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A Study of Travelers' Foodie Activity Dimensionsgidographic Characteristics, and Trip
Behaviors

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to examine potentgtors to Minneapolis, Minnesota
based on their enjoyment of food-related activiteeproduce a scale of foodie activity
dimensions and compare visitor characteristicsteawl behavior according to their level of
enjoyment on the various dimensions. For the mewd this study, a foodie is defined as
someone that has a very strong interest in foodr @wal Levy, 1985). This definition is broad,
and the term encompasses a population of peophevaring interests and participation in
activities related to food, which is why investiggt how the population’s enjoyment of various
food-related activities fall into different foodaetivity dimensions is important. Once the
dimensions are identified, it will be possible &ié a closer look at the kind of characteristics
and visitor behavior associated with each dimensitims information is valuable for marketing
the destination as it will provide insight into taetivities and habits of foodies that they would
like to attract to their destination. Destinatioanketing organizations and businesses that offer
food experiences can decide how to best marketdbtnation to the most desirable groups.

Attracting visitors is important for the sustairid of a destination. Learning more
about the interests of potential tourists will haldestination to ensure the viability of contirgiin
to profit from the economic impact of visitors. Mavisitors desire authentic experiences while
traveling, and local foods and beverages are operitant way to offer those experiences. Local
foods are also a way for visitors to connect wit tcommunity, spend money in ways that

support local businesses and farmers, and discewaissions associated with transporting food



(Sims, 2009). This study will provide insightsarthe food-related activities tourists are
interested in so that a destination can considertbdest feature its food and beverage
experiences in order to attract tourists and sugpoal businesses.
1.2 Objectives/Research Questions
The first objective of this study is to investigathether a survey instrument can be
reliable and valid in producing foodie activity ddmmsions. In the case that it is, the second
objective is to describe the different foodie atyidimensions based on the respondents’
enjoyment of the food-related activities listedtba survey. The final objective is to compare
the characteristics and travel behaviors of thégpants according to their foodie dimension
scores. The following research questions willrbaestigated:
1. Can foodie activities be factored into activity @nsions?
2. Are there differences in foodie activity dimensgoores among respondents with
varying socio-demographic characteristics?
3. Are there differences in foodie activity dimensgoores among respondents with
varying travel behaviors?
4. How do the respondents with varying foodie actidiymnension scores rate
themselves when asked to what degree they ideatify foodie?
1.3 Linkages between Food-related Activities ansté&@nmable Tourism
The World Tourism Organization defines sustainatlgism as “tourism, which meets
the needs of present tourists and host regionewphdtecting and enhancing opportunity for the
future,” (World Tourism Organization, 1993, p. 7he concept is oriented around three pillars:
social, economic, and environmental and aims ttefagistainable growth in all three of these

dimensions (Sims, 2009).



According to Fons, Fierro, and Patifio (2011), tbenemic side of sustainable tourism
encompasses “viability of tourism in the destinatawea, viability of companies” and “demand
satisfaction” (p. 552). In order for a destinattorbe sustainable, a continued flow of satisfied
visitors is very important. This study will promwdraluable insights about the food-related
interests of potential tourists, and will illuseat certain dimensions are more economically
valuable for a destination to attract, throughnteestigation of vacation expenditures and other
aspects of travel behavior.

A key principle of sustainability is to preservenman heritage (Bramwell & Lane, 1993).
Through tourism, traditional aspects of the ho#iuce can be shared and preserved. Some
visitor markets seek out authentic experiences faod consumption is one way to experience
the unique flair of a region (Everett & Aitchis®008; Sanchez-Canizares & Lopez-Guzman,
2012; Scarpato & Daniele, 2003; Sims, 2009; Reys1d@93). Reynolds argues that food is
“perhaps one of the last areas of authenticity ihatfordable on a regular basis by the tourist”
(1993, p. 49).

The environmental pillar of sustainability can abssupported by food-related tourism.
Agritourism experiences that allow a visitor torleanore about the cultivation and production of
food has the potential to impact people in a way ihcreases their awareness of environmental
issues and sustainability (Knowd, 2006; Sims, 2@)8yrlock, 2009). Promoting sustainably
produced food-related products to visitors can bisa method of encouraging and
strengthening sustainable agriculture (Sims, 2009)

Destinations hoping to foster sustainable touri@vetbpment should understand the
linkages between food-related activities and comtywand environment. Featuring sustainable

food attractions and products will help supporaldzusiness owners, encourage sustainable



agriculture, preserve cultural heritage, and barsgnse of authenticity that so many visitors are

seeking.



2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
2.1 What is a Foodie?

One of the first formal uses of the term “foodiedsvin 1982 in an essay called ‘Cuisine
Poseur’ published in Harpers and Queen magazine &kevy, 1985). The “foodie”
movement rose to a new level when a book devotéuigdclass’ of people was published in
1985 by Ann Barr and Paul Levyhe Official Foodie HandbookThe tagline of the book reads
“Be Modern — Worship Food.” Barr and Levy defineadie simply as “a person who is very,
very, very interested in food” (1985, p. 6). Theaok contains a timeline of historical events
that relate to the foodie world, discusses theieiahip between health and food, famous
recipes, restaurants, and chefs, global food, éosdciety, and many other topics, written in a
light-hearted and entertaining fashion.

A more recent contribution to the world of foodiedature comes from Johnston and
Baumann (2010) through their boBkodies: Democracy and Distinction in the Gourmet
Foodscape The authors interviewed 30 participants on geaof topics including their personal
definition of a foodie, food media, shopping hapttsoking habits, eating out, authenticity, and
exoticism, as well as demographic information idahg age, ethnicity, highest educational
degree achieved occupation, and incofie authors offer a detailed history of “foodie-fsm
beginning with the 1940’s when French haute cuigias fashionable to the present day
popularity of organic and local foods and the intgactechnology on foodie culture.
Additionally, they delineated four ways that foaslisan be defined: education, identity,
exploration, and evaluation. While one assumptmght be that a foodie is someone who is
well educated about food or cooking, Johnston aauahigann (2010) make a distinction that

foodies usually have an interest and enthusiasie#&oning about food, regardless of their



knowledge level. In terms of identity, a foodneorporates food as a part of their inner-self,
whether that is through family traditions that shépheir upbringing or a lens through which
they view the world. The “exploration” charactéidoften means a foodie is always trying new
foods or types of cuisines, or perhaps always gryiew recipes. Finally, enjoyment is
“synonymous with evaluation of food” (Johnston &alman, 2010, p. 65) for foodies. They
enjoy trying new foods and the process of discgsaimd evaluating the food. They may have
high standards for their food, but this doesn’tassarily mean their food needs to be expensive
or gourmet, which is also a common perception oflfes (Johnston & Baumann, 2010). The
popularity of food trucks and unique fair foods akamples of up and coming foodie culture
that shirks the idea of being expensive or gouifiidetmosillo, 2012; Mayerowitz, 2009).
Additionally, they note that foodies are often eg@nted as elitist, snobby, or patronizing. This
idea is supported in other literature as well (Aazas, 2003; Cairns, Johnston, & Baumann,

2010).

Beyond Johnston and Baumann’s book, scholasareh on foodies is somewhat
sparse. Cairns, Johnston, and Baumann (2010)tiga=d the role of gender in foodie culture.
Their definition of foodies is “people with a lorsganding passion for eating and learning about
food but who are not food professionals” (Cairmdnkton, and Baumann, 2010, p. 592).
Ambrozas (2003) defined a foodie as someone “witesdity is formed in some way by eating
‘good food’ and by regularly consuming a rangeafd related products from food magazines
and cooking television shows to highly specialikégdhen tools” (p. 13). Robinson and Getz
(2012, p.3) define a foodie as someone that h&sraterlying passion, or involvement, with
food” in their study of foodies and their travepexiences (their results are discussed later in the

literature review). Ruth Bourdain (2012) notes thaddies’ is “...an umbrella term for people



with an interest in food, cooking, and restauratit$ias come to acquire an unsavory association
with snobbishness or faddishness” (p. 25). Therislie-Webster Online Dictionary also

includes the concept of fads in its definition dbadie: “a person having an avid interest in the
latest food fads” (2012).

Additionally, the tourism industry itself is emiorag the term, and is beginning to cater
marketing messages to self-proclaimed foodies. Jddaveras County Convention and Visitors
Bureau in California operates a website titled Qa@arasFoodie.com. The site lists local
restaurants, food-related events, features reaipeéxhefs, and explains their Calaveras Grown
program for labeling local produce. The site haage called “What is a Foodie?” which
explains the difference between a foodie and argetr They define foodies as “amateurs who
simply love food for consumption, study, prepanatiand news” (para. 1). They further note,
“gourmets simply want to eat the best food, whefeadies want to learn everything about food,
both the best and the ordinary, and about the sgjendustry, and personalities surrounding
food” (para. 1). In short, foodies have variousliies within the food realm
(GoCalaverasFoodie, 2012).

The convention and visitors bureau of AshevillejtN&arolina has a section of their
website dedicated to what they refer to as theiodtopian society.” This unique food
movement intertwines local and sustainable food daily life and is strongly propelled at the
grassroots level. Whether it is farmers marketsyobreweries, or farm-to-table restaurants,
Asheville realizes its food assets and markets tteepotential visitors. Their website features
“forest to table” experiences that involve gathgradibles from the woods and learning to cook
them, the “Taste of Asheville” culinary event, aidry travel packages, and vegan and

vegetarian cooking classes. Food is an extremgbprtant part of the Asheville community and



the convention and visitors bureau realizes them@l it has to attract visitors (Explore
Asheville, 2013).

While there have been attempts to define a foddese definitions are broad and
encompass a range of people who may be very diff@neheir food interests and food-related
activities. A foodie might cook exclusively witlmq@uce from his or her own garden, frequent
upscale restaurants, be politically active in claggovernment regulations on food production,
or blog about their cooking and eating adventuidss study examines the food-related
activities and habits of the traveling public, ggadential foodies, in order to identify different
dimensions of foodie activities.

2.2 Foodie Typologies

Barr and Levy (1985) developed a foodie typologt ttesignates seven different foodies

(See Table 1). These seven types were a firshpttat classifying foodies and depict many

different food-related interests.



Table 1. Barr and Levy’s Foodie Types

Foodie Type Description

Whole-foodier Than Thou Uses only orggnic methods growing thei_r own .proom.udzﬂovyers,
slaughters their own meat, uses simple ingrediartteeir cooking
Does their research and knows the history of flaeiorite foods and
Squalor Scholar Cook recipes, sticks to traditional recipes, has thelagac and historical
knowledge of food to set them apart from others
Starts off learning basic cooking techniques inlsreataurants and
Made in Paris manages to move themselves up the ranks througlctmections to
make a living cooking in Paris, a foodie mecca
Ultimate upscale foodie that spends much of thimie in expensive
Paris C’est un Dump restaurants, subscribes to important food magazamekis extremely
picky
Drawn to ethnic and foreign foods, constantly waotsy new things
and experience new cultures through food
Regards food as artistic material, aims to impbgssreating ice
sculptures, elaborately decorated cakes, or bsttitues
Small-town foodie that searches out local food iagdedients that
All-American deserve attention, constantly attempts to imprbeé& trops and create
new dishes

Gorgeous East in Me

Foodies on Ice

A more recent foodie typology was published by@dfavriter on the Huffington Post
internet newspaper in 2011 and included ten typésodlies: Made it Myself, Organivore,
Europhile, One Upper, Snob, Anti-Snob, Avoider,d&jmg Food Pornographer, Bacon Lover,
and DIYer (Do-lt-Yourself-er) (Brones, 2011). Thade It Myself and the DIYer differ in the
type of product they are making. Where the Madéyiself foodie aims to impress with the
fancy dishes they can create, the DIYer makes twveir granola or grows their own herbs. The
Organivore is often shopping at farmers marketsveaat to know exactly where their food is
coming from. The Europhile has a strong intenegturopean food trends. The One-Upper likes
to share the unique food experiences that they hasteat any chance they get. The Snob is
extremely picky with upscale tastes, while the Ariob scoffs at upscale tastes and yet still has
a specific taste in restaurants, often small dinefsod trucks. The Avoider is one that latches

onto a trendy health-focused diet that avoids gludiry, meat, or another specific ingredient.



The Blogging Food Pornographer is constantly takiltures of something they cooked or their
meal at a restaurant and uploading them to so@dian As expected, the Bacon Lover has an
obsession for anything involving the popular frredat. The presence of this article on the
Huffington Post, a popular source of news on theriret, demonstrates that the trend of foodie
culture has continued to grow and develop sifiee Official Foodie Handbookas released two
decades ago.

Taking an even lighter approach, Ruth BourdailwskiComfort Me with Offa{2012)
contains an extensive guide to modern foodies 8bthypes. Table 2 features a few examples.

Table 2. Examples of Bourdain’s Foodie Types

Foodie Type Description

Culinary contestants vying for fame and cash prazeselevision reality
cooking shows

A species of highly caffeinated humans with an aithg addiction to
coffee, brewing techniques, and coffee-making egeipt and gear
Recently evolved species of gastronomes who conuatein the form
of blog posts, tweets, and message-board posting

Individuals who seek to drink only wine, beer, apitits produced

Chefestants
Coffeegeeks

Dining Digerati

Locapours

locally

These pizza snobs are on the eternal quest fon pedection and
Pizzaratti endlessly debate the merits of various types afgpizust, cheese,

sauce, and toppings

While Bourdain’s categories of foodies is devoiceoipirical support and was developed
for entertainment purposes only, it is offered rees@ testament to the increased presence of
popular literature about foodies, and to emphasieainiqueness of a research-based description
of dimensions of foodie activities.

2.3 Food in Tourism
Food is an important part of the tourist expergenelowever, a growing number of

visitors are traveling with the principal motivatiof food or food-related activities and upwards
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of 25% of all tourist spending is on fog@reen & Dougherty, 2009; Quan & Wang, 2004;
Sanchez-Caiiizares & Lépez-Guzman, 2012). In 2004dg defined culinary tourism as “the
intentional, exploratory participation in the fooalys of an other — participation including the
consumption, preparation, and presentation of d ftwm, cuisine, meal system, or eating style
considered to belong to a culinary system not ooe/s” (Long, 2004, p. 21). This phenomenon
has other names, including food tourism, gastroodmirism, and gourmet tourism (Okumus,

Okumus, & McKercher, 2007; Sanchez-Cafiizares & kéBazman, 2012).

