component, is loaded together with the cost items 

within the current study. Thus, it may indicate that the cost of travel is a significant limitation 

in forming the intention to visit a holiday destination, and high prices limit respondents’ choice 

in considering Iceland as a travel destination for their vacation. The respondents' comments also 

indicated the greatest value of the “cost” component when choosing Iceland as a travel 

destination: 

“I have long dreamed of visiting Iceland, but I'm afraid it's expensive”. 

“The transfer, expensive tickets, inability to use Schengen visa reduce the chance to go 

to Iceland”.  

Moreover, the second comment also confirms the low level of knowledge about Iceland, 

as the respondent is not informed that is possible to use Schengen visa for visiting Iceland.  

The behavioral belief when visiting Iceland about nightlife loaded together with the 

perception of friends’ opinion explains 3,0% of decision-making. Generally, the most important 

reference group for respondents is family (this factor explains 2,9% of behaviour), so the 

perception of family’s opinion when choosing Iceland as a travel destination is most important. 

“Past behaviour” of visiting Nordic countries is allocated within the factor “normative 

belief” with negative (-0.661) loading strength.  Perhaps, respondents consider “past behavior” 
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equally with opinions of important reference groups but in this case “past behavior'' is 

not considered as a factor that influences the decision.  

Thus, the identified ten factors are crucial for the formation of behavioural 

intentions in visiting Nordic countries for vacation by Russian tourists.  

The number of loaded factors by two factors exceeds the number of constructs 

in the original model of the TPB. First, the construct behavioral intention is divided into 

two factors; want and intend. Second, items that reflected the normative belief construct 

have been loaded in two factors as well – perception of friends’ opinion and perception 

of family’ opinion.  Items that reflect the perception of travel agencies’ opinion or advice 

have not loaded into any factor. Third, the construct “past behavior” was not loaded as 

a separate factor. In this study “past behaviour” loaded as an item of normative belief. 

Perhaps, for respondents, the experience of visiting Nordic countries is not a construct 

that would influence behavioural intention directly. Finally, results showed that such 

construct of the TPB as control belief was divided into two factors due to “costs” with 

its strong influence on behaviour (3,2%) formed a separate factor.  

All identified factors correspond to the constructs of the TPB’ model.  

Correlations were examined to identify relations between 10 allocated factors 

that reflect the TPB constructs. Table 12 presents correlations between allocated factors. 
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Table 12 Correlations and reliabilities of constructs in accordance with the TPB 

 

The results show significant negative correlation (-0,312) between control belief 

(Factor 6) and behavioural intention (Factor 5).  

The perceived behavioural control factor is significantly correlated to the control belief 

factor. It could mean that control belief items (package tour, direct flight, weather and climate 

at the destination, and language problem) will contribute to an easier choice of the proposed 

vacation destination. Nevertheless, in this case (with the significant negative correlation 

between control beliefs and behavioral intentions), perceived behavioral control cannot be 

associated with real intentions to visit a destination in the next two years. It was pointed out 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Subjective 
norm 

1,000                   

Behavioural 
belief  

-,126 1,000                 

Knowledge 
about a 

target 
destination 

-,033 ,097 1,000               

Behavioural 
intention 
(want to 

visit) 

-,113 -,031 ,037 1,000             

Behavioural 
intention 
(will visit in 

next two 
years) 

,011 -,128 -,105 ,034 1,000           

Control 
belief 

,040 -,069 ,133 ,006 -,312** 1,000         

Perceived 
behavioural 
control 

-,045 -,133 -,176 -,153 ,046 ,269* 1,000       

Cost as a 
control 
belief 

,139 -,126 -,097 ,021 -,023 ,021 -,118 1,000     

Behavioural 
belief and 

Normative 
belief about 
friends 

-,163 -,073 ,061 -,147 ,087 -,007 ,131 -,058 1,000   

Normative 
belief 

-,009 -,220 -,214 ,141 -,012 ,108 ,132 ,114 ,141 1,000 
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above that a possible language problem is not an item that would negatively influence a 

respondents’ travel destination choice. Nevertheless, talking about Iceland as a travel 

destination, such items as a package tour, direct flight and climate are not key items that 

contribute to a choice of Iceland as a travel destination.  

The results show the absence of significant correlations between other identified 

factors that reflect constructs of the TPB model.  