Quan and Wang (2004) attempted to build a mod#iefourist experience using food as
an example. They discuss the difference betwespdhk experience and the supporting
experiences that make up tourism. The peak exprriis the primary reason one is traveling,
and is most often studied in social science liteat The supporting experience is usually
studied in marketing and management literatureimvmlves such experiences as lodging, food,
and transportation. While these are complemerttatlye peak experience, they are extremely
important to ensuring that the visitor is satisfweith their visit. If the visitor has a poor
experience with hotel and meals, they may not bieftal with their visit, even if the peak
attraction was rewarding (Quan & Wang, 2004). Fisaalvaluable aspect of the tourism
experience to study, as it is a part of every siigisupporting experience, and is the peak
experience for a growing number of culinary tosisEven those that may travel for sightseeing
or other more mainstream tourism attractions ofisnover that the local food may be worth
more of their time or discover food-related atti@ts$ that capture their attention. Food
consumption habits are an extremely important giagiestination marketing as it is a unique

aspect of culture (Quan & Wang, 2004).
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Sims (2009) investigated the role of local food#hi@ tourism industry. Interviews with
tourists to two United Kingdom regions found thiatyspercent of tourists said that they had
chosen to experience local food and beverage pted&Anchez-Cafizares and Lopez-Guzman
(2012) interviewed 206 visitors to ten restauramtSordoba, Spain about travel motivations as
related to food, and found that 68% of touristetkical cuisine in account when deciding where
to visit. There is a quest among visitors to seakauthentic experiences that provide a unique
experience to the destination, and food consumpgiome way to do this (Sims, 2009). As
foodies already hold a vested interest in foodkisgeout unique food products while traveling is
most likely a common trait of their travel behavior
2.4 Profiles of Culinary Tourists

As mentioned previously, most every tourist pgrates in culinary experiences simply
by making the choice to consume food or beveragigeatiestination. However, culinary tourists
represent a niche of the tourist market that isvated to travel for culinary purposes, and
numerous studies have been done to describe tlymatdy & Smith, 2006; MacLaurin, Blose,

& Mack, 2007; Sanchez-Canizares & Lopez-Guzman228gery, 2010; Shenoy, 2005; Smith

& Costello, 2009; Yun, Hennessey, & Mac Donald, 201

Sanchez-Caniizares and Lopez-Guzman (2012) prafilkdary tourists based on
interviews with visitors to ten restaurants in Gilvd. They segmented the participants into three
groups: those that stated local cuisine was thecipal reason for traveling; those that said local
food was important to take into account when plagra trip, but isn’t the primary reason for
traveling; and those whose food is a secondaryretistravel. The study then compared socio-
demographics and details of travel such as cowdtoyigin, reason for visit, and length of stay,

but found little difference between the segment®eting to education, gender, length of stay,
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or nationality. One interesting conclusion of gedy is that the culinary tourists that traveled
primarily for local cuisine were the most satisfigcall three groups with the visit and the local

food experience during the visit (Sanchez-Caniz&redpez-Guzman, 2012).

Yun et al. (2011) used two different approachesegment individuals who had
requested visitor information packets from TouriBrince Edward Island. One approach
classified participants based on the level of pgudition in food experiences and food-related
activities as primary motivations to travel, whilee second approach segmented the sample
based on attitudes towards food-related behavibomie and when traveling. The first approach
resulted in four segments: deliberate culinaryigisiy opportunistic culinary tourists, accidental

culinary tourists, and uninterested culinary tasr{See Table 3).

Table 3. Culinary Tourist Segmentation Based on Paicipation in Food Experiences and
Food-related Activities as Trip Motivation

Segment Percentage Description

“Often identified as ‘foodies’ and compared to athe
15.4% respondents they participate in more food-relatdidities
and at higher than average rates” (Yun et al., 2014)
Opportunistic 38.7% Do not travel primarily for culinary experienced lbake
Culinary Tourists ' advantage of food-related activities while travglin
Participate in food-related activities that theyyman
across such as a going to a farmer’'s market angeatia

Deliberate Culinary
Tourists

Accidental Culinary

0
Tourists 39.1% restaurant that features local foods, but do nhhel@tely
seek out such experiences
Uninterested Have not participated in food-related activitiesilerh
) , 6.9% Do
Culinary Tourists traveling in the past two years

Source: Yun, Hennessey, & MacDonald (2011)

The second approach to segmentation (food-relabkdvor at home and traveling)
results in three segments: culinary-balanced tsyresilinary-oriented tourists, and familiarity-
oriented tourists. Culinary-balanced tourists haveoderately high interest in organic foods,

and in food-related experiences while travelindpe Tulinary-oriented tourists have high or
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moderately high interest in the previously mentwnoategories, as well as cooking and
wine/beer related experiences. The familiarityented tourists are more likely than the other
segments to participate in food experiences treatamiliar to them. This study also investigates
the relationship between the two approaches of satation. They found that culinary-balanced
tourists were more likely to be opportunistic acdidental culinary tourists, which means they
tend to take advantage of culinary experienceseattalveling, but balance them with other
activities. Culinary-oriented tourists were mokely to be deliberate and opportunistic culinary
tourists who often build culinary experiences ittteir trip, as well as participate in experiences
they encounter during the trip. Finally, familigtroriented tourists were found to be mostly
accidental and uninterested culinary tourists, whi@spite a lack of interest, may participate in

culinary experiences if they happen upon them (¥ual., 2011).

The current study aims to move away from studyiregdulinary tourist and focus on the
general traveling publics with specific attenticgirig paid to their interest in food-related
activities, at home and while traveling. Markegsentation is used in many fields but within
the realm of tourism, it has been used to segmadi@range of tourism activities, from
Wyoming snowmobilers to potential ecotourists imtind (May, Bastian, Taylor, & Whipple,
2001; Zografos & Allcroft, 2007). While segmentatistudies often include demographic
guestions, it is commonly accepted that it is beétitesegment based on psychographic factors or
involvement in order to investigate tourist behayiltohns & Gyiméthy, 2002). Gonzalez and
Bello (2002) characterize two principal methodoésgused in market segmentation of tourists.
The first classifies visitors based on generattife choices and the second focuses on lifestyle

choices pertaining only to the product being inigeged. They argue that “market segmentation

14



by general lifestyle would allow more in-depth aeraess of variables influencing consumers’

behavior’(Gonzalez & Bello, 2002, p. 57).

While many of the segmentation studies in theditare related to food and tourists are
based on food-related travel motivations, this gtaichs for a more general approach, based on
lifestyles related to food at home, as well as e/hihveling. However, these may or may not be
similar, as many tourists bring their habits froomte with them when they travel (Quan &
Wang, 2004). The literature on culinary touristgiowing, but there is no analysis of the

traveling public based on their involvement witledowhile at home.

2.5 Food-Activity Involvement

There are a plethora of studies within the toutdisenature that focus on involvement as
it relates to consumers’ search for products asagaheir purchasing decisions. Kyle and
Chick (2002) describe involvement as “the degreehich a person devotes him or herself to an
activity or associated product.” Previous rese&at found that producing involvement profiles
is a valid method of finding distinct target maskéyle, Kerstetter, & Guadagnolo, 2002). For
destination marketing organizations that focusrthr@rketing based on customer needs and
desires, involvement is an important issue to aw®rsi Food and food-related activities are key
products marketed to tourists and therefore, foedlvement should be considered in marketing

destinations.

This study uses involvement with food-related atiés as a way to investigate how
demographics and travel behaviors vary among foactieity dimensions. Bell and Marshall
(2003) constructed a food involvement scale (Tdbl® investigate whether participants highly

involved with food could discriminate between fagaimples better than those less involved.
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Bell and Marshall (2003) used Goody'’s five stagethe life cycle of food to create their scale.
The five stages are acquisition, preparation, aupkeating, and disposal (Goody, 1982). They
asked 30 participants to come up with statemeiatsrdilected each stage in terms of food
involvement, and created their scale based on ttesg®nses. The participants were lab
employees, public health graduate students, anthngibcademy undergraduate students.

Table 4. Bell and Marshall's Food Involvement Scale

Food involvement scale item

1. I don’t think much about food each day.

2. Cooking or barbequing is not much fun.

3. Talking about what I ate or am going to eabisisthing | like to do.

4. Compared with other daily decisions, my foodices are not very important.
5. When | travel, one of the things | anticipatestrig eating the food there.
6. 1 do most or all of the clean up after eating.

7. | enjoy cooking for others and myself.

8. When | eat out, | don’t think or talk much abboiv the food tastes.

9. 1 do not like to mix or chop food.

10. I do most or all of my own food shopping.

11. I do not wash dishes or clean the table.

12. | care whether or not a table is nicely set.

Bell and Marshall (2003) concluded that the scale treliability through a test and retest
method with two samples of respondents. Items leithitem-total correlations or low face
validity were removed, leaving the final scale wathitems. They emphasized that food
involvement is important in many food choice bebasj beyond taste discrimination, and
declared that further research in food choice bielhahould consider food involvement. Yun et
al. (2011) also note that food-related behavidoafists helps marketing agencies target specific
groups of consumers, e.g. culinary tourists.

2.6 Foodie Travel Behavior
Robinson and Getz (2012) performed a study alumdiés and their travel experiences.

They based their study on the assumption that ésoalie travelers who look for and participate
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in food tourism experiences. The survey instrunitsetf was developed from a food
involvement scale Robinson and Getz developed basedeisure involvement scale by Kyle,
Absher, Norman, Hammitt, and Jodice (2007) and @adde cycle of food (1982). The online
survey, targeting Australians who consider themesefeodies, asked about involvement in food
related activities, food related events, travelvaats, and demographics; over 700 responses
were received (Robinson and Getz, 2012). The ntyjofrthe sample was females, under the
age of 40, well educated, and affluent. The resotlicated that there were high levels of food
involvement among the respondents. Just overtoree(B84%) of participants subscribed to or
regularly purchased food magazines. About onb-{if9%) participated in online food blogs or
communities, while 6% of participants belonged fo@d club and 11% belonged to a wine club.
As far as travel behavior is concerned, one thingtgpondents (33%) were planning a domestic
food travel experience within the next year (Robm& Getz, 2012). Table 5 shows the highest
food involvement items from the survey.

Table 5: Robinson and Getz Highest Ranking Food Irslvement Scale Items (n=541)

ltem Mean* Standard
Deviation

| really hate having a bad meal experience 6.26 0.2
I like to experiment with food from different cuis 5.87 1.227
Being careful not to waste food is important to me 5.83 1.118
My special family occasions are often marked with a 576 1.212
truly great meal
A well equipped kitchen is important to me 5.73 461
Table etiquette says a lot about a person 5.63 11.27
Nothing satisfies me more than eating a splendidlme 5.60 1.378
Dining out is one of the most enjoyable things | do 5.60 1.287
My kitchen and equipment are always clean 5.59 a.37
Sharl'ng memorable dining experiences bonds me with 559 1.199
my friends

Note: 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree
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The most popular food-related events respondemtipated in were farmers markets,
ethnic or cultural festivals, wine or food tastienents, food-themed festivals, and visiting very
expensive restaurants. These results suggegsotdiés enjoy activities in which they are
actively participating (Robinson and Getz, 201®jhen asked about their preferred Australian
destination food-related experiences, the mosemed experience is “enjoying authentic
regional cuisine in local restaurants.” The follogiresults support the idea that the respondents
like to participate in active experiences, and slaguveference for cultural attractions (Robinson
and Getz, 2012). Robinson and Getz's (2012) sisidyique as it investigates self-designated
foodies and their interests in food tourism whereast research studies designated food
tourists.

2.7 Summary of Literature Review

In today’s world of technology, one can “travelband the world from the comfort of
their living room via television and the Internéiowever, the tastes and smells of local foods
are something that must be experienced firsthdind Official Foodie Handboghroclaims that
“this is why Foodies, above all people, love trayBlarr & Levy, 1985, p. 80). There remains a
significant gap in the academic literature regagdoodies. A research-supported framework of
foodie activity dimensions has yet to be develop€&hle varying travel behavior of people with
different levels of interest in dimensions of faadivities also has yet to be investigated.
According to Quan and Wang, “...it is necessary gmsent markets of tourists in terms of their

different food habits and preferences” (2004, [2)30rhis study aims to fill those gaps.
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3. METHODS
3.1 Description of Sample

The population for this study is individuals thatve demonstrated an interest in visiting
Minneapolis. The sampling frame is made up of peamo have made an inquiry for travel
information to the Meet Minneapolis Convention afisitors Bureau. This study’s intent is to
investigate the general traveling public, therefometicipants were included in the results even if
they did not end up visiting Minneapolis.

3.2 Survey Development and Distribution

The instrument used (Appendix A) was based on aqusly validated survey developed
and tested on four smaller populations (Green &&li2012; Green & Kline, 2013). While this
instrument was used as a foundation for the custenly, the items on the scale were refined
based on the above literature, and questions dhstutacation or getaway were added.

The first section of the survey instrument asksphicipant to rate themselves on a
foodie scale from ten to zero, ten being a ‘totaldie’ and zero meaning ‘not a foodie at all’.
For this question the following definition of thertn ‘foodie’ was developed and offered:

‘A “foodie” is someone who has strong interestaod. A foodie might be interested in
eating high quality food, cooking with local foaalstrying new recipes, following trends in
nutrition, restaurants, chefs, or food, or traveito try new foods or drinks.’

Following that, 58 food-related activities wergtdéid using the phrase ‘I enjoy
participating in..."; respondents were asked to taggr level of agreement with each. The
response choices (strongly agree, agree, somegtesd,aomewhat disagree, disagree, strongly
disagree) were based on a 6-point Likert scaldy at additional “No opinion” option. Studies

have found that a 6-point scale has high religbditd is suitable for research with many



variables such as this one as six is not enougli¢ovhelm the participant with too many
response options (Chomeya, 2010; Green & Rao, 19X0)even number of points forces
respondents to have an opinion, which encouraggsetdgrocessing of the item and minimizes
social desirability bias (Smyth et al., 2006; Gadal991). The items on the questionnaire that
were not included on the original instrument aséelil in Table 6.

Table 6. Iltems Added to or Changed from Previous Istrument

Item Reference
| regularly visit farms/orchards Yun, Hennesseyyé&cDonald, 2011
I regularly shop at specialty cookware/food stores MacLaurin, Blose, & Mack, 2007
| regularly purchase locally grown and/or orgamiod MacLaurin, Blose, & Mack, 2007
I think about food a lot during the day Bell & Mhsdl, 2003
| enjoy discussing activities related to food Sher®05

Participating in activities related to food is arfahe most
enjoyable things | do

When | eat out, | think or talk a lot about how thed
tastes

Shenoy, 2005

Bell & Marshall, 2003

The second section of the survey instrument ingattd seven aspects of the participants
food-related travel behavior using the same quedtionat as described above. The third
section asked questions about their last leisurati@n and included questions about their length
of stay, primary purpose of travel, number in ttae¢l party, type of lodging utilized, method of
travel to destination, tools used to plan the taipgd an approximation of expenditures on
lodging, food, activities, and transportation (&tg& White, 2006; Etzel & Woodside, 1982;
Leeworthy, English, & Kriesel, 2001; Long & Perdd®90). Finally, the last part of the survey
included questions about socio-demographics inotpdge, gender, household income, and zip
code or country of origin (Sanchez-Cafizares & lz3@&izman, 2012; Robinson & Getz, 2012).

The instrument was piloted with 12 students inadgate-level sustainable tourism

course at East Carolina University and reviewedibgxpert panel including faculty at East
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Carolina University, staff at the Meet Minneapdlisnvention and Visitors Bureau, and
members of the food service industry (see Table 7).

Table 7. Expert Panel

Name Title
Dr. Stephanie Jilcott-Pitts Asglstant Professor, Department of Public Heald#stEarolina
University
Dr. Patrick Long Director, East Carolina Univerdiignter for Sustainable Tourism

Assistant Professor, Department of Marketing angp§uChain
Management, East Carolina University
Assistant Professor, Department of Marketing angp§uChain
Management, East Carolina University
Director of Market Research, Meet Minneapolis Cartin and
Visitors Bureau
Market Research Associate, Meet Minneapolis Corneersnd
Visitors Bureau
Jacqueline Venner Senske Operations Directo&tieet Public Market, Charlotte, NC
Director of Travel and Tourism, Pittsboro-SileryO@onvention and
Neha Shah -
Visitors Bureau
Delia Liuzza Owner, The Tipsy Teapot, GreenviN&;

Dr. Jason Oliver

Dr. Jon Kirchoff

Kevin Hanstad

Matthew Teichert

The survey was created on a web-based platfornadiné to the survey was distributed
to 4,725 email addresses; respondents were incadito complete the survey through a
drawing for a two-night hotel stay at the Normaaly in downtown Minneapolis. A reminder
email was sent one week later, and a final emasl semt one week after the first reminder (see

Appendices B-D). The survey was available from &mber 12, 2012 to December 5, 2012.
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4. RESULTS
4.1 Descriptive Results

In just over three weeks of data collection, 698l responses were amassed, resulting
in a 14.6% response rate. Most of the respondegris women (69.5%) and between the ages of
30-39 (26.7%) and 50-59 (26.2%). The largest portibthe sample had a total household
income of $50,000-$99,999 (42.6%). The resultskmmeeen in Table 8.