Thus, the factor analyses and the analysis of correlations between the constructs 

allowed to identify the main constructs of behavioural intention of visiting Iceland in 

accordance with TPB (see Figure 10). 

 

 

Figure 10 The key constructs of behavioral intention of visiting Iceland and their relations 

Control beliefs and perceived behavioral control (respondents’ perceived ease or 

difficulty of travel) are the only significant factors to predict respondents’ intention to 

choose Nordic countries and Iceland in particular for vacation within next two years. 

Subjective norm (informational sources or recommendations from reference groups. 

which might influence respondents’ destination choice), behavioural belief (what 

 

-,312** 

Intention 

(will visit) 

Cost 

,269* 
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respondents expect to experience when visiting Iceland) and knowledge about a destination are 

leading factors that explain respondents’ behaviour. Normative belief (perception of family’ 

and friends’ opinion on whether respondents perform or do not perform a behaviour) is not 

crucially significant in predicting respondents’ intentions in visiting Nordic countries but play 

a role to some extent. 

The weak negative correlation of normative belief which include past behavior as an 

item indicate that past experience (experience of visiting Nordic countries) do not play a 

significant role in predicting respondents’ intention in visiting this destination.  

Thus, the results allowed to answer the studuy question concluding that the behavioural 

intention in visiting Iceland for holiday within next two years seem to be weak among Russian 

tourists. There are no big prerequisites for expecting a large flow of tourists from Russia. 

Nevertheless, the results showed that the way to influence behavioural intentions is to decrease 

perceived behavioural control through significant constructs such as subjective norm 

(informational sources or recommendations from reference groups), behavioural belief (what 

respondents expect to experience when visiting Iceland) and increase the level of knowledge 

about a destination.  
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4. Discussion 
 

This study allowed to uncover the most important push and pull factors of 

motivation that Russian tourists report as affecting their travel destination choice and to 

assess leading constructs of behavioural intention in destination choice on a sample of 

Iceland as a given destination. Through the analyses of motivation from the perspective 

of decision-making stages and such sociodemographic characteristics as gender, age and 

occupation there are additional results were achieved, which allow to evaluate 

motivations in holiday destination choice in more detail. The results of the study also 

showed the favourable holiday destinations among respondents as well.  

The analysis of motivational factors by ranking priorities (weights) and the factor 

analysis have uncovered the most important and powerful motivational factors of holiday 

destination choice among Russian tourists. The results show that the group of pull 

motivations with external force are more important for respondents in holiday destination 

choice than the group of push internal motivations. The most powerful motivations for 

respondents are external pull motivations that reflect different destination attributes:  

friendliness of local people, environmental safety and quality, personal safety, 

transportation facilities, accommodation facilities, prices, good shopping, 

accommodation facilities, destination image and quality and variety of food. Those 

motivations were grouped into two factors that explain 27,9% of respondents’ behaviour.   

This finding is confirmed by two methods; ranking the priorities (weights) of the 

motivations and factor analyses. Whereas the results of similar studies among tourists 

of other nationalities show the higher significance of push internal motivations in 

decision-making on travel destination (Hsu et al., 2009).  
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Nevertheless, this study also shows that there are significant motivations from both 

internal push and external pull categories. Such motivations as personal safety, novelty seeking, 

culture exploration, prices, rest, and relaxation, wish to escape from the mundane everyday life 

appear to be six most important motivations for the study group. Among push internal forces 

motivations, the most important are novelty seeking, culture exploration, rest and relaxation, 

wish to escape.  In this study, the most significant internal motivations combined from those 

that suggest the possibility of both -  activities and relaxation. Among the external forces 

motivations, significant motivations are prices and personal safety. We assume that the price 

factor can influence respondents to choose one or another destination but the influence of 

“novelty seeking” and “culture exploration” and wish to escape is strong.  The results of a 

similar study but among tourists of different nations demonstrated that prices might be the least 

important factor (Hsu et al., 2009).  Despite this, the price for a trip is an important factor for 

Russian tourists when planning a vacation, but it is known that outbound Russians traveling for 

both leisure or business spend a significant amount of money (Artal-Tur, 2015; UNWTO, 

2014). This discrepancy (to be economically accurate when planning a vacation but not to limit 

the satisfaction of any needs during the vacation spending finances) might be explained by 

cultural values that reflected attitude to money and pleasure among Russians.  

The study shows that some motivations that are described as important in destination 

decision-making within other studies are not significant for Russian tourists. Internal “medical 

treatment” and “health and fitness” are not significant motivations in holiday destination 

decision-making and need to be analyzed specifically. During the 1980s, health and medical 

interventions were very strong motivations for inbound tourism. About 30 million people 

visited resorts annually for medical and health tourism for treatments and recovery (Artal-Tur 

et al., 2015). The results of this study indicate that vacation is not associated with medical 

intervention or treatment for respondents. The analysis of motivational factors from the 
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perspective of decision-making stages has uncovered that “medical treatment” and 

“health and fitness” are the only motivations with a significant difference between 

respondents who are on different stages of decision-making.  

Internal push motivations that reflect social interaction (visiting friends and/or 

relatives, meeting new people) are not significant for decision-making on travel 

destination for respondents. Different studies show different results in the significance 

of motivations that reflect social interaction. For example, “visiting friends and/or 

relatives”, and “meeting new people” are the most important factors among tourists who 

visited Taiwan for vacation (Hsu et al., 2009), however another study among Japanese 

leisure travelers shows that “visiting friends and/or relatives” do not seem to be 

important motivation in destination decision-making for vacation (Heung, Qu, & Chu, 

2001). Thus, social interaction motivations significance varies depending on tourists’ 

cultural background.   

The “destination image” as an external pull motivation is not significant for 

study respondents in travel destination decision-making. This finding disagrees with the 

results of other studies about the place of destination image in the process of travel 

destination decision-making. The significance of destination image is demonstrated and 

described by many authors (Fletcher et al., 2013; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005). The 

“image of the destination” is described to be an important influential factor for 

behavioral intentions in visiting a destination (Chen & Tsai, 2007). Discrepancy 

between the results of this study and the results of other studies might be explained by 

the complexity of the concept of destination image that might be considered as an 

internal (individual factor) (Fletcher et al., 2013) or an external factor at the same time 

(Hsu et al., 2009; Mohamad & Jamil, 2012).  Defining image, as “a set of beliefs, ideas, 

and impressions relating to companies, products and destinations” (Fletcher et al, 2013, 
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p. 40) it is possible to assume that respondents might not clearly understand what is meant by 

“destination image”.  Moreover, the process of destination image formation is complex and the 

sources of knowledge about a destination are important (Gitelson & Crompton, 1983), but this 

study did not aim to discover the peculiarities of image formation among the respondents. 

Nevertheless, a more detailed explanation of “destination image” variable in the questionnaire 

would allow to better research a significance of this motivation for destination decision-making.  

The combination of significant and insignificant motivations that differ from the results 

of other studies among tourists of other nations confirms that different cultural groups have 

different travel motivations (Li et al., 2013).  

Through the analyses of motivation from the perspective of such sociodemographic 

characteristics as gender, age and occupation there are additional results were achieved which 

allow to describe motivations in holiday destination choice in more detail. The results of this 

and other studies show that socio-demographic characteristics affect motivations in destination 

decision-making (Weaver, McCleary, Lapisto, & Damonte, 1994; Kalabikhina & Shishalov, 

2016). This study found that three variables were statistically significant (age, gender and 

occupation) for internal push motivations that reflect social interaction and seeking exploration 

(enjoying night life, meeting new people and adventure seeking). Age, but not gender and 

occupation, is significant for internal physical motivations (medical treatment, health and 

fitness). Occupation, but not age and gender, are important for differentiation external 

motivations that reflect a travel destination attributes. 

Therefore, it is important to consider the age, gender and occupation variables of 

potential tourists’ to better understand the competitive positioning of destination in the 

marketplace, and combine this information with tourists’ needs and destination attributes. 

The second part of the study was focused on finding the answer to a question “Do 

Russian tourists consider the Nordic countries and Iceland in particular as a holiday destination 
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within next two years?”. In order to answer the question, the main constructs of 

behavioural intention of visiting Iceland within next two years were identified and 

assessed in accordance with the TPB. The study results also showed the main favourable 

holiday destinations for respondents.  