Table 8. Socio-demographic Profile of Participants

Variable Percentage of Respondents

(n=690)
Gender
Male 30.5%
Female 69.5%
Missing responses 31
Age Range
18-29 10.9%
30-39 26.7%
40-49 23.1%
50-59 26.2%
60+ 13.0%
Missing responses 50
Household Income
Under $25,000 7.4%
$20,000-$49,999 18.6%
$50,000-$99,999 42.6%
$100,000-$149,999 21.5%
Over $150,000 9.9%
Missing responses 94

The most cited occupational category was the health industry (11%), followed by

general business (10%) and retirees (9.3%). Tabisplays the occupations of respondents.



Table 9. Occupation of Respondents

Percentage of Percentage of

Occupational Category Occupational Category

Respondents Respondents
Healfthcare - Medical 11% Services (retail sales, clerk, 3.8%
Services and Products etc.)
General Business (middle
management, analyst, 10% Student 3.8%
programmer, etc.)
Retired 9.3% Artistic/Crafts 2.8%
Teacher/Educator 8.7% Hospitality and Recreation 29%2.
Financial Services 7.5% Skilled Trade (elec_tr|C|an, 2.2%

plumber, construction, etc.)

Upper Manufacturing -
Management/Administrator 7.3% Consumer/Industrial Goods 0.8%
Office Worker (clerical, Real Estate
secretary, word processor, 6.8% Services/Property 0.8%
data entry, etc.) Management
Government/Public Services 5.8% TransportationiSesv 0.8%
Homemaker 5.2% Agricultural/Farmer 0.5%
Professional/Technical 4.7% Other 1.7%
Sales (salesperson, broker, 4.9%
etc.)

There were 627 respondents that reported thecade. Of those, most live in the
United States (90.0%), with the majority (63.2%nfr Midwestern states and 14.8% from
Minnesota. Nearly one-eighth of respondents (12 .d8% from the Minneapolis /St. Paul metro
area.

Respondents were asked about their food consumipéibits. Most respondents eat all
types of meat regularly (59.4%) or eat meat int@aiportions (34.8%). A total of 7.0% of

respondents have a food intolerance or allergyreMietailed results can be seen in Table 10.
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Table 10. Food Consumption Habits

Food Consumption Habit Percentage of
Responses
| eat all types of meat regularly 59.4%
| eat meat, but in limited portions 34.8%

| have a food intolerance or allergy (e.g. peanut  7.0%
allergy, gluten intolerant)
| am a lacto-ovo or ovo vegetarian (I eat dairy

and/or eggs) 4.2%
| eat fish only 2.5%
| am vegan 1.2%
| eat according to a religious doctrine 0.7%
Other 2.8%
Note: As respondents could select more than oneemgercentages may not add

t0100%.

Participants were to rank themselves on a foathéesfrom 10 to 0 with 10 being a “total
foodie,” 7 being “mostly a foodie,” 4 being “someatla foodie,” and 0 being “not a foodie at
all.” The majority of the respondents (19.3%) datleemselves as a 3 on the foodie scale, which
is relatively low. However, other large percentagere spread along the scale: 7 (14.6%),

followed by 10 (12.3%) and 5 (11.2%) (Table 11).

Table 11. Self-reported Foodie Rating (n=690)

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

12.3% 7.5% 9.0% 14.6% 7.5% 11.2% 52% 193% 57% 4.5% %3.2

Through grouping these self-reported scores, thidteedenote 43.4% as strong foodies (7-10),

23.9% as moderate foodies (4-6), and 32.7% as narigiodies (0-3).

The most popular food-related activities werertgyhew restaurants (86.9% of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed), tryingneeipes (80.1%), cooking (74.4%), attending
food and beverage festivals (71.1%), baking (68,48¢ng food from other cultures (68.0%),

grilling (66.1%), trying heritage/traditional food84.0%), watching the Food Network or
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cooking shows (62.2%%), shopping at specialty cakvstores (60.8%), and visiting
farms/orchards (60.7%) (Table 12). Respondents aksio given the opportunity to list other
activities they enjoy. Several respondents repaatgivities related to nutrition such as avoiding
fat and sugar in their diet, or nutrition relateets such as gluten-free food expos. Drink-
focused activities such as happy hours, drink fadd,bar crawls were also commonly
mentioned. Events mentioned were chocolate shonwgressive dinners, and volunteering at
food banks. Cooking-related activities listed wegetting recipes from Pinterest, teaching food

classes, reading cookbooks, and participating keth@ood exchanges during the holidays.
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Table 12. Food-related Activities

. Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly No n Standard

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree  Opinion Mean Deviation
'reesntfgr;rr{t'gg new 0% 0.30% 1.00% 5.80%  24.90% 62.00% 6.00% 687 5.23 1.49
'rgcr;g’g’s”y'”g new 1.20%  1.60% 2.50% 10.10%  29.20%50.90% 4.50% 682 5.04 1.48
| enjoy cooking 2.20%  3.10% 4.70% 13.40%  29.90% 44.50% 2.30% 688 4.92 1.40
:)teh”é%fm?g;o"d from 4 9006 4.50% 5.60% 1510%  27.40%40.60% 4.80% 682  4.69 1.62
| enjoy baking 2.20%  4.90% 5.40% 16.00% 29.90% 38.50% 3.20% 689 4.72 1.51
| enjoy trying
Poe;ggg(fgri‘g'ﬂffgeg g 450%  4.80% 7.00% 16.00%  26.50%37.50% 3.60% 686 4.57 1.64
shrimp and grits)
lenjoy attending food 5 300 33005  4.80% = 16.60% 34.10% 37.00% 1.00% 687 4.82  1.36
and beverage festivals
I enjoy grilling 3.30%  3.60% 7.30% 16.60%  29.40%36.70% 3.10% 687 4.66 1.53
| enjoy watching the
Food Network or 6.00%  6.30% 6.00% 14.60% 26.50% 35.70% 5.10% 687 4.41 1.79
cooking shows
\'N?:é‘?g’agt‘"’i‘;tg;'pa“”g M 11.70%  9.00%  570%  14.00%  19.20%3540% 510% 687 411  1.97
| enjoy shopping at
specialty cookware 480%  4.50% 6.40% 18.80%  29.20% 31.60% 4.70% 686 4.44 1.67
stores
| enjoy attending
county/state fairs to eat  8.70%  6.80% 9.70% 18.00%  23.40%29.30% 4.10% 689 4.16 1.79
“fair food”
| cmjiy vigiing 3.20%  3.50% 6.70% 2250% 31.50% 29.20% 3.50% 689 4.53 1.50

farms/orchards




Table 12. Food-related Activities (cont’d)

. Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly No n Standard

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree  Opinion Mean Deviation

'benloy participating in— 18 4006 11.70%  7.60% 11.40%  18.50% 27.70% 4.80% 686 3.69 2.04
eer-tastings
I enjoy hosting food-
centered gatherings at 7 340 gono,  11.00%  16.40%  23.30%27.40%  5.50% 687  4.06 1.82
home (e.g. fondue party,
cookout)
| enjoy reading food 570%  7.90%  11.10%  20.10% 26.30% 26.30% 2.60% 687 4.25 1.62
magazines
|enioy reading a0oUt 4900 6.70%  9.20%  20.20% 20.30% 25.60%  4.10% 687 427 165
'reecr;:ooeyscrea“”g NEwW 7.60%  9.30%  10.20%  21.70% 21.70% 25.30% 4.50% 687 4.02 1.76
™ I enjoy going on food-

centered outings or 6.00% 9.10% 10.50% 18.30% 24.90%25.30% 5.90% 683 4.05 1.79
vacations
| enjoy reading the food 7.40% 9.90% 9.80% 18.10%  27.10% 22.70% 5.00% 686 4.01 1.77
section of the newspaper
| think about food a lot 8.40% 11.00% 14.40% 20.70% 19.40%  22.60%3.70% 682  3.88 1.73
during the day
| try to avoid chain 7.50% 11.80% 17.60% 20.30% 16.70% 22.00% 4.00% 676 3.81 1.73
restaurants
I enjoy trying new food 4.00% 6.30% 13.00% 25.50% 24.70%  21.80%4.70% 683 4.12 1.61
fads
| enjoy keeping up with 5.80%  10.10% 13.90% 20.30%  23.60% 21.80% 4.50% 685 3.98 1.70
local restaurant/ chef
happenings
| enjoy gardening 8.90% 12.50% 10.00% 20.60% 25.70%  20.10%2.20% 688  3.95 1.68
(flowers)
| enjoy gardening (food) 8.90% 13.20% 9.20% 19.30% 26.80% 19.20% 3.40% 683 3.89 1.73



Table 12. Food-related Activities (cont’d)

. Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly No n Standard

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree  Opinion Mean Deviation
| enjoy participating in
community/church 9.60% 9.50% 12.40% 17.20% 23.90% 18.30% 9.20% 687 3.64 1.92
potlucks
:rigjkosy eatingatfood 157600, 8600  10.90% 22.20%  20.60% 18.10%  8.90% 689 3.61 1.90
ng{(‘l’r{gagzggg‘g 7.60%  12.20%  13.70%  19.20% 21.00% 17.30% 8.90% 686 3.59 1.86
I enjoy keeping up with
sustainable agriculture 9.60% 11.50% 16.70%  24.70% 15.70%  13.50% 8.40% 689 341 1.78
happenings
Lﬁggy reading food 11.40% 15.60%  16.40%  21.60% 17.50% 12.70% 4.70% 684 3.42 1.71
Lf’;’;ﬁ’o‘cﬁgﬂg’ggégﬁs 9.20%  12.20%  13.00% 24.60% 18.30% 12.40% 10.20% 683  3.37 1.84
]'coeonéoy taking photos of 19 h00p  19.009%  14.10%  12.70%  10.80% 12.30%  12% 683 2.78 1.91
\'N?:é"g’rpbaégf'gﬁggg N 18.00% 16.70%  13.40% 13.50% 12.90% 11.90% 12.60% 688 2.83 1.94
gzré%izga”'c 13.30% 15.80%  11.40%  19.80% 19.20% 11.30% 9.20% 683 3.22 1.86
| enjoy participating in
Community Supported 13.40% 14.50% 13.60% 14.30% 14.60%  11.10%18.50% 685 2.80 2.01
Agriculture
'mee”é?g;t?g’;'t”% 83 social 535006 19.10%  10.70%  12.50%  12.50% 10.10% 11.90% 681 2.67 1.90
| enjoy seeing movies 13.10%  15.90% 15.10% 19.20% 14.30% 9.90% 1250% 687 2.98 .86 1

about sustainable food
(Food Inc., Fresh, Fast
Food Nation, King
Korn, etc.)




Table 12. Food-related Activities (cont’d)

. Strongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly No Standard

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree  Opinion Mean Deviation
| enjoy participating in 13.20% 16.90% 15.10% 16.70% 12.20% 9.60% 16.30% 688 2.78 1.91
dinner clubs
| enjoy canning fruits or  19.80%  18.20% 14.00% 14.10% 12.50% 8.70% 12.80% 688 2.69 .86 1
vegetables
| enjoy reading books
about sustainable food
(Omnivore's Dilemma, 15.70% 19.00% 16.30% 16.40% 8.90% 7.40% 16.30% 688 2.57 1.81
Animal Vegetable
Miracle, Slow Food)
|enjoy attending food 1 9005 18700  17.10%  16.00%  11.40%  7.30% 14.70% 686 2.68 181
competitions
| enjoy being politically 4/ 1000 198006  16.90%  18.30% 10.60% 6.60% 13.40% 687 2.70 1.76

_ active on food issues

© | enjoy participating in
Community Supported 17.10% 17.70% 14.20% 11.00% 8.60% 5.80%25.50% 689 2.17 1.86
Fisheries
| enjoy volunteeringat 15100y 186006  20.40%  10.40%  590% 570% 23.00% 683 219  1.76
farm/orchard tours
| enjoy seed-saving of 17 4006 230006  13.50% 13.60%  11.60% 5.60%  14.50% 683 2.51 1.76
heirloom varieties
| enjoy participating in
food or recipe 18.90% 22.90% 19.90% 12.20% 6.10%  4.70% 15.30% 687 2.32 1.64
competitions/ contests
I enjoy attending food 13 4005 203006  19.40% 13.40%  9.50%  4.50%  19.50% 686  2.40 1.75
industry meetings
| enjoy attending
sustainable agriculture 13.60% 18.40% 18.20% 16.40% 9.80% 4.10% 19.50% 683 2.44 1.76
events/meetings
| enjoy contributingto 5 2006 262006  17.60% 9.90%  6.00%  3.80% 10.70% 680 2.24 1.54

food blogs




Table 12. Food-related Activities (cont’d)

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Somewhat Agree Strongly No n Mean Standard
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree  Opinion Deviation
| enjoy participatingin 15 8505 17.009  14.90%  10.30%  5.80%  3.60% 30.60% 686 1.90  1.75
slow food groups

| enjoy raising livestock

Answer Options

for my own 40.30%  20.90% 10.20% 4.50% 3.90% 3.30% 16.809%89 1.70 1.47
consumption

| enjoy learning

specialty butchering 40.10% 21.80% 9.40% 7.00% 510% 2.20% 14.40% 688 1.78 1.45
techniques

Participants were also asked about their foodedlttavel behavior (Table 13). The most populéivdies were seeking
w
“ out locally-owned restaurants while on a vacatiogeiaway (70.6% of respondents agreed or straglged), seeking out special
types of food products while on a vacation or geta(b8.7%), seeing out local drink products whiteaovacation or getaway

(57.1%), traveling more than 50 miles to attendadfbeverage festival (45.0%), and seeking outiapgpes of food experiences

while on a vacation or getaway (44.9%).



Table 13. Food-related Travel Behavior

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly No n Mean Standard

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree  Opinion Deviation

e

| seek out locally-owned 4.83 1.46
restaurants while on a 2.8% 3.6% 3.6% 16.7% 28.8% 41.8% 2.6% 687

vacation or getaway

| seek out local drink 4.24 1.78
products (wine, beer,

mead, moonshine, cider, 9.6% 10.6% 57% 14.8% 25.7% 31.4% 2.2% 688

colas, ades) while on a

vacation or getaway

| seek out special types 4.39 1.62
of food products (local,

artisanal, heritage) 5.2% 9.0% 6.8% 18.0% 28.3%  30.4% 2.3% 690

while on a vacation or

getaway

| seek out special types 3.96 1.71
of food experiences
(cooking class, farm
tour, wine tasting) while
on a vacation or
getaway

| would travel more 3.94 1.66
than 50 miles to attenda 9.1% 13.9% 11.5% 19.3% 24.5% 20.5% 1.2% 689

food/beverage festival

| consider food when 3.81 1.60
deciding where to 7.5% 15.7% 13.4% 22.1% 23.9% 15.7% 1.7% 689

vacation

| look for restaurants 3.23 1.77
that serve organic food = 49 500 97 405 16.3% 225%  11.8% 132%  7.4% 688

while on a vacation or

getaway

7.7% 11.9% 12.6% 19.8% 22.2% 22.7% 3.1% 688




The final section of descriptive results reflectei@rmation about the respondent’s last
vacation or getaway. The first question asked¢lspondent to report the destination of their
last vacation. The results of this question aveddd into three categories: states and Canadian
provinces, Minnesota destinations, and internatioNanneapolis had the overall highest
number of response (n=157). California (n=34)yidk (n=33), Wisconsin (n=33), and lllinois
(n=28) had the highest responses among statesravidqges. The Caribbean (n=4), France

(n=4), and Ireland (n=3) were the most popularrim@gonal destinations.