It was identified that subjective norm (22,69%), behavioural belief when visiting 

Iceland (8,8%), knowledge about the destination (7,1%), normative belief (3,0%+2,9%), 

and perceived behavioural control (3,5%) are distinct constructs for the respondents 

when forming behavioural intention to visit Iceland for holiday.  

Since subjective norms have the greatest effect on behavioral intention, 

recommendations from reference groups would influence respondents’ destination 

choice. This finding aligned with the theoretical postulate that behavioral intentions in 

the holiday destination selection are associated with perceived social pressure from 

important references (Ajzen, 1991). The results show that the most important reference 

groups for respondents are family and friends, whose opinion may influence whether 

respondents perform a behaviour to choose a target destination. The significance of the 

family’s opinion is mainly based on the value of family for Russians. It was reported 

that family is a more significant institution for Russians than it is for residents of many 

other European countries, Russians still take issues connected with the “traditional 

family” close to heart  (Fabrykant, November 14, 2014). 

The study shows that some constructs of behavioural intentions that are 

important for predicting destination decision-making are inconsistent with the 

theoretical postulates of the TPB.  For example, past experience (previous travel to 

Nordic countries), does not play a significant role in predicting respondents’ intention 

in visiting a target destination. According to Ajzen (1991), when people deliberately 

form conscious intentions, past behaviour is likely to be a contributing factor. Past 
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behaviour has a direct influence on behavioural intention and actual behaviour of different types 

of acts (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Nevertheless, some studies where past behaviour had a weak 

correlation with intentions, proposed an argument that past behaviour could be considered as a 

moderator that interacts with another variable(s) in predicting behavioural intentions (Lam & 

Hsu, 2006). In this study past behaviour of visiting Nordic countries has allocated within the 

factor “normative belief” with negative (-0,661) loading strength. Perhaps, respondents 

consider “past behaviour” equally with opinions of important reference groups but in this case 

“past behaviour” is not considered as a factor that will influence the decision. Moreover, only 

34,8% of the study’ participants have already had experience visiting one or more Nordic 

countries.  

The results also show that control belief and perceived behavioral control are the only 

significant factors in predicting respondents’ intention to choose Iceland as a holiday 

destination within next two years. When the significant negative correlation between control 

belief and behavioural intention are found, perceived behavioural control cannot be associated 

with real intentions to visit a destination within the proposed timeline. Moreover, behavioural 

intention was allocated as two separate factors that reflect a wish and real intention to visit 

within next two years. Such disunion confirms that in this case, the wish (desire) does not mean 

its implementation or intention to act. This finding agrees with the theoretical postulate that 

intentions should be considered as trying to perform a given behaviour rather than in relation 

to actual performance (Ajzen, 1985). Thus, a certain amount of constraints could diminish, but 

not prohibit, travel intention among respondents in visiting Iceland.   

The results of this study show that European countries remain the most popular 

outbound holiday destinations among Russian tourists. The following European countries were 

the most frequently identified: Spain, Turkey, Italy, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, and Greece. 

Asian destinations such as Thailand, China, India and Indonesia. The study results on preferred 
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outbound tourist destinations coincide with an official statistic on most popular 

destinations among Russian tourists ("Rosstat", 2017) and current trends in Russian 

tourism industry (Euromonitor, 2014, 2016 a, 2016 b; Tourism, 2017). 

Giving the importance of results of this study on travel destination decision-

making among Russian tourists, those findings could allow to tourism practitioners 

suggest a more structured and purposeful approach when attracting Russian tourists to 

the destination, may help in predicting future demand for a given destination.  
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5. Conclusions  
 

The attempt to identify the most important push and pull motivations that Russian 

tourists report as affecting their travel destination choice and leading constructs of behavioural 

intention of visiting Iceland for vacation was undertaken during a tough time for the Russian 

tourism industry, and on a great distance with the target audience. During this time, new 

destinations emerged as favorable for Russian tourists while other well-established locations 

were less popular due to political, diplomatic, and economic crises. However, the situation is 

also seen as a favorable period for conducting behavioural studies among Russian tourists to 

assess and evaluate the tourists’ needs and preferences and to connect them with the 

opportunities for the tourism industry.  

This study applied and tested methods based on widely accepted travel destination 

decision-making theories among Russian tourists as representatives of a particular cultural 

group on holiday destination selection. The main motivations in holiday destination decision-

making were identified.  The most important constructs of the decision-making on holiday 

destination with emphasizes on Iceland were allocated and described in accordance with the 

TPB.  

The analysis of motivational factors in holiday destination choice showed that the group 

of external pull motivators was stronger than the group of internal push motivations for Russian 

tourists. Among the most significant external pull motivators were price and safety of 

destination. The allocated combination of significant and insignificant motivations that differ 

from the results of other studies among tourists of other nations confirms that different cultural 

groups have different travel motivations.  

Results of the study demonstrated the practical utility of TPB as a conceptual framework 

for predicting behavioral intention of choosing a holiday destination among Russian tourists.  
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Subjective norms (reference groups’ opinion) have the greatest effect on 

respondents’ behavioural intentions to visit Iceland on vacation. Control beliefs and 

perceived behavioural control cannot be associated with real intentions to visit a 

destination in the study case.  The TPB’s model allowed to answer the study question 

“Do Russian tourists consider the Nordic countries and Iceland in particular as a holiday 

destination within next two years?”. However, the TPB’s model did not receive 

complete support in the context of travel intention of Russian tourists to Iceland. Past 

experience did not play significant role in affecting the behavioural intention of 

choosing Iceland as a holiday destination. 

Despite the study’s objectives were achieved and study’s questions were 

answered, the study does not give a wholly methodological basis whether the methods 

used are capable under more favorable conditions.  

One challenge when developing and testing the questionnaire lay in the content-

language interaction.  The process of questionnaire development is the translation 

process.  The questions are firstly translated from the original language (English) into a 

foreign language (Russian) and results then translated back to the original language. 

This back-translation process brings some disadvantages that may appear in 

translatability when some meanings cannot be represented adequately in the target 

language (Brislin, 1970). For example, when developing a questionnaire for this study, 

two motivations - “self-actualization” with its internal force and “benefits expectations” 

with its external force -  were excluded from the questionnaire. The reason for exclusion 

was the low understanding of those attributes in the context of travel destination 

decision-making without additional explanations. Respondents were not able to offer an 
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equivalent replacement and it was impossible to provide a detail explanation within the online 

survey. In any case, great effort has been made in trying to overcome this problem for other 

variables.  

However, the study results provide useful pragmatic lessons in terms of the 

complications in motivations and intention elicitation and their interpretation.  Moreover, 

despite its limitations, the study did show that the methods used were useful for understanding 

general motivations in holiday destination decision-making and in predicting behavioral 

intentions in visiting a specific destination.  

The results providing experimental analysis of motivations and intentions in accordance 

with decision-making theories can be useful for developing outbound destinations’ marketing 

strategies. It is stressed through the paper that marketing should incorporate cultural differences 

in their strategies to make them more effective and efficient to their target market. 

For further studies, it is necessary to ensure the quality of the translation. For a fully 

normative application of the method to succeed, a close and interactive collaboration between 

the researcher (or interviewer) and the decision-maker is preferred.  In accordance with the 

study results following motivations in a holiday destination choice could be suggested for future 

research among Russian tourist: prices, destination image, visiting friends and/or relatives, 

meeting new people.  “Medical treatment”, “health and fitness” suggested to be researched in 

more details for further studies in health tourism. It would benefit health-oriented travel 

destinations development. In addition, future studies may investigate in detail the role of “past 

experience” in predicting behavioral intention in choosing holiday destination.  
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Appendix A. Questionnaire  
 

Where to go? Holiday destination choice 

Dear recipient, 

This is an invitation to participate in a survey conducted as a part of a study in the 

field of tourism for the completion of a Master’s degree in tourism studies at the 

University of Iceland. The study is conducted by Elena V. Zaytseva under the supervision 

of Professor Gunnar Þór Jóhannesson (Department of Geography and Tourism, Faculty 

of Life and Environmental Science, +354 5254055, gtj@hi.is).  

Your participation will help us to better understand the individual needs, interests 

and motivational factors of Russian tourists when they select a travel destination for 

holiday. We would like to understand which motivational factors are important for you 

when making a travel destination choice and how much you are interested in the 

Scandinavian countries, and Iceland in particular, as a potential travel destination. 

Your answers could contribute to improvements for Russian tourists in the 

availability of information, marketing, and travel packages to various travel destinations.  