Half of the trips lasted 2-4 days (50.1%), and jusder one-third lasted 5-7 days
(29.3%). The majority of respondents had 2 peopthaeir travel party (48.1%). Most
respondents stayed in a hotel (74.5%), while 15st#ged with friends and relatives. The
majority of respondents used a personal vehicteaie! to their destination (52.8%), and 39.7%
used an airplane. Participants were able to chomse than one response for lodging and
method of travel used, so percentages may notaild(%. More detailed results about

respondents’ vacations can be found in Table 14.
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Table 14. Profile of Last Vacation

Variable

Percentage of Responses

Length of Trip
One day (no overnight)
2-4 days
5-7 days
7-14 days
14+ days
Number of Peoplein Party
One
Two
Three
Four
5 or more
Number of Adultsin Party
One
Two
Three
Four
5 or more
Type of Lodging Utilized*
Hotel

Stayed with friends or relatives

2.9%
50.1%
29.3%
14.6%
4.7%

9.8%

48.1%
12.9%
14.7%
14.5%

12.8%
61.4%
9.4%
9.2%

7.2%

74.5%
15.4%

Rental property (i.e. cabin, condo) 8.6%

Bed and Breakfast
Camping
RV
Other
Method of Travel*
Personal Vehicle
Airplane
Rental Car
Train
Bus
Other

5.2%
2.3%
0.7%
4.9%

52.8%
39.7%
12.8%
4.3%
4.2%
3.0%

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100%.

Respondents were also asked to estimate their dipess during their last vacation

within the categories of transportation, lodgingpd and beverages, shopping, activities and

entertainment, and other. The total expenditureewlived by the number of people in the

travel party to calculate the expenditures pergrersrhe average total expenditures per party



and per person can be seen in Table 15. Transiport@as the category with the highest

average expenditure ($693.71), closely followeddalging ($668.56).

Table 15. Average Expenditures on Last Vacation

Category Average Amount per Party Average Amount pePerson
Transportation $693.71 $285.42
Lodging $668.56 $259.95
Food/Beverages $430.12 $175.30
Shopping $317.07 $86.84
Activities/Entertainment $227.15 $120.38
Other $155.00 $29.42
Total Trip $2355.68 $995.64

4.2 Foodie Activity Dimensions

Data were analyzed in SPSS version 20. To adthedgst research question, ‘Can
foodie activities be factored into activity dimemss?’, exploratory factor analysis was
performed using pairwise exclusion for missing dathe KMO value was checked to ensure it
was at a level of .6 or above; the initial factolusion had a KMO value of .933. Additionally,
the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value was chectatle sure it was significant (.05 or less). The
strengths of the inter-item correlations were itigased to ensure factor analysis was
appropriate. The majority of the correlations fetween .2 and .7 indicating an appropriate
level of correlation for factor analysis (Pallab®06). After examining the scree plot, the
eigenvalues of the initial solution, and face vadfithe factors, Varimax rotation was used to
preform further exploratory analysis and the testdasolution was chosen as the best result.
Reliability was calculated for each factor by fingithe Cronbach’s Alpha based on standardized

items (Table 16). The ten factors explain 58.72%me variance.
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Table 16. Descriptions, Factor Loadings, Reliabilif Coefficients, and Variance Explained for
Foodie Activity Dimensions

Factor Cronbach’s
Loading Alpha based Variance
Foodie Activity Dimension Score on )
. Explained
standardized
items

Sustainable Agriculture Dimension .90 10.29%
| enjoy raising livestock for my own consumption .70
| enjoy learning specialty butchering techniques .69
| enjoy participating in Community Supported Fisasr .67
| enjoy volunteering at farm/orchard tours .67
| enjoy participating in food or recipe .67
competitions/contests
| enjoy attending food industry meetings .63
| enjoy attending sustainable agriculture eventstings .63
| enjoy participating in slow food groups .61
| enjoy attending food competitions .59
| enjoy participating in Community Supported .54
Agriculture
I enjoy canning fruits or vegetables .53
| enjoy home-brewing .49
| enjoy participating in dinner clubs 46
Adventure Dimension .89 9.60%
| seek out special types of food products (locdisanal, 72
heritage) while on a vacation or getaway
I would travel more than 50 miles to attend a .69
food/beverage festival
| enjoy trying heritage/traditional foods (i.e. $6and, .69
shrimp and grits)
| seek out special types of food experiences (ec@pki .67
class, farm tour, wine tasting) while on a vacation
getaway
| seek out locally-owned restaurants while on aatiao .65
or getaway
| consider food when deciding where to vacation .65
| enjoy attending food and beverage festivals .62
| seek out local drink products (wine, beer, mead, .60
moonshine, cider, colas, ades) while on a vacation
getaway
| enjoy attending county/state fairs to eat “faiod” 51
| enjoy eating at food trucks 480
I enjoy going on food-centered outings or vacations A7
Home Cooking Dimension .87 7.98%
| enjoy trying new recipes .81
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| enjoy cooking

| enjoy grilling

| enjoy creating new recipes

| enjoy baking

| enjoy trying new restaurants

I enjoy trying food from other cultures

| enjoy reading food magazines

| enjoy watching the Food Network or cooking shows
Political Activist Dimension

| enjoy reading books about sustainable food
(Omnivore's Dilemma, Animal Vegetable Miracle, Slow
Food, etc.)

I enjoy following state or national food issues

| enjoy seeing movies about sustainable food (Fpod
Fresh, Fast Food Nation, King Korn, etc.)

| enjoy being politically active on food issues

I look for restaurants that serve organic food eloih a
vacation or getaway

I enjoy keeping up with sustainable agriculture
happenings

Earthy Dimension

| enjoy gardening (food)

| enjoy gardening (flowers)

| enjoy organic gardening

| enjoy seed-saving of heirloom varieties

Trendy Dimension

| enjoy keeping up with local restaurant/chef happgs
| enjoy reading food blogs

| enjoy contributing to food blogs

| enjoy reading the food section of the newspaper
Drinking Dimension

| enjoy participating in beer-tastings

| enjoy participating in wine-tastings

| enjoy participating in wine or beer clubs

Farmer Friendly Dimension

I enjoy purchasing locally grown and/or organicdoo
| enjoy visiting farmer's markets

| enjoy eating at farm-to-table restaurants

Engaged Dimension

| enjoy taking photos of food

| enjoy posting on social media about food

I think about food a lot during the day

| enjoy discussing activities related to food

Upscale Cooking Dimension

| enjoy shopping at specialty cookware/food stores
| enjoy attending cooking classes

| enjoy reading about nutrition

.80
.69
.66
.63
.61
51
.48
A7

.65

.63
.60

.60
.56

.52

.81
74
74
.60

.55
.53
49
49

74
74
62

72
.64
.61

.73
71
.60
49

.52
.51
51

.87

.82

74

.76

.80

.81

.69

6.47%

4.80%

4.33%

4.08%

4.04%

3.89%

3.24%
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There were 5 items removed from the scale duewiddator loading scores and/or cross

loading (Garson, 2012). These items can be se€able 17.

Table 17. Items Excluded from Scale

ltem Reason for Exclusion
| enjoy participating in community/church potlucks Low loading score
| enjoy trying new food fads Low loading score/&dmsading

| enjoy hosting food-centered gatherings at home

(e.g. fondue party, cookout) Low loading score

| try to avoid chain restaurants Low loading score

I enjoy visiting farms/orchards Low loading score&s loading

The Sustainable Agriculture dimension consistsitdms, which is the largest of the
factors, and explains 10.29% of the variance oftloelel. This dimension includes educational
activities focused on sustainable food, buying ftonal farms, and being involved with food
production, such as butchering or canning. Theehtlwe factor includes eleven items and
explains 9.60% of the variance of the model. Tnmsension involves seeking unique food
experiences and spending money on local food cerage products and locally owned
restaurants while traveling. The Home Cooking disi@en consists of nine items and explains
7.98% of the variance of the model. This dimensmmtudes making food in various methods
such as grilling and baking, as well as trying/trepnew recipes. There are six items making
up the Political Activist dimension, which explai®g7% of the variance of the model,
involving activities focused on learning about|d@ling, and/or being politically involved in
current food issues. The Earthy dimension consistsur items and explains just under 5% of
the variance. This dimension consists of gardenéf@ted activities. The Trendy dimension
consists of four items, explains 4.33% of the wvareaof the model, and focuses on being

informed and up to date on restaurant and chefdrapgs and food blogs. The Drinking
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dimension consists of three items that focus orevaimd beer experiences and explains just over
4% of the variance of the model. The Farmer Fiiedonension contains three items and
explains just over 4% of the variance of the modéle dimension centers on activities

involving consuming food from local producers. THegaged dimension, explaining 3.89% of
the model variance, includes four activities tledate to sharing food experiences with others,
whether through photos, social media, or talkiRgally, the Upscale Cooking dimension
contains three items, explains 3.24% of the modabwnce, and consists of activities that involve
investing in cooking-related things such as spgc@okware or cooking classes. Factor means

were calculated for each dimension and can beiseBable 18.

Table 18. Factor Means and Standard Deviations

Foodie Activity Dimension Mean Star)dgrd
Deviation
Sustainable Agriculture Dimension 2.29 1.17
Adventure Dimension 4.20 1.14
Home Cooking Dimension 4.63 1.10
Political Activist Dimension 3.03 1.40
Earthy Dimension 3.37 1.43
Trendy Dimension 3.38 1.25
Drinking Dimension 3.53 1.64
Farmer Friendly Dimension 4.44 1.37
Engaged Dimension 3.26 1.46
Upscale Cooking Dimension 4.08 1.36

4.3 Socio-demographic Test Results

The second research question addressed the sonmgdaphic differences of the
respondents with varying foodie activity dimenssmores. The socio-demographic
characteristics investigated were gender, agehandehold income. Skewness and kurtosis
were investigated to ensure normality of data. wséed kurtosis values should normally fall

between -2 and 2, however -3 to 3 is also accep(&@xrson, 2012). The skewness and kurtosis
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values of the dimensions and variables all feleein -3 and 3.. Therefore, the assumption of

normality was met and parametric tests were used.

4.3.1 Gender

An independent samples t-test was used to compeaueeg in each foodie activity

dimension. The means and standard deviationsciodey for each dimension can be seen in

Table 19.

Table 19. Means and Standard Deviations of Genders

Gender
Female Male
(n=458) (n=201)
Foodie Activity Dimension M SD M SD
Sustainable Agriculture Dimension 2.29 1.18 2.24 1.14
Adventure Dimension 4.10 1.13 4.37 1.15
Home Cooking Dimension 4.58 1.05 4.76 1.16
Political Activist Dimension 2.93 1.39 3.21 1.40
Earthy Dimension 3.36 1.45 3.37 1.38
Trendy Dimension 3.33 1.22 3.46 1.30
Drinking Dimension 3.49 1.63 3.57 1.67
Farmer Friendly Dimension 4.35 1.37 4.58 1.32
Engaged Dimension 3.24 1.43 3.24 1.51
Upscale Cooking Dimension 4.01 1.38 4.21 1.32

The assumptions of independence and normality mete The assumption of equal

variance was investigated through a Levene’s Tedtdfjuality of Variances. None of the F

values were significant at the p<.05 level; themefequal variances were assumed. The

Adventure, Political Activist, and Farmer Friendlynensions were significant at the p<.05 level

(Table 20).
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Table 20. T-test Statistics for Gender

Foodie Activity t Degrees of Significance
Dimension Statistic Freedom
Sustainable Agriculture 43 657 .664
Adventure -2.84 657 .005
Home Cooking -1.89 657 .059
Political Activist -2.38 657 .017
Earthy -.07 657 .944
Trendy -1.25 657 211
Drinking -.56 657 576
Farmer Friendly -2.03 657 .043
Engaged .05 657 .961
Upscale Cooking -1.71 657 .088

Within the Adventure dimension, the mean scorariates (M=4.37, SD=1.15) was
significantly higher than the mean score for feradM=4.10, SD=1.13). Within the Political
Activist dimension, the mean score for males (M232D=1.40) was significantly higher than
the mean score for females (M=2.93, SD=1.39). Withe Farmer Friendly dimension, the
mean score for males (M=4.58, SD=1.32) was sigamfily higher than the mean score for
females (M=4.35, SD=1.37).

4.3.2 Age

One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used tedstigate differences among age

groups within the foodie activity dimensions. e€limeans and standard deviations are reported

in Table 21.
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Table 21. Means and Standard Deviations of Age Rarg

Age Range

18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

(n=70) (n=171) (n=148) (n=168) (n=83)
Foodie Activity Dimension M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Sustainable Agriculture 242 127 223 1.30 2.36 1.12 2.26 1.08 217 1.04
Adventure 450 114 449 110 424 1.07 398 114 397 111
Home Cooking 486 097 461 1.21 460 1.17 454 1.05 460 1.04
Political Activist 293 149 294 139 3.12 146 3.05 1.36 299 1.29
Earthy 298 148 3.06 1.49 3.43 1.39 353 131 356 1.40
Trendy 324 141 341 131 338 1.26 3.32 1.24 348 107
Drinking 425 170 3.80 158 3.38 1.56 3.29 164 3.29 156
Farmer Friendly 445 131 441 146 434 152 437 133 463 1.06
Engaged 414 153 361 150 3.21 1.37 292 128 278 1.23
Upscale Cooking 419 136 4.09 138 423 1.34 388 142 401 1.17

The assumptions of independence and normality bveitemet. The Levene’s Test for

Equality of Variances indicated that the Farmeeidily and Engaged dimensions did not meet

the assumption of homogeneity as the F statisticsignificant at the p<.05 level. The other

eight dimensions did meet the assumption of homaigen

Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s tests were performeiithththe adjusted F statistic for the

two dimensions that did not meet the assumptidmoaiogeneity (Table 22). The test

demonstrated that the adjusted F statistic foEtngaged dimension was significant at the

p<.001 level.
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Table 22. Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s Test of Equély of Means for Age Ranges

Foodie Activity Dimension Test Adjusted F dfl df2 Significance
Statistic
Farmer Friendly Welch .97 4 264.32 427
Brown-Forsythe 72 4 558.20 578
Engaged Welch 14.03 4 256.50 .000
Brown-Forsythe 14.70 4 482.85 .000

ANOVA was used to investigate the dimensions thet tine assumption of homogeneity.
The results revealed significant mean differencesdventure [F(4,635)=6.80, p<.001], Earthy

[F(4,635)=4.34, p<.005], and Drinking [F(4,635)=5.4<.001] dimensions (Table 23).

Table 23. ANOVA Results for Age

Foodie Activity Sum of

Dimension Squares F Sig.

Sustainable Agriculture Between Groups  3.88 4 71 .586
Within Groups  868.34 635
Total 872.21 639

Adventure Between Groups 33.39 4 6.80 .000
Within Groups  779.43 635
Total 812.82 639

Home Cooking Between Groups  5.28 4 1.07 371
Within Groups ~ 785.05 635
Total 790.33 639

Political Activist Between Groups  3.51 4 45 T71
Within Groups  1235.33 635
Total 1238.84 639

Earthy Between Groups 34.42 4 4.34 .002
Within Groups  1259.15 635
Total 1293.57 639

Trendy Between Groups  3.06 4 A48 .751
Within Groups  1014.43 635
Total 1017.49 639

Drinking Between Groups 66.16 4 6.45 .000
Within Groups  1628.53 635
Total 1694.69 639
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Upscale Cooking Between Groups 11.16 4 1.52 195
Within Groups  1166.90 635
Total 1178.06 639
Post-hoc comparisons used the Tukey HSD test &stigate the Adventure, Earthy, and

Drinking dimensions, and the Games-Howell tesht@stigate the Engaged dimension. The
Tukey HSD test indicated for the Adventure dimenstbe mean scores for 18-29 year olds
(M=4.50, SD=1.14) and the 30-39 year olds (M=43D=1.10) were significantly different

from the 50-59 year olds (M=3.98, SD=1.14) and@figears and older group (M=3.97,
SD=1.11) at the p<.05 level. This analysis shdvas the youngest groups more often sought out

the activities in the Adventure dimension thantthie oldest groups.

Within the Earthy dimension, the mean score forabé9 year olds (M=3.53, SD=1.31)
was significantly different from the 18-29 year ®M=2.98, SD=1.48) and the 30-39 year olds
(M=3.06, SD=1.49). This shows that the 50-59 y#ds showed greater enjoyment of Earthy

activities than the two youngest groups.

Within the Drinking dimension, the mean score 8¢2D year olds (M=4.25, SD=1.70)
was significantly different from 40-49 year olds£®138, SD=1.56), 50-59 year olds (M=3.29,
SD=1.64), and the 60 years and older group (M=3528;1.56) at the p<.005 level. The mean
score for the 30-39 year olds (M=3.80, SD=1.58) sigsificantly different than the 50-59 year
olds (M=3.29, SD=1.64) at the p<.05 level. Thialgsis shows that the youngest group
reported greater enjoyment of activities in thenRimg Dimension that the participants above

the age of 40 years, and the 30-39 year olds shgvesder enjoyment than the 50-59 year olds.

For the Engaged dimension, the Games-Howell petitated the mean score for 18-29
year olds (M=4.14, SD=1.53) was significantly diéiet from 40-49 year olds (M=3.21,

SD=1.37), 50-59 year olds (M=2.92, SD=1.28), arel@ years and older group (M=2.78,
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SD=1.23) at the p<.001 level. The mean score®83year olds (M=3.61, SD=1.50) was
significantly different from 50-59 year olds (M=2,95D=1.28) and the 60 years and older group
(M=2.78, SD=1.23) at the p<.001 level. This analghows that the younger groups indicated

greater enjoyment of the activities in the Engagj@esension.

4.3.3 Income

ANOVA was used to investigate differences betweamskhold incomes. The means

and standard deviations are reported in Table 24.

Table 24. Means and Standard Deviations of Househlblncome

Household Income

$20,000- $50,000- $100,000- Over
Under $25,000 $49,999  $99,999  $149,999  $150,000

(n=44) (n=111) (n=254) (n=128) (n=59)
Foodie Activity Dimension M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Sustainable Agriculture 245 131 219 1.27 2.37 1.15 228 1.07 230 1.26
Adventure 403 132 422 123 429 1.05 433 098 432 1.16
Home Cooking 463 1.03 4.63 1.10 4.66 1.05 458 115 4.49 1.35
Political Activist 3.06 162 297 1.43 3.06 1.35 3.01 1.30 3.30 1.50
Earthy 3.06 168 3.23 1.45 3.49 1.34 3.22 147 3.46 1.32
Trendy 327 148 322 1.32 3.41 1.22 338 123 361 1.29
Drinking 377 165 359 1.72 351 159 3.68 156 3.68 1.66
Farmer Friendly 411 155 4.39 145 446 137 441 138 471 1.28
Engaged 359 1.69 3.39 1.46 3.25 1.44 328 136 3.35 1.48
Upscale Cooking 398 141 384 155 411 1.29 415 127 429 141

The assumptions of independence and normality batte met. The Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances indicated that the Adventanel Upscale Cooking dimensions did not
meet the assumption of homogeneity as the F statvss significant at the p<.05 level. The

other eight dimensions did meet the assumptioronfdgeneity.
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Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s tests were performefthtbthe adjusted F statistic for the
two dimensions that did not meet the assumptidmoaiogeneity (Table 25). The test
demonstrated that the adjusted F statistic wasigotficant at the p<.05 level for both

dimensions.

Table 25. Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s Test of Equél of Means for Income

Foodie Activity Test Adjusted F dfl df2 Significance
Dimension Statistic
Adventure Welch .54 4 168.65 .708
Brown-Forsythe .62 4 281.82 .646
Upscale Cooking Welch 1.14 4 170.46 341
Brown-Forsythe 1.29 4 329.32 272

ANOVA was used to investigate the eight dimensitras did meet the assumption of
homogeneity. The results revealed that there werggnificant mean differences between the

income levels at the p<.05 level (Table 26).
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Table 26. ANOVA Results for Household Income

Foodie Activit Sum of :

Dimension ’ Squares df F Sig.

Sustainable Agriculture Between Groups  3.66 4 .66 .622
Within Groups ~ 823.11 591
Total 826.77 595

Home Cooking Between Groups  1.72 4 .35 .847
Within Groups  733.36 591
Total 735.08 595

Political Activist Between Groups  4.40 4 .57 .685
Within Groups  1144.06 591
Total 1148.46 595

Earthy Between Groups 13.05 4 1.63 .166
Within Groups  1184.54 5901
Total 1197.59 595

Trendy Between Groups  6.71 4 1.04 .387
Within Groups ~ 955.35 591
Total 962.06 595

Drinking Between Groups 4.71 4 A5 774
Within Groups  1555.16 591
Total 1559.86 595

Farmer Friendly Between Groups  9.74 4 1.26 .286
Within Groups  1146.00 591
Total 1155.74 595

Engaged Between Groups  5.37 4 .64 .635
Within Groups  1240.14 591
Total 1245.51 595

4.4 Travel Behavior Test Results

The third research question addressed the travaMi@ differences of the respondents
with varying foodie activity dimension scores. Tievel behavior characteristics investigated
were length of last vacation, size of travel paatyd food and beverage and total expenditures on

last vacation. The assumption of normality was, ritnefrefore parametric tests were used.

4.4.1 Length of Last Vacation
ANOVA was used to investigate differences betwéenléngths of the participants’ last

vacation. While the survey offered 5 responseomgtifor this question, due to unequal group

46



sizes, the answers were collapsed into three caésgd-4 days, 5-7 days, and 8 or more days.
The means and standard deviations can be seefbie 74

Table 27. Means and Standard Deviations of Lengthf &tay

Length of Stay

1-4 days 5-7 days 8+ days

(n=341) (n=194) (n=128)
Foodie Activity Dimension M SD M SD M SD
Sustainable Agriculture 213 112 244 127 243 1.17
Adventure 407 121 431 1.07 441 1.05
Home Cooking 457 1.03 466 113 475 1.22
Political Activist 286 139 317 147 323 1.32
Earthy 323 136 344 147 355 1.52
Trendy 325 137 336 133 371 1.08
Drinking 338 165 371 165 3.64 157
Farmer Friendly 427 142 449 132 471 1.28
Engaged 316 149 337 143 343 1.39
Upscale Cooking 391 135 415 137 436 134

The assumptions of independence and normality veitemet. The Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances indicated that the Adventanel Trendy dimensions did not meet the
assumption of homogeneity as the F statistic wgsfstant at the p<.05 level. The other eight
dimensions did meet the assumption of homogeneity.

Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s tests were performefihtbthe adjusted F statistic for the
Adventure and Trendy dimensions, as they did natritee assumption of homogeneity (Table
28). The test demonstrated that the adjustedtisteta were significant for both dimensions at

the p<.01 level.
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Table 28. Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s Test of Equél of Means for Length of Stay

Foodie Activity

. . Test Adjusted F Statistic dfl ~ df2  Significance
Dimension
Adventure Welch 5.21 2 334.38 .006
Brown-Forsythe 5.53 2 523.01 .004
Trendy Welch 7.80 2 33344 .000
Brown-Forsythe 6.70 2 52596 .001

ANOVA was used to investigate the rest of the disn@ms; the results revealed
significant mean differences between lengths of gfi¢hin the Sustainable Agriculture
[F(2,660)=5.81, p<.005], Political Activist [F(2,68-4.78, p<.01], Farmer Friendly
[F(2,660)=5.37, p<.01], and Upscale Cooking [F(B)&5.74, p<.005] dimensions (Table 29).

Table 29. ANOVA Results for Length of Stay

Foodie Activity Dimension Sum of Squares df F Sig.

Sustainable Agriculture Between Group: 16.10 2 581 .003
Within Groups 914.54 660
Total 930.64 662

Home Cooking Between Group: 3.38 2 140 .247
Within Groups 796.99 660
Total 800.37 662

Political Activist Between Group: 18.69 2 478 .009
Within Groups 1291.59 660
Total 1310.28 662

Earthy Between Group: 11.37 2 2.80 .061
Within Groups 1339.38 660
Total 1350.75 662

Drinking Between Group: 14.88 2 278 .063
Within Groups 1768.42 660
Total 1783.31 662

Farmer Friendly Between Group: 20.02 2 5.37 .005
Within Groups 1229.86 660
Total 1249.88 662

Engaged Between Group: 9.52 2 2.25 .106
Within Groups 1395.22 660
Total 1404.74 662

Upscale Cooking Between Group: 21.07 2 574 .003
Within Groups 1212.43 660
Total 1233.50 662
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Post-hoc comparisons used the Tukey test to irgagstthe differences for the
dimensions that met the assumption of homogensiggaal variances were assumed, and the
Games-Howell test to investigate the Adventure Breethdy dimensions, as equal variances were
not assumed.

The Tukey test indicated for the Sustainable Adtura dimension, the mean score for
respondents that stayed 1-4 days (M=2.13, SD=1a8)significantly different than those that
stayed 5-7 days (M=2.44, SD=1.27) and those thagedtover a week (M=2.43, SD=1.17) at the
p<.05 level. This analysis shows that those tfaateled for longer amounts of time reported
higher enjoyment of Sustainable Agriculture aciegtthan those that only traveled for 1-4 days.

The Tukey test indicated that for the Political iist dimension, the mean score for
those that traveled for 1-4 days (M=2.86, SD=1\883 significantly different than those that
stayed 5-7 days (M=3.17, SD=1.47) and those thagedtover a week (M=3.23, SD=1.32) at the
p<.05 level. This analysis shows that those waeeted longer reported greater enjoyment of
activities in the Political Activist dimension.

For the Farmer Friendly dimension, the Tukey tedicated the mean score for those that
traveled for 1-4 days (M=4.27, SD=1.42) was sigaifitly different than those that traveled over
a week (M=4.71, SD=1.28) at the p<.01 level. Timalgsis shows that those that traveled
longest indicated greater enjoyment of the acésitn the Farmer Friendly dimension than those
that only traveled a few days.

The Tukey test indicated that for the Upscale Cogklimension, the mean score for
those that traveled 1-4 days (M=3.91, SD=1.35) sugsificantly different than those that stayed

over a week (M=4.36, SD=1.34) at the p<.005 levidlis shows that those that traveled longest
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indicated greater enjoyment of the activities ia tipscale Cooking dimension than those that
only traveled a few days.

The Games-Howell test indicated that for the Aduemtlimension, the mean score for
respondents that stayed 1-4 days (M=4.07, SD=1a%)significantly different than those that
stayed 5-7 days (M=4.31, SD=1.07) and those tlagestover a week (M=4.41, SD=1.05) at the
p<.05 level. This analysis demonstrates that thosetraveled for longer periods of time more
often sought out the activities in the Adventumaension than those that only traveled a few
days.

For the Trendy dimension, the Games-Howell testatdd that the mean score for
respondents that stayed over a week (M=3.71, SBFWa8s significantly different than those
that traveled for 1-4 days (M=3.25, SD=1.37) arasththat traveled 5-7 days (M=3.36, SD=
1.33) at the p<.05 level. This analysis demonss$rétat those that traveled over a week showed
greater levels of enjoyment of the Trendy dimengham those that traveled for shorter periods
of time.

4.4.2 Size of Travel Party

ANOVA was used to investigate differences amongaadents that traveled with
different party sizes during their last vacatidrhe means and standard deviations are reported

in Table 30.
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Table 30. Means and Standard Deviations of Party 2@

Party Size
One Two Three Four Five ?/Il)ér?ar
(n=65) (n=318) (n=85) (n=97) (n=32) (n=64)
Foodie Activity
Dimension M SD M SD M SO M SD M SD M SD
Sustainable 204 108 229 1.19 2.26 1.30 2.29 115 242 1.15 2.43 1.16
Agriculture
Adventure 398 141 4.20 1.13 4.20 1.13 439 099 423 1.14 419 1.21
Home Cooking 431 137 4.62 1.10 4.72 1.06 461 1.12 471 094 4.86 0.91
Political Activist 286 1.36 3.07 1.40 3.15 1.39 3.01 149 329 1.35 2.74 1.37
Earthy 292 158 340 146 3.33 148 3.38 1.37 3.77 1.22 3.36 1.17
Trendy 3.13 146 3.38 1.27 3.37 1.30 3.39 1.14 359 1.19 3.44 1.23
Drinking 3.16 178 354 165 3.46 1.64 359 149 349 1.63 3.81 1.58
Farmer Friendly 426 156 4.45 1.29 435 156 4.45 1.46 4.44 125 4.40 1.27
Engaged 3.18 1.36 3.31 1.48 3.37 1.49 3.21 147 3.66 1.43 3.04 1.37

Upscale Cooking 3.73 1.62 4.05 1.36 3.98 144 440 1.11 422 1.25 4.07 1.32

The assumptions of independence and normality bveitemet. The Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variance indicated that the Adventiieme Cooking, Earthy, and Upscale Cooking
dimensions did not meet the assumption of homogeasithe F statistics were significant at the

p<.05 level. The other six dimensions did meetasgumption of homogeneity.

Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s tests were performeiithththe adjusted F statistic for the
four dimensions that did not meet the assumptidmoofiogeneity (Table 31). The tests
demonstrated that the adjusted F statistic wasigoificant at the p<.05 level for any of the

dimensions.
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Table 31. Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s Test of Equality of Meangor Party Size

Foodie Activity Test Adjusted F dfl df2 Significance
Dimension Statistic

Adventure Welch .99 5 160.02 427
Brown-Forsythe .97 5 322.34 437

Home Cooking Welch 1.67 5 163.28 144
Brown-Forsythe 1.88 5 351.78 .097
Earthy Welch 1.78 5 164.42 119
Brown-Forsythe 1.97 5 375.25 .082

Upscale Cooking Welch 2.29 5 161.60 .049
Brown-Forsythe 2.10 5 339.59 .066

ANOVA was used to investigate the six dimensiorad thd meet the assumption of
homogeneity (Table 32). The results revealedttiere were no significant mean differences

between party size within any of the dimensiornhatp<.05 level.

Table 32. ANOVA Results for Party Size

Foo_dle Agthlty Sum of df = Sig.
Dimension Squares

Sustainable Agriculture Between Groups 5.94 5 .85 .518
Within Groups ~ 921.12 655
Total 927.06 660

Political Activist Between Groups 11.05 5 1.12 .346
Within Groups  1287.29 655
Total 1298.34 660

Trendy Between Groups  5.76 5 71 .613
Within Groups  1056.82 655
Total 1062.58 660

Drinking Between Groups  14.52 5 1.09 .364
Within Groups  1742.13 655
Total 1756.65 660

Farmer Friendly Between Groups  2.40 5 .25 .938
Within Groups  1243.40 655
Total 1245.80 660

Engaged Between Groups 10.18 5 .96 441
Within Groups  1387.09 655
Total 1397.27 660
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4.4.3 Food Expenditures

Participants were asked to report an estimat@wfinuch money they spent on food and
beverages on their last vacation. This amountdiaded by the number in their travel party in
order to find the amount spent per person on fowbeverages. For the purpose of this
analysis, respondents that did not fill out theesgitures section of the survey, or who chose the
‘six or more’ response to the party size questie@nemnot included as the precise party size was
unknown. An association between food expenditarekthe different foodie activity

dimensions was investigated using the Pearson pradament correlation (Table 33).