Personal information is treated confidentially. Survey responses are not attributed 

to single individuals in any publications/presentations. The University of Iceland is 

responsible for collection, analysis, and storage of data and only the academic researchers 

behind this study have access to individuals’ answers.  

Completing the questionnaire will take about 20 minutes. Participating is voluntary, 

and you can refuse to answer any questions you do not wish to answer. You may withdraw 

from any part of the questionnaire without citing a reason. If you do withdraw from the 

study, I will only use the data I receive.   

Questions or comments can be made at the end of the survey form or directed to 

Elena Zaytseva by e-mail: elz2@hi.is. Thank you for your time to complete the survey. 
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1. What is your age? 

 

18-34 

35-44 

45-59 

≥ 60 

 

2. Gender   male   female   

 

3. In what Federal region do you live?  

 

Central 

Southern 

North-Western 

Far East 

Siberian 

Ural 

Volga region 

North Caucasus 

Crimean 

 

4. How would you classify area in which you live?  

In the capital (large city) 

In a small town 

In the regional center 

In a rural area 

 

5. What is your occupation?  

 

Student 

Governmental sector 

Business sector 

Self-employed 

Housewife 

Unemployed  

Retired  

Other 

 

6. Have you already decided where to go for your next holiday/vacation? 

 

Yes   No  Almost, but have doubts 

 

7.  If “Yes”, where are you going? (specify country, city) 

___________________________ 
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8. There are many factors that influence a choice in travel destination. 

Please rank each of the following factors from unimportant (1) to very 

important (9) in your selection of travel destinations   

My wish to escape from  

mundane everyday life  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Rest and relaxation  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Medical treatment  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Health and fitness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Visiting friends and/or  

relatives   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Meeting new people  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Novelty seeking  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Cultural exploration  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Adventure seeking  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Enjoying night life  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Transportation facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Friendliness of local people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Quality and variety of food 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Accommodation facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Personal safety  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Prices    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Cultural heritage  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Good shopping  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Environmental safety and  

quality    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Destination image  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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The following questions are intended to reveal the intentions of tourists to visit 

Scandinavian countries and Iceland in particular. Even you've never thought about 

Scandinavian countries as a destination for your vacation, it is important for us to get your 

answers in this part of the questionnaire.  

10. Have you ever visited any Scandinavian countries (Finland, Sweden, 

Norway, Denmark, Iceland)? 

Yes  No 

11. If “YES”, to which Scandinavian country/(ies) have you visited?  

(You can specify more than one country). If "No", then please go to 

question 12.  

Norway 

Iceland 

Denmark 

Finland 

Sweden   

 

12. On a scale from 1 to 9 please rate how much you currently know about the 

listed Scandinavian countries as a travel destination, where 1 means you 

know nothing, 5 means you know a lot, and 9 is you think you know 

everything  

 

Norway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Iceland  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Denmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Finland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Sweden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

13. Please rate the likelihood of your intention to visit Scandinavian countries 

by ranking how much you agree with the statement "I am likely to visit 

within next two years” from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (9).   

Norway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Iceland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Denmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Finland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Sweden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

14. Please rate your intention to visit Scandinavian countries by ranking how 

much you agree with the statement "I want to visit” from strongly disagree 

(1) to strongly agree (9).  
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Norway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Iceland  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Denmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Finland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Sweden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

15.  Please rank the following statement (1 – strongly disagree, 9 – strongly 

agree) “Most people I know would consider visiting the following countries 

on vacation”. 

Norway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Iceland  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Denmark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Finland 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Sweden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

16. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is “extremely unlikely” and 7 is “extremely 

likely”, please rate the following statements. 

  

My family would agree with me if I 

suggested Iceland as travel destination 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

I listen to my family members’ opinion 

when choosing a travel destination  

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

My friends would like my decision to visit 

Iceland  

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

It is important for me when making my own 

travel choices to know what countries my 

friends choose for their vacations   

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Local travel agencies advertise and offer 

tours to Iceland 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

I am likely to listen to a travel agency when 

choosing a travel destination 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 
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17. On a scale of 1 to 7 (where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 7 “strongly agree”), 

please rate how much do you agree/disagree with the following statements  

 

  

If I wanted, I could easily visit Iceland in the 

future 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

I’m able to visit Iceland in the future           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Something stops me from considering 

Iceland as a travel destination 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Visiting Iceland is expensive for me           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

It is important to have a package tour             1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

I have language difficulties when I travel 

abroad  

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

The weather and climate in the country of 

my travels are important for me 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

It is important to have direct flight to travel 

destination 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Obtaining a visa for travelling is an obstacle 

for me to travel abroad 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

The cost of travel to Iceland would influence 

my decision to visit Iceland 

          1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

 

18.  On a scale from 1 to 7 (where 1 is “very unimportant” and 7 “very 

important”), please rate how important/not important would be for you the 

following when visiting Iceland. 