Table 33. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations foFood Expenditures (n=537)

Foodie Activity Dimension CPearsqn df Significance Percentage

orrelation of Variance
Sustainable Agriculture .03 535 .543 .09%
Adventure 12 535 .007 1.44%
Home Cooking .01 535 872 .01%
Political Activist .05 535 .305 .25%
Earthy .04 535 376 .16%
Trendy A1 535 .02 1.21%
Drinking .06 535 .208 .36%
Farmer Friendly .07 535 128 49%
Engaged A1 535 .013 1.21%
Upscale Cooking .07 535 .095 49%

There were weak positive correlations between fwdibeverage expenditures and
enjoyment of the Adventure [r(535)=.12, p<.01], fAag [r(535)=.11, p<.05], and Engaged
[r(535)=.11, p<.05] dimensions, indicating thatteg food spending was correlated with

increased enjoyment levels of the Adventure, Treadg Engaged dimensions.
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4.4.4 Total Expenditures

A total expenditure variable was created from sumgnall spending categories reported.
Once again, this amount was divided by the numbérair travel party to find the amount spent
per person on the respondent’s last vacation essgbrelents that did not fill out the expenditures
section or that chose the ‘six or more’ respong@éqarty size question were not included. The
relationship between expenditures and the diffei@rdie activity dimensions was investigated

using the Pearson product-moment correlation (Tas)e

Table 34. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations foExpenditures (n=537)

Foodie Activity Dimension CPearsqn df Significance Percentage

orrelation of Variance
Sustainable Agriculture .08 535 .076 .64%
Adventure 13 535 .004 1.69%
Home Cooking .06 535 194 .36%
Political Activist .10 535 .026 1.0%
Earthy .05 535 297 .25%
Trendy .16 535 .000 2.56%
Drinking 10 535 .027 1.0%
Farmer Friendly A3 535 .003 1.69%
Engaged 13 535 .004 1.69%
Upscale Cooking A3 535 .004 1.69%

There were weak positive correlations between &étpenditures and enjoyment of the
Trendy [r(535)=.16, p<.001], Adventure [r(535)=.]3,.005], Farmer Friendly [r(535)=.13,
p<.005], Engaged [r(535)=.13, p<.005], Upscale Gugkr(535)=.13, p<.005], Political Activist
[r(535)=.10, p<.05], and Drinking [r(535)=.10, p§]@imensions, indicating that higher
vacation spending was correlated with increaseel$eaf enjoyment of activities associated with

all dimensions except for Sustainable Agricultiteme Cooking, and Earthy.
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4.5 Foodie Rating

Participants were asked to rate themselves oala e€0 to 10 with 0 being ‘not a foodie
at all’ and 10 being ‘a total foodie.” The relatghip between the foodie rating and the different
foodie activity dimensions was investigated usimg Pearson product-moment correlation

(Table 35).

Table 35. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations foFoodie Rating (n=690)

Foodie Activity Dimension CEr?ZIrast?gn df Significance (;e\l;(;?ir;r? 3:
Sustainable Agriculture 24 688 .000 5.76%
Adventure .53 688 .000 28.09%
Home Cooking .33 688 .000 10.89%
Political Activist .28 688 .000 7.84%
Earthy 19 688 .000 3.61%
Trendy 45 688 .000 20.25%
Drinking .32 688 .000 10.24%
Farmer Friendly .28 688 .000 7.84%
Engaged 42 688 .000 17.64%
Upscale Cooking 42 688 .000 17.64%

There was a strong positive correlation betweerfdbdie rating and the Adventure
dimension [r(688)=.53, p<.001], indicating thatigher foodie rating was correlated with
increased seeking out of Adventure activitieser€éhwere moderate positive correlations
between the foodie rating and enjoyment of thendydr(688)=.45, p<.001], Engaged
[r(688)=.42, p<.001], Upscale Cooking [r(688)=.$2,001], Home Cooking [r(688)=.33,
p<.001], and Drinking [r(688)=.32, p<.001] dimenss@ indicating that a higher foodie rating
was correlated with increased levels of enjoyméiictvities within those dimensions. There
were low positive correlations between the fooding and enjoyment of the Political Activist

[r(688)=.28, p<.001], Farmer Friendly [r(688)=.28;.001], Sustainable Agriculture [r(688)=.24,
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p<.001], Earthy [r(688)=.19, p<.001] dimensiongligating that higher foodie ratings were

correlated with increased levels of enjoyment diveiees associated with those dimensions.

4.6 Summary of Results

The purpose of this study was to investigate fagdted activities of potential tourists to
Minneapolis to produce foodie activity dimensiomsl anvestigate the demographics and travel
habits of the respondents, differentiated by thejopyment levels of various foodie activity
dimensions: Sustainable Agriculture, Adventure, leddooking, Political Activist, Earthy,
Trendy, Drinking, Farmer Friendly, Engaged, and ¢ps Cooking.. Together, these factors
explained 58.72% of the variance of the model, satsfied the first research question: ‘Can

foodie activities be factored into activity dimemss?’.

The second research question investigated socmgephic differences of the
respondents as related to the various foodie &ctinensions. Results revealed that men had a
significantly higher enjoyment of the Adventure Jical Activist, and Farmer Friendly
dimensions than women. Regarding differences batvage groups within dimensions, the 50-
59 year olds had a significantly higher level ojogment of the Earthy dimension than the
younger groups. The younger groups reported highgryment of the Adventure, Drinking, and
Engaged dimensions than the oldest groups. There mo statistically significant differences

between income levels for any of the dimensions.

The third research question investigated diffeesnn travel behavior by asking
respondents details about their last vacationuding length of stay, size of travel party, food
and beverage expenditures, and total trip expemdituRespondents that traveled for longer

amounts of time reported significantly higher em@nt of Sustainable Agriculture, Adventure,
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Politically Active, Trendy, Farmer Friendly, and $tiale Cooking activities than those that only
traveled for 1-4 days. Size of party revealedtatigically significant differences. There were
weak positive correlations between the Adventurendly, and Engaged dimensions and both
food expenditures and total vacation expendituiidsere were weak positive correlations
between the Farmer Friendly, Engaged, Upscale @gpHKolitical Activist, and Drinking

dimensions and total vacation expenditures.

The final research question investigated how nedpots with varying foodie activity
dimension scores rate themselves when asked todelyate they self-identify as a foodie. The
foodie scale ranged from 0 to 10 with 0 being ‘adbodie at all’ and 10 being ‘a total foodie’.

All of the dimensions had positive correlationshwiihe foodie rating, with the Adventure
dimension have the strongest correlation. Irfithed chapter, these results will be discussed and

future research topics will be suggested.
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5. DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This study examined potential visitors to Minneapblsed on their enjoyment of food-
related activities to produce foodie activity dirmems and to compare visitor behavior and

demographics among dimensions. This chapter snizgd by research question:

1. Can foodie activities be factored into activity @nsions?

2. Are there differences in foodie activity dimensgoores among respondents with
varying socio-demographic characteristics?

3. Are there differences in foodie activity dimensgmpores among respondents with
varying travel behaviors?

4. How do the respondents with varying foodie actidiymnension scores rate
themselves when asked to what degree they ideatify foodie?

5.2 Foodie Activity Dimensions

The first question explored the possibility of ¢neg foodie activity dimensions based on
people’s enjoyment of various food related acwgti The factor analysis identified ten

dimensions, which are discussed below.

5.2.1 Sustainable Agriculture Dimension

The activities that loaded onto this factor weresttyofocused on being informed about
events and activities related to sustainable foloere were a few items in this factor that seem
slightly unrelated based on face value, such as@ittig food competitions, participating in food

or recipe competitions/contests, and attending foddstry meetings. Because these items are



not very specific, they could have been interpreliff@érently by each respondent. For example,
the items related to participating in or attendiogd competitions may have loaded onto the
Sustainable Agriculture factor because sustainatdheled respondents could have interpreted
this item as small-scale events designed to prothetese of local foods (for example, a salsa-
making contest at a local food cooperative). Redpats may have associated the food industry
meeting item with the item asking about sustainalgculture events/meetings even though
food industry meetings do not necessarily havesaon@ation with sustainability, which could
explain why it loaded onto the Sustainable Agriatdtfactor with a .63 loading score. The
factor mean for the Sustainable Agriculture dimensvas the lowest of all the factors (M=2.29,
SD=1.17). Most of the items in this factor are\atiés that require a strong interest in
sustainable food systems. This dimension sharag sharacteristics with the “Whole-foodier
than thou” foodie type in Barr and Levyl$ie Official Foodie Handboold 985), such as raising

their own livestock.

5.2.2 Adventure Dimension

Many of the items in this dimension asked abouibus food-related activities
respondents may seek out while traveling, suclpasial food and drink products and
experiences and considering food when deciding evteevacation. These activities are closely
related to authentic food and travel experiencéschvencourages sharing and preserving human
heritage, which is an important aspect of sustdenedurism (Bramwell & Lane, 1993; Sims,
2009; Sanchez-Canizares & Lopez-Guzman, 2012; Réynd993). This dimension is similar
to results found in Robinson and Getz’s study (20@Aich states that foodies seek “authentic,
traditional, and regional food experiences whewdiiag” (p. 19). The food and beverage

festival aspect of this dimension is one that {gpsuted by other research that has also found
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festivals to be an important travel motivator (R@ain and Getz, 2012). This dimension is also
similar to Barr and Levy's “Gorgeous East in Mebthe, who is drawn to new foods and likes

to experience other cultures through their foodads(1985).

5.2.3 Home Cooking Dimension

The activities within the Home Cooking dimensioga aentered on making food in
various ways and trying/creating recipes. Thisafsion had the highest mean (M=4.63,
SD=1.10). Many people cook on a daily basis ireotd feed themselves, but also enjoy it as a
hobby. The activities constituting the dimensioa accessible to almost anyone, e.g. trying new
recipes, grilling, baking. Yun et al. (2011) fouadluster in their food-related behavior study
they designated as “Interests in Cooking” that ekaimilar interests with the Home Cooking

dimension (p. 7).

5.2.4 Political Activist Dimension

Most of the activity items in the Political ActiviBimension are related to being an
active participant in activities related to fooduss, such as seeing films and reading books
about food issues and following and being activstate and national food issues. Some of the
items are similar to the items in the Sustainalleéculture dimension but the Political Activist

activities are more involved and require directact

5.2.5 Earthy Dimension

The Earthy dimension activities include gardeniogvers and food, practicing organic
gardening methods, and seed-saving. Organic gagland seed-saving are both activities that

could be linked to sustainable agriculture, yeythecame their own factor with the gardening
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items. Itis possible that someone participatmgnganic gardening is practicing that method

due to simplicity. A gardener that uses fertilipepesticides needs to be somewhat educated on
how to use those products, where as anyone cangitte grow flowers or vegetables by simply
watering their seeds, which could be consideredraoygardening. They may not be doing it for
the sake of being sustainable. It also could Has®red separately as gardening activities are
hands on physical activities whereas the sustagradpliculture activities are more about being

interested and informed on the big picture of Snatae agriculture issues.

5.2.6 Trendy Dimension

These activities center on using media to stayiméal of food, restaurant, and chef
happenings through blogs and the newspaper. Arabr@003) also found that that some
foodies were especially interested in trying nestaarants and in reading food blogs, going so
far as to have computers installed in their kitehfem the purpose of looking up recipes on blogs

(p. 159).

5.2.7 Drinking Dimension

All of the items in this dimension are related tmsuming alcoholic beverages. The
survey instrument did not include non-alcoholic érage items such as coffee or tea, which
should be included in future revisions of the iasient for those respondents that enjoy
beverage-related activities, such as coffee cuppingea tastings. A “Wine and Beer related

Experiences” cluster was also a result in the shydyun et al. (2011, p. 7).
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5.2.8 Farmer Friendly Dimension

The activities in this dimension include purchgdiocal or organic food, eating at farm-
to-table restaurants, and visiting farmers markétss interesting to note that these items loaded
onto a separate factor, as they are very similtrgatems within the Sustainable Agriculture
dimension. While farmers markets are closely lthi@sustainable agriculture, visitors often
frequent them to have fun and relax, escape déélydnd spend time with family (Silkes, 2012).
Those motivations are not necessarily linked tingerest in Sustainable Agriculture, which
could be an explanation for why the item factorepasately. Robinson and Getz (2012) found
farmers markets to be the most frequently atteroled-related event in their study. The
“Organivore” foodie in Brones’ article (2011) isriar to the Farmer Friendly dimension in that

they like to visit farmers markets and know whéreirt food originates.

5.2.9 Engaged Dimension

The activities making up this dimension primarityolve social interactions that relate to
food, including discussing food-related activiteggposting on social media about food as well
as activities that indicate a strong general istarefood such as thinking about food a lot or
taking pictures of food. Brones’ “One-upper” argldgging Food Pornographer” foodies share
characteristics with this dimension as the fornmgoys boasting to others about unique or new
food experiences they have, and the latter enpliag and sharing pictures of their meals

(2011).
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5.2.10 Upscale Cooking

Two of the items are shopping at specialty cookeWaod stores and attending cooking
classes. These differ from the Home Cooking dinmensas they are activities that require some

investment of time and money.

5.3 Socio-demographics Across Foodie Activity Disieams

The second research question looks at how thensademographic variables differ in
their enjoyment of the foodie activity dimensiortSender was the first characteristic
investigated. The three dimensions with signiftadifferences were Adventure, Political
Activist, and Farmer Friendly. In all cases, meparted higher enjoyment of the dimensions
than their female counterparts. However, only @&h took the survey in comparison with 458
females. According to a study by Zalatan (1998ye® are more likely to gather vacation
planning materials than husbands are, so it coeldifierred that the men in the sample are
particularly engaged and interested in food-relaietd/ities, and were thus drawn to completing

the survey about food activities and travel.

Regarding age, the younger groups also showediseymiy higher enjoyment of the
Engaged dimension activities than the older grouigee “I enjoy posting about food on social
media” item within this dimension may have espégiebntributed to these results, as young
adults are more likely to use social media thaeo&diults (Lenhart, 2009). Social media is a
valuable advertising and marketing tool for degstores, therefore the younger generations that
are using social media more and are posting mayetdbod are a good target market for social
media food-related advertising, especially as atbreg efforts spread quickly through social

media users themselves. The two youngest gralspssought out activities in the Adventure
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dimension significantly more than the oldest growbsch may imply that this age group is more
likely than their older counter parts to seek autjue food and beverage experiences while they
are traveling. The youngest group also showedfgigntly higher enjoyment of the Drinking
dimension activities than the oldest groups (40s@ad older) which corresponds with research
demonstrating that alcohol is often used more hynger people, than by those who are older
(Carey et al., 2009; Hilton, 1988). These resutigly that destinations should consider
including attractions such as authentic food orebage experiences their location has to offer,
including breweries or unique bars when advertisigyr destination to younger generations and
utilize social media in doing so. Finally, the 59-year old age group demonstrated significantly

higher enjoyment of the Earthy dimension than i@ youngest groups.

Finally, the last demographic investigated wasl tabaisehold income. There were no
significant differences between different incomeels. This could be due to the fact that almost
half the sample was made up of people making $80.$89,999 so differences may have not
appeared due restriction of range. Another posskplanation for the lack of differences is that
it is possible to find ways to participate in mosthe dimensions for people of all levels of
income. For example, a wealthy person who enjogd fjardening may have a large piece of
property to base a garden and can invest a lotnef &nd resources into fencing, fertilizers,
decorations, high quality seeds or seedling, aaldtoHowever, a person of a lower income may
have access to a community garden. While thesgyanaening experiences are vastly different
and require different resources in able to be tbfarticipate, they both are manners in which

people of different economic backgrounds can eggrglening.