Experience of different lifestyle              1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Specific nature and landscape           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Cultural difference           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Night life           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Sightseeing (attractions, museums)           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Northern lights           1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Local cuisine   

 

19.  Thank you for your participation. Here you can leave your questions and 

comments:___________________________________________________ 
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Опросник 

Куда поехать? Выбор туристического направления. 

Уважаемые участники опроса, 

Приглашаем Вас принять участие в опросе, который проводится в рамках 

моего исследования для получения степени мастера в области туризма в 

Университете Исландии.  Исследование проводится Зайцевой Еленой 

Владимровной (к.психол.н.). Научное руководство осуществляется  профессором 

Гюннаром Фор Йоханнессон (Отделение географии и туризма, Факультет 

естественных наук, +354 5254055, gtj@hi.is). 

Ваше участие в настоящем исследовании поможет нам 

лучше  изучить  индивидуальные интересы и потребности  российского туриста, 

описать мотивационные факторы, значимые при выборе того или иного 

туристического направления.  Мы хотели бы понять, какие факторы при выборе 

туристического направления важны для российских туристов и насколько Вы 

заинтересованы  в выборе Скандинавских стран, в частности Исландии, в 

качестве туристического направления. 

Ваши ответы будут полезны не только для увеличения доступности 

информации о турпоездках в Скандинавские страны, но и для развития 

привлекательных туристических пакетов для российских туристов во многих 

направлениях.  

Вся личная информация является конфиденциальной. Участие в опросе - 

добровольное. Вы можете прекратить опрос на любом этапе без объяснения 

причин или не отвечать на какие-либо вопросы. В этом случае для исследования 

будут использоваться только те данные, которые получены. Только 

исследователи получат доступ к ответам на вопросы в рамках опроса. 

Университет Исландии несет ответственность за сбор, анализ и хранение данных. 

Вы можете напрямую связаться со мной по телефону +354 8578575 или по 

электронной почте elenazaytseva6@gmail.com, elz2@hi.is 

 

С уважением, 

Елена Зайцева 
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1. Сколько Вам лет: 

18-25 

26-29 

30-44 

45-59 

41-45 

≥60 

 

2. Пол:   муж   жен  

    

3. В каком Федеральном круге вы проживате? 

 

Центральный 

Южный 

Северо-Западный 

Дальневосточный 

Сибирский 

Уральский 

Приволжский 

Северо-Кавказский 

Крымский 

 

4. В какой местности Вы проживаете 

В столице (крупном городе) 

В небольшом городе 

В районном центре 

В отдаленном населенном пункте 

 

5. Какой Ваш основной род деятельности:  

- cтудент 

- работаю в государственной системе 

- работаю в бизнес компании 

- веду собственный бизнес 

- домохозяйка 

- в настоящее время не работаю  

- на пенсии 

- другое 

 

6. Решили ли Вы уже, где проведете следующий 

отпуск (каникулы)?  

 

Да   Нет  Почи решил (а), но есть сомнения 

 

7. Если “Да», то куда Вы едете (укажите страну, город, 

местность Вашего путешествия). ________________ 
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8. Что для Вас наиболее значимо при выборе 

направления для путешествия? Оцените каждый 

фактор по шкале от 1 до 9, где 1 - совсем на важно для 

меня, а 9 - очень важно. 

Желание вырваться 

из повседневной жизни  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Отдых, расслабление 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Медицинское, санаторно-курортное 

 лечение   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Спорт, фитнес  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Посещение друзей и (или) 

роственников   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Познакомиться с новыми  

людьми   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Узнать что-то новое  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Ознакомиться с культурой  

страны моего путешествия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Поиск приключений  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Ночная жизнь  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Транспортный сервис 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Дружелюбность местного 

населения   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Качество и разнообразие  

еды    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Качество проживания 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Личная безопасность 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Цены    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Культура и исторические  

данные   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Хороший шоппинг  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Качество и безопасность  

окружающей среды  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Имидж направления  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Следующие вопросы направлены на то, чтобы оценить намерения туристов 

посетить Скандинавские страны, в частности Исландию. Даже если Вы до этого 

не задумывались об этом, Ваши ответы очень важны.  