Table 36 summarizes the dimensions that had statigtsignificant differences for each

demographic variable.
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Table 36. Summary of Significant Differences withirDimensions for Demographics

Dimension Gender Age Income
Sustainable Agriculture
Adventure X X
Home Cooking
Political Activist X
Earthy X
Trendy
Drinking X
Farmer Friendly X
Engaged X
Upscale Cooking
Note: p<.05

5.4 Travel Behavior Across Foodie Activity Dimensio

The third research question investigated how redgais with varying travel behaviors
differed in their enjoyment of the foodie actividimensions. The travel behavior variables
explored were length of trip, size of travel paftgd expenditures, and total trip expenditures.

Data were based on the respondents’ last vacation.

Those that traveled for longer amounts of time riggbhigher enjoyment of Sustainable
Agriculture, Adventure, Political Activist, Trendifarmer Friendly, and Upscale Cooking
activities than those that only traveled for 1-4glaThis is important information for destination
marketing organizations as they consider their dbineg strategy. This research shows that
visitors who are interested in sustainable foodassauthentic food products and experiences,
new restaurants, farmers, and/or spending mon&poking products and classes took longer
vacations likely spend more money than someoneadgakishorter vacation. These are the
groups that marketers may want to attract to tthestination, and therefore the activities that
these groups enjoy are important to understandibdgrms of product development and

marketing.
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Another aspect of travel behavior that was inveséid was the size of the travel party
during the respondent’s last vacation. There wersignificant differences between the various
travel party sizes in terms of their enjoymentha tlimensions. This information may lead to
the conclusion that marketing based on food-relatttests is not useful for attracting certain
sized travel parties. If a destination wants toaat specific group sizes, for example large
groups or couples, other visitor behavior or irgeseshould be investigated in order to target

those markets.

This study also looked at the relationship betwieex and beverage expenditures and
total expenditures during the respondents’ lasatrans and their enjoyment scores in the ten
foodie activity dimensions. As up to 25% of visispending is on food, food and beverage
expenditures are important to consider (Quan & Wang4). While the correlations were
weak, the respondents who spent more on food dtimgiglast vacation had higher interest in
the Adventure, Trendy, and Engaged, dimensionstti@se who spent less. Travelers with
higher scores in the Adventure dimension are istetein seeking unique food or beverage
related products or experiences during vacatiohisdogical that they would spend more on
food and beverages than those with lesser interéisbse activities. Respondents with higher
enjoyment of the Trendy dimension may spend motbeshave a higher interest in restaurant
and chef happenings and keep themselves up toddted-related information, which are
activities they can also participate in while triavg. Additionally, because they are interested in
food trends, they may spend more on food to paeteiin food-related activities that they
researched ahead of time and that reflect ther@gggtn. Those with higher interest in the
Engaged dimension may spend more on food as tivéydhd talk about food often, which may

inspire them to focus on and try more food-relaetivities while traveling.
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Those that spent more on their total vacation hgldn interests in the Adventure,
Political Activist, Trendy, Drinking, Farmer Frielyd Engaged, and Upscale Cooking
dimensions. As the Political Activist, Drinkingafmer Friendly, and Upscale Cooking
dimensions did not have higher correlations withdfand beverage spending, they may be
spending more in areas such as shopping for sagvelror example, the Upscale Cooking
dimension includes shopping for specialty cookwasgich is something respondents could do
while on vacation, increasing their shopping exjieinels. There are many other reasons
vacation expenditures could be high for these gpuneluding spending more on attractions,
flying to their destination, or staying in luxurgtels, all of which would raise the cost of their

vacation. Table 37 summarizes the statisticafipiicant differences for each travel behavior

variable.
Table 37. Summary of Significant Differences withirDimensions for Travel
Behavior
Dimension Length of Party Size Food Total
Stay Expenditures Expenditures

Sustainable Agriculture X
Adventure X X X
Home Cooking
Political Activist X X
Earthy
Trendy X X X
Drinking X
Farmer Friendly X X
Engaged X X
Upscale Cooking X X
Note: p<.05

5.5 Foodie Ratings Across Foodie Activity Dimension

Respondents were asked to rate themselves on-pairitifoodie scale with 0 meaning
‘not a foodie at all’ and 10 meaning ‘a total foedi A correlation between this rating and each

of the foodie activity dimensions was investigatedetermine if respondents with varying
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levels of interest in the dimensions rated thenesetiifferently on the foodie scale. There were
positive correlations between respondents’ foodimg and interest in all of the dimensions, the
strongest correlation being with the Adventure disien. This demonstrates that despite the
fact that some literature finds the word “foodige aften associated with someone that is snobby
or elitist (Johnston & Baumann, 201mnbrozas, 2003; Cairns, Johnston, & Baumann, 2010),
people with higher enjoyment of food-related atied designate themselves at a higher ‘level’

of foodie-ism.

5.6 Implications for Sustainable Tourism

As this and other research has shown, thereackds that are highly interested in
having authentic food experiences (Robinson & G&#42; Sims, 2009). Attracting these kinds
of tourists will help preserve cultural aspectslestinations as demand is raised for authentic
experiences and local business owners see theombenefits of being able to provide a
unique and authentic experience. Additionallys important for destinations to advertise local
specialty products and experiences, and assistdas®s in being able to provide those authentic

travel experiences.

Economic sustainability is a pillar of sustainatdarism. Without a continued flow of
visitor spending, a destination will cease to bee@estination. This research has provided
valuable information about potential visitors’ irdsts and hobbies, which destinations can
incorporate into their long term planning for susahle tourism growth. They can focus on
groups that they think will help their destinatibourish. For example, the respondents who
tended to stay longer on vacation and spend maethindicated higher interest in the Farmer

Friendly dimension. A destination may want to &ngotential Farmer Friendly tourists by
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promoting farm-to-table restaurants and farmersketarat their destination in order to attract
people that will stay longer and spend more moriye interests of Farmer Friendly visitors
also help support local farmers and businesseghafigood for economic, cultural, and
environmental sustainability. People with highderast in the Earthy, Sustainable Agriculture,
and Political Activist dimensions also have int¢éseglated to environmentally friendly activities
such as organic gardening, being aware of sustaifabd issues, and being involved in slow
food movements. If these foodies bring their ies¢s with them on vacation, it could be

beneficial to environmentally sustainable developnhué a destination.

5.7 Limitations

The data for this study was collected throughré@rnet survey, which restricted data
collection to individuals that have access to titerhet. The results are also limited as they are
single sourced from one survey. There are alseraélimitations of the questionnaire design to
consider. The survey asked participants to repeit enjoyment of various activities. This may
not mean that they actively participate in the gebut may like the idea of it or think that they
may enjoy it if they did participate. The respomnidewvere also self-reporting which may limit
the validity of the data. The survey instrumenttatned a disproportionate number of items
related to sustainable agriculture, which is ongsgae explanation for why the Sustainable
Agriculture food activity dimension contained maeams than the other dimensions. The expert
panel that reviewed the questionnaire consistex®wéral people that work in the food industry
or faculty, however they were all people with atedanterest in sustainability issues, which
could have caused some bias. There are also $eme that seem not to fit into their respective
factors based on face value, for example, “I ejitgnding food competitions” loaded onto the

Sustainable Agriculture dimension. One explanafoorihis is that the item was not specific
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enough. In this case, it's possible that the items interpreted as a small food competition
between amateurs using their own local ingrediatispugh it could have also been interpreted
as a large-budget competition between famous ciwbish seems less likely to have loaded
onto Sustainable Agriculture. The participantthis study were primarily American and
Canadian residents, so the results are limitedair aipplication globally. More specifically, the
majority of the respondents were from the Midwesteart of the United States, which means

the results could differ than if the sample wasnarily residing in a different region.

5.8 Future Research Directions

This was an exploratory study in a relatively nésidf of research, as literature about
foodies is scarce. There are many opportunitiefutare research based on the results and

conclusions of this study. A few of these are:

e Perform a similar study with a sample that has aerbalanced gender ratio

e Perform similar studies in different countries ¢search food-related travel
behavior in other cultures

e Further investigate travel expenditures to deteenain which activities, events, or
items tourists with higher interest in certain dimei@ns specifically spend money

e Include a more diverse range of activities to awtgproportionate loadings on
factors

¢ Include more demographic variables such as levetlatation, religious
affiliation, or race/ethnicity.

e Investigate differences in foodie activity dimemsan varying regions

e Study differences among respondents based on fataiye
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e Perform cluster analysis to investigate how respatslfall in to specific types of
foodies

e A qualitative study concerning the definition oétterm ‘foodie’ and perceptions
of foodies.

e While this study investigated a few aspects ofdtdehavior, there are many
possibilities of other variables that could be stigated using the foodie activity
dimensions such as visitor satisfaction, traveliwations, distance traveled, and

risk perception or avoidance.

5.9 Conclusion

This exploratory study was intended to producealieactivity dimensions based on
participants’ food related interests. Ten dimensiwere produced: Sustainable Agriculture,
Adventure, Home Cooking, Political Activist, Earthrendy, Drinking, Farmer Friendly,
Engaged, and Upscale Cooking. Further investigaifeeach of these dimensions revealed
differences in demographics, travel behavior amdli® self-ratings - differences that can be
used by DMOs to target advertising and marketimgpaagns for foodies. The results can be
used by destinations to find ways to attract tasitisat will help maintain cultural authenticity

and economic stability of the host community.

This study is also an important first step for fetacademic research. There is very little
scholarly literature written about foodies as iaigelatively new field of study, especially when
related to travel behavior. Culinary tourism isadting much more research attention, however
much more needs to be done regarding food-intea@stsourism of the general market, not

tourists already traveling with culinary motivatgnThis study, therefore, stands as one of the
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first research-based descriptions of varying fo@digvities based on lifestyles at home and
while traveling. There is much more work to beel®o define and segment foodies and foodie
activity dimensions, as well as study various aspé&their interests or behavior, and hopefully

this study will encourage others to continue stagythis subject.

72



REFERENCES

Ambrozas, D. (2003Serious feast: Vancouver foodies in globalized aores society.
(Unpublished Doctor of Philosophy). Simon Frasendrsity.

Barr, A., & Levy, P. (1985)The official foodie handboolrbor House Publishing Company.

Bell, R., & Marshall, D. (2003). The construct obfl involvement in behavioral research: Scale
development and validatioAppetite, 40235-244.

Bourdain, R. (2012)Comfort me with offalkansas City: Andrews McMeel Publishing.

Bramwell, B. & Lane, B. (1993). Sustainable tourighn evolving global approaclournal of
Sustainable Tourism|(1), 1-5.

Brones, A. (2011)The 10 types of foodieRetrieved September 8, 2012, from
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/anna-brones/the-1pey-of-foodies _b_1170430.html.

Cairns, K., Johnston, J., & Baumann, S. (2010)ingaabout food: Doing gender in the foodie
kitchen.Gender & Society, 2419.

Carey, K., McClurg, A., Bolles, J., Hubbell, S.,IWWH., & Carey, M.. (2009). College student
drinking and ambulance utilizatiodournal of Public Health Management & Practice,
15(6), 524-528.

Chomeya, R. (2010). Quality of psychology test lestwLikert scale 5 and 6 poinfgurnal of
Social Sciences(8), 399-403.

Etzel, M. J. & Woodside, A. G. (1982). Segmentirgation markets: The case of the distant
and near-home traveledournal of Travel Research, @), 10-14.

Everett, S. & Aitchison, C. (2008). The role of ébtmurism in sustaining regional identity: A
case study of Cornwall, South West Englaialrnal of Sustainable Tourism, (29, 150-
167.

Fons, M., Fierro, J., & Patifio, M. (2011). Ruraliiem: A sustainable alternativ&pplied
Energy, 88551-557.

Foodie.(2012). Retrieved September 23, 2012, from httuii.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/foodie.

Foodtopian Society(2013). Explore Asheville: Foodtopia. Retrievedrbtal8, 2013, from
http://www.exploreasheville.com/foodtopia/.

Garland, R. (1991). The mid-point on a rating sckslét desirableMarketing Bulletin, 266-70.

73



Garson, D. G. (2012). PA 765 Stat notes: An ontix¢book. Retrieved January 10, 2012 from
www?2.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/PA765/statnote.htm.

Gonzalez, A. M., & Bello, L. (2002). The construlifestyle” in market segmentation: The
behaviour of tourist consumeiSuropean Journal of Marketing, 882), 51-85.

Goody, J. (1982)Cooking, cuisine and class: A study in comparasiveiology Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Green, E. & Kline, C. (2013Are you a foodie? Food related travel studiechnical report
prepared for: ¥ Street Public Market, Charlotte, NC.

Green, E. & Kline, C. (2012Are you a foodieTechnical report prepared for: Festival of
Legends, Pittsboro, NC.

Green, E. & Rao V. (1970). Rating scales and in&dram recovery — how many scales and
response categories to usirnal of Marketing, 3@), 33-39.

Green, G. P., & Dougherty, M. L. (2009). Localiziingkages for food and tourism: Culinary
tourism as a community development stratéfyymmunity Development, 39, 148-158.

Hermosillo, J. (2012). Loncheras: A look at theistaary food trucks of Los Angeles.
(Unpublished Master of Arts). University of Califoa Los Angeles.

Hilton, M. (1988). The demographic distributiondsfnking patterns in 1984€rug and Alcohol
Dependence, 42-2), 37-47.

Ignatov, E., & Smith, S. (2006). Segmenting Canadainary touristsCurrent Issues in
Tourism, 93), 235-255.

Johns, N., & Gyimoéthy, S. (2002). Market segmentatind the prediction of tourist behavior:
The case of Bornholm, Denmagdournal of Travel Research, @), 316-327.

Johnston, J., & Baumann, S. (200@9odies: Democracy and distinction in the gourmet
foodscapeNew York: Routledge.

Knowd, 1. (2006). Tourism as a mechanism for faurvival. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
14(1), 24-42.

Kyle, G., Absher, J., Norman, W., Hammitt, W., &lile, L. (2007). A modified involvement
scale.Leisure Studies, 28), 399-427.

Kyle, G., & Chick, G. (2002). The social naturel@ture involvementlournal of Leisure
Research, 341), 426-448.

74



Kyle, G. T., Kerstetter, D. L., & Guadagnolo, F.(B002). Market segmentation using
participant involvement profiledournal of Park & Recreation Administration, (20, 1-21.

Leeworthy, V. R., Wiley, P. C., English, D. B. K& ,Kriesel, W. (2001). Correcting response
bias in tourist spending surveysanals of Tourism Research,(28 83-97.

Lenhart, A. (2009). Adults and social network Wébss Retrieved March 11, 2013 from
http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2009/Adults-gdaokeial-Network-Websites.aspx.

Long, L. M. (2004). Culinary tourism: A folklorigtiperspective on eating and otherness. In L.
M. Long (Ed.),Culinary tourism(1st ed., pp. 20-50). Lexington, Kentucky: The \émsity
Press of Kentucky.

Long, P. T., & Perdue, R. R. (1990). The econommpact of rural festivals and special events:
Assessing the spatial distribution of expenditudesirnal of Travel Research, €8, 10-14.

MacLaurin, T., Blose, J., & Mack, R. (2007). Market segmentation of culinary tourisi&h
Annual Conference on Business & EcononfRtane, Italy.

Mayerowitz, S. (2009, August 10). Top 10 state fladd favorites. Retrieved March 11, 2013
from: http://abcnews.go.com/Travel/top-10-state-faod-favorites/story?id=8279841.

Okumus, B., Okumus, F., & McKercher, B. (2007).drporating local and international
cuisines in the marketing of tourism destinatioftse cases of Hong Kong and Turkey.
Tourism Management, 2B, 253-261.

Pallant, J. (2006 5PSS Survival ManudNew York: Open University Press.

Quan, S., & Wang, N. (2004). Towards a structuratiei of the tourist experience: An
illustration from food experiences in tourisrourism Management, g5, 297-305.

Reynolds, P. (1993). Food and tourism: Towardsraterstanding of sustainable culture.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism(1}, 48-54.

Robinson, R. N. S., & Getz, D. (2012). Getting ilweal: ‘Foodies’ and food tourisnCAUTHE
ConferenceMelbourne, Australia.

Sanchez-Caiiizares, S. M., & Lopez-Guzman, T. (20@&astronomy as a tourism resource:
Profile of the culinary tourisCurrent Issues in Tourism, ([, 229-245.

Scarpato, R., & Daniele, R. (2003). New global mésTourism, authenticity and sense of place
in postmodern gastronomy. In C. Hall, L. SharpksMitchell, N. Macionis & B.
Cambourne (Eds.Food tourism around the world® ed., pp. 296-313). Burlington, MA:
Butterworth-Heinemann.

75



Seery, P. S. (2010Metropolitan cuisine tourism: Exploring food tousgo the creole cuisine in
New Orleans, LA USAUnpublished Master of Arts). Arizona State Univits

Shenoy, S. S. (20059y00d tourism and the culinary tourigtJnpublished Doctor of
Philosophy). Clemson University.

Silkes, C. (2012). Farmers’ markets: A case fomeul tourism.Journal of Culinary Science &
Technology, 1@), 326-336.

Sims, R. (2009). Food, place and authenticity: Lémad and the sustainable tourism
experienceJournal of Sustainable Tourism, (BJ, 321-336.

Smith, S., & Costello, C. (2009). Segmenting visttm a culinary event: Motivations, travel
behavior, and expenditurelurnal of Hospitality Marketing & Management,(18 44-67.

Smyth, J., Dillman, D., Christian, L., & Stern, §2006). Comparing check-all and forced-
choice question formats in web survelyablic Opinion Quarterly, 7Q), 66-77.

Spurlock, C. (2009). Performing and sustainingijaglture and place: The cultivation of
environmental subjectivity on the Piedmont Farm Ta@ext and Performance Quarterly,
29(1), 5-21.

Stynes, D. J., & White, E. M. (2006). Reflectiomsraeasuring recreation and travel spending.
Journal of Travel Research, 48-16.

What is a foodie?2012). Retrieved September 23, 2012, from
http://www.gocalaverasfoodie.com/what-is-a-foodie.

World Tourism Organization. (1993ustainable Tourism Development: Guide for Local
Planners.Madrid: World Tourism Organization.

Yun, D., Hennessey, S., & MacDonald, R. (2011). &sthnding culinary tourists:
Segmentations based on past culinary experienceatatudes toward food-related
behaviour2011 Annual ICHRIE Summer Confereridenver, Colorado.

Zalatan, A. (1998). Wives involvement in tourisntid@n processeé&nnals of Tourism
Research, 28), 890-903.

Zografos, C., & Allcroft, D. (2007). The environntahvalues of potential ecotourists: A
segmentation studyournal of Sustainable Tourism, (13, 44-66.

76



APPENDIX A: SURVEY

EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY

University & Medieal Center Institutional Review Board Office
I I I I 4N-T¢ Brody Medical Sciences Building: Mail Stop 682

600 Miove Boulevard - Greenville, NC 27834

Offiee 252-T44-2014 - Fax 1582-T44-2284 - wow.ecu.edulirh

Notification of Exempt Certification

From: Social/Behavioral IRE
To: Erin Eresn
e
Carel Kling
Date: 11772012
Re: UMCIRE 12-001508

A Study of Foodie Types and Their Warying Travel Behaviars

I am pleased to inform you that your research submission has been certified as exempton 11/7 /2012,
Thiz study is eligible for Exempt Certification under category =2,

Itis your responsibility to ensure that this research is conducted in the manner reported in vour
application and/ar protecel, a5 well 25 being consistent with the ethical principles of the BEglment Report
and your profession,

Thiz research study does not require any additional interaction with the UMCIRE unless thers are
proposed changes to this study, Any change, prier to implementing that change, must be submitted to
the UMCIRE for review and approval, The UMCIRE will determinz if the changs impacts the eligibility of
the research for exempt status, If more substantive review is reguired, you will be notified within five
business days.

The UMCIRE office will holg your exemption application for 2 peried of five vears from the date of this
letter. If you wish to continue thiz pretecol beyond this period, you will need ta submit an Exemption
Certification request at least 30 days before the end of the five year period,

The Chairperson {or designee} does net hawe a potential for conflict of interest on this study.




APPENDIX B: SURVEY

Foodie Types and their Travel Behavior<br>

1. Intreduction

i Your wili Blba i ¥ 15 Plaaan
wl iy Oime withell naly. 7 ou fap
§ i i ieiaarsh. Tha la

¥ ou i DN dse D e Bar ih Bhabidy by c2igieing an orikie g

Ea dwaia hi! o are bl fejlred |0 FACpES A BE eeeich efid jou foy FeRal

aled s fdl 0 afieel Geailisss el yeu welkl praler ol B arsar Thee a i i
in EfEfymocs Sifsey, The Fesedrchee Wil be T sty ohe w8 8o 1o T dila

Ihitiigh g
4 mrdd e will andy Ba Hamifled by ccda

AlmEai

T po agiee B GETfnile ih A fedsaich, Sleiis ieals ol egiesimeiil Dy clsiig U " rsT Do Deeow ahid caifjiahs e ahife iy

Think yau of poif paitcpaion
Z. Are you a "Foodie®"

* 1. & "feodie™ is semeone whe has a strenyg interest in food. A foedie might be interested
in eating high guality feed, ecaking with lesal feeds ar trying new recipes, follewing
trends in nutrition, restaurants, ehefs, or feed, or traveling te try new foods ar drinks.
Using the seale kbelow indicate the degree te which yeu sonsider yourself as a "feadia™?

Maslly @ A el

Mot d fosdia Sofreie bt o
fadim Baidim faadm

O OEORO RO CEOEOEOROED

78



. Please indieate your level of agreement fer eash of the

fellewing statements:

Foodie Types and their Travel Behavior<br>

Q
O
@)
O
O
O

0000

elolele
O000
0000

0000
olelole
O000

&GGGGGGGGGDDGGDGG

;0000000000000 000
£ 0000000000000 000
0000000000000 000

: {0000000000000000
} 0000000000000
| 10000000000000000

O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O

gy

&

@)
O
O
Q
O
O

5

O
O
9
O

O

O
COO0000 0O

O

O
OO0OO0O0C00O0

O O

O O

O
O
O
O
O
O

r 1
. k- . B )
i 1 ¢ 1 AT
: P2 .= 18 4 & §:47 1 :
g : 1 y3 #1 1§ =3 7 3 g I
3 131 L4 vz % 3% ¥idi 2 %2i
o} P 1 13232 §8 3 33 i1 4§ % i:
Fj:i: 2ty l;2:2 B9 §Ro5 Ji33 §2ié
s 7 & § mem_Hhmm : %81 4§ 2 ﬁmm ¥
i 32§88 0 28022 2028; £1i131
Lo isasafRicagagiedsiy 1924, 03541
FE E PR EE EEEEEE EEERE R B EEp B B iR E
PEREEER R RPRERETRERRQERIEIREDEREE

79

FUBBSNS B

§ maiing ol ferrodekle rrslnusands
3. Food-related Activities

oigaiie Aol



Foodie Types and their Travel Behavior<br>

1. Please indieate yaur level of agreement fer each of the
fallewing statements:

-
o
I~

i

-

Biriwrghy AT VR T
Ogram

b
I

OO0 OO00COC0 O O 000 i

LI mam Ao 1

i

OO0 O 00 O O 0 Q0 O 00 OOO000OO0 O 0O O00i:

| mijoy Etendng Sed ard bevmiads Satvali
| witoy Efandng losd iSualy ealsgs

Pejup el ity seatamelin agrizullee
meEiE T g

| gy imiel g bodan wbdill aiklaralia Tocd
| nias Diletrimn, Sremel Y edalabin
Riisidn, Biow Food sk )

| wripiry Ssmmiy] rroavies abSin aialetie b Food
|Fogd ine | Fraah, Fasl Foss deton, Hing
Fadif, s |

| werjery wimlling lirrasnichaids

| et ey wareaihai g al Mefrssictand Burs

| oy IHiowihg daln o feilions! Dol GsuEs
| miyoy bemirg pOlScEll &Sifee of food heies
| wwipey aflmadify Cddklhg Sexie

| Wiy wliufiEng faed camgalitans

| wiey paflizipitng i fobd of e
carmperibondooiteily

| mrrpey Embrting ufls of vageiaines

C0 0000000 O 0O 0003
Q0 O00000C0 O O QOO0

| mmjoy imng Ireeslco 2 iy ow

Earrau o

| mijup lsarming spacoily bide heery

liechiddgumu
| ety malig it AS0a Hucks

| ity dlEndn g touslytslels i i del “Tad
Foa s

| miqoy IFpog tadle gaEel =i ool || o
il Mo, ahirmd afid gif)

| mijup paflicipiling m tommusfplshaich
bk

| amjry shoppiog of sfecaly s i Tensd
wbom

| oy eestd g mbvesat nuditbhen

| mijoy paricipaiing i Cammunily Sdpsafed
AT

| mijny pafdictpaling s Commumly Supeaited
Fiidimim

| witiy plebesEaln g b abow BEod graugi

| mtey likRg Pl ol Eed

CO0 O 00 O O 0 00O O OO0 OOCO000 O 0O OO0
CO0 O 00 O O 0 00 O OO0 OOOCC0CO0 O 0O OO0
CO0 O 00 O O 0 00O O OO0 OO0000O0 O O CJDD-E

| eiqoy poiling an sofiel raeila eseil el

(o]
o



| think aivent keod & o during the ey E:I E:I G G G G G
| ejey Ssciiaing mettefing miswd o fis [::I [:::I [::I G G O G
| Uy 1 wvtid chain mmalautanis [:] G G D G G G

IT temin e Sthmi foosd-ralatad @=ihAtes iU Saflicane 0, ploess [ hes e

2. Flease indicate your level of agreement fer eash of the
fallawing statements regarding food and travel

1= gty Shgh by SHerbry Hirangy

.3

.illilulll'u
| winibd Dimwal il s S0 dme 10 @lwhd & C}
fesbibeeninsn fasliimi

0000
00O
000

OO0
SHONS

00O
s i gt O 000

4. Personal Travel Behaviors

Flease answer these quesions 10 the best of your 3oliEy about your most recent vacation or getzaay.

&
|

OO0 O OC O 0 O

| eafmider fend whas deaciSng whste B ::::

yacmiioh

| i tad dpecai g o Kol i et

[asaking cewd, bm B, s asing| whis

of i vacalif of ekl siy

| nmes sl Specwi Bines ol lgod prodics (Bl G

afliaafdl tsEitlags | whid of 8 sadeliss ai

griamey

| mi Gifl Ocal Afiok Shodocts fwine,. Do, G
s ifrosalithe, ois culas @ des ) shle

of i sacaliSn of Gk vy

| s Szl prewlfp-oibvived miladfasin whie gha G

yacalicn of getasdy

OO0 O O OO0 QOf
OO O OG0

1. Where did yau visit ah yeur mast recent vaeatisn ar getaway? Please be specifie.

. Hew leng was yeur last trip?
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Foodie Types and their Travel Behavior<br>

3. Ineluding yourself, hew many people were in yeur travel party?

G1 I::]'.' G: C}-‘h |:::|'.- I:::I:-.-nn-.-u
4. Insluding yeurself, hew many of the peaple in your travel party were 18 or older?
O of O O- O: O s

5. What types of ledging did yeu utilize during yeur visit? Please seleet all that apply.

[] e
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. What was your methed of travel te the destination? Please seleet all that apply.

D Parsscal Waticn

T. What tesls did yeu uiilize te plan yeur trip? Please seleet all that apply.
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B. Whizh of the fallawing astivities did yeu participate in on your trip?
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3. Flease estimate yeur expenditures in the fellewing eategeries for your entire party
during yeur visit. Please enter your respense in whele dellar amounts [=.g. 456)
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E. About You
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1. What is your gender?
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2. What is the year of yveur kirth?

3. What is yeur sccupation?

d. Please selest the eptions belew that deseribe your general foed consumption. Please
select all that apply.
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&. What is yeur tatal heuseheld inssmea?
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&. What is yeur zip sede? If you are net a resident of the United States, please enter your
eauntry of residense.
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Foodie Types and their Travel Behavior<br>

T. If you weauld like to be entered inte a drawing for a bwe night hetel stay at the Nermandy
Inn and Suites in devwntewn Minneapsalis, please proavide yeaur email. Yeou san view mere
infarmation absut the hetel at hitp: wwer.bestwestemnermandy.com. Yeur email will
remaih eanfidential and will net ke used for ahy purpese ether than te natify yeu in the

eace that yeu are a winner.
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APPENDIX C: INITIAL CONTACT EMAIL

i Minneapolis

City by Nature

Hello,

You are receiving this email because you asked for travel information from Meet Minneapolis and we
value your opinion! We are currently working with the East Carolina University Center for Sustainable
Tourism to conduct a study about travelers and their enjoyment of food-related activities. The following
survey asks you about these activities, as well as details about your travel behavior. We would greatly
appreciate your participation. Upon completion of the survey, you will be entered into a drawing for a
TWO-NIGHT HOTEL STAY at the Normandy Inn and Suites in downtown Minneapolis. The survey should
only take approximately 10-15 minutes of your time. To take the survey, simply click the link below or
copy and paste the text into your browser:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/minneapolisfoodtravel

Thank you for your time and participation.

Best regards,

Erin Green

Graduate Student

ECU Center for Sustainable Tourism
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APPENDIX D: SECONDARY EMAIL REQUEST

i Minneapolis

City by Nature

This is a reminder to participate in our survey in order to be entered into a drawing for a two
night hotel stay. If you have already completed the survey, thank you for your participation!
Unfortunately, we are unable to remove your email from our distribution list due to the
anonymity of the survey. If you haven't filled out the survey, please review the message below.
Thank you for your time.

Hello,

You are receiving this email because you asked for travel information from Meet Minneapolis
and we value your opinion! We are currently working with the East Carolina University Center
for Sustainable Tourism to conduct a study about travelers and their enjoyment of food-related
activities. The following survey asks you about these activities, as well as details about your
travel behavior. We would greatly appreciate your participation. Upon completion of the
survey, you will be entered into a drawing for a TWO-NIGHT HOTEL STAY at the Normandy Inn
and Suites in downtown Minneapolis. The survey should only take approximately 10-15
minutes of your time. To take the survey, simply click the link below or copy and paste the text
into your browser:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/minneapolisfoodtravel

Thank you for your time and participation.

Best regards,

Erin Green

Graduate Assistant

ECU Center for Sustainable Tourism
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APPENDIX E: FINAL EMAIL REQUEST

Minneapolis

City by Nature

This is the FINAL reminder to participate in our survey. If you have already
completed the survey, thank you for your participation! Unfortunately, we are
unable to remove your email from our distribution list due to the anonymity of the
survey. The survey will close on December 1st and the winner of the hotel stay will
be notified through email. If you haven't filled out the survey, please review the
message below. Thank you for your time. THIS IS THE LAST EMAIL YOU WILL
RECEIVE.

Hello,

You are receiving this email because you asked for travel information from Meet Minneapolis
and we value your opinion! We are currently working with the East Carolina University Center
for Sustainable Tourism to conduct a study about travelers and their enjoyment of food-related
activities. The following survey asks you about these activities, as well as details about your
travel behavior. We would greatly appreciate your participation. Upon completion of the
survey, you will be entered into a drawing for a TWO-NIGHT HOTEL STAY at the Normandy Inn
and Suites in downtown Minneapolis. The survey should only take approximately 10-15
minutes of your time. To take the survey, simply click the link below or copy and paste the text
into your browser:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/minneapolisfoodtravel

Thank you for your time and participation.

Best regards,

Erin Green

Graduate Assistant

ECU Center for Sustainable Tourism
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