9. Вы когда-нибудь путешествовали в Скандинавские 

страны (Норвегию, Исландию, Данию, Финляндию, 

Швецию)? 

Да   Нет 

9. Если "Да", то в какие из нижеуказанных стран Вы уже 

путешествовали? (можно указать более чем одну страну). Если "Нет", 

то переходите к следующему вопросу. 

Норвегия 

Исландия 

Дания 

Финляндия 

Швеция 

 

10. По шкале от 1 до 9, пожалуйста, оцените, насколько вы осведомлены 

о нижеперечисленных странах Скандинавии как о туристическом 

направлении (не знаю ничего -1, знаю много – 5, знаю все – 9). 

  

Норвегия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Исландия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Дания  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Финляндия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Швеция 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

 

11. Оцените Ваши намерения посетить Скандинавские страны, указав 

насколько Вы согласны с утверждением "Вероятно посещу в течение 

следующих двух лет" по шкале от 1 до 9, где 1- совершенно не 

согласен, 9- полностью согласен.  

Норвегия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Исландия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Дания  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Финляндия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Швеция 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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12. Оцените Ваши намерения посетить Скандинавские страны, указав 

насколько Вы согласны с утверждением "Хочу посетить" по шкале от 

1 до 9, где 1- совершенно не согласен, 9- полностью согласен.  

Норвегия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Исландия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Дания  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Финляндия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Швеция 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

13. Большинство людей, которых я знаю рассмотрели бы следующие страны 

как направление для их путешествия (1 – совершенно  не согласен, 9- 

полностью согласен).  

Норвегия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Исландия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Дания  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Финляндия 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Швеция 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

14.  По шкале от 1 до 7, где  1  - вероятность отсутствует, 7- вероятность 

высокая, пожалуйста оцените следующие положения. 

  

  

Моя семья согласилась бы со мной, если 

бы я предложил Исландию как 

направление для путешествия 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Для меня вероятно, что  я прислушаюсь к 

мнению членов моей семьи при выборе 

направления для путешествия 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Моим близким друзьям понравилось бы 

мое решение поехать в Исландию 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Для меня важно какие страны для 

путешествий, поездок в отпуск выбирают 

мои друзья 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Туристические агенства рекламируют и 

предлагают туры в Исландию 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Я скорее всего прислушаюсю к мнению 

туристического агенства при выборе 

направления для своего отпуска 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 
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15. По шкале от 1 до 7 оцените, пожалуйста, насколько Вы согласны/не 

согласны со следующими утверждениями (1 - совершенно не согласен/а, 

7 - совершенно согласен/а). 

 

Если бы я хотел(а), я с легкостью мог бы 

посетить Исландию хоть сейчас 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

У меня есть возможность посетить 

Исландию хоть сейчас 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Что-то меня останавливает, чтобы 

рассмотреть Исландию как направление 

моего путешествия 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Посещение Исландии дорого для меня 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Для меня важно наличие турпакета 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

При выезде за границу у меня проблемы с 

языком 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Погода и климат в стране поездки важны 

для меня 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Для меня важно иметь прямой перелет 

для места назначения 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Необходимость получения визы 

препятствует моему путешествию за 

границу 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Стоимость посещения Исландии повлияла 

бы на мое решение посетить Исландию 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

 

16. Оцените  по 7 бальной шкале, насколько важно/не важно было бы для 

Вас следующее  при посещении Исландии (1 – совершенно не важно для 

меня, 7 – очень важно для меня).  

 

Получение опыта другого стиля жизни 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Необычная природа и ландшафт 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Разница культур 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Ночная жизнь 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Посмотреть достопримечательности, 

музеи 

1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Увидеть северное сияние 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

Попробовать местную кухню 1      2     3      4      5      6      7 

 

17. Благодарим за Ваше участие. Здесь Вы можете оставить свои вопросы и 

комментарии 


