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ABSTRACT

It has been suggested “culinary tourism is about food; exploring and discovering culture and history through food and food-related activities in the creation of memorable experiences” (Long, 2005).  Previous research indicates that culinary tourists tend to be interested in a wide variety of food-related activities from visiting local restaurants to attending food-oriented festivals and events (MacLaurin, et al 2007).  In an attempt to better understand the possible bases upon which the tourism market might be effectively divided, this study examines the social values of the culinary tourist and further investigates the culinary innovator.  Using samples of visitors from a city in the U.S and a city in Australia, culinary tourists are compared to the more general traveler on a number of social values using the List of Values or LOV (Kahle and Kennedy, 1989).  Initial evidence suggests there are few meaningful differences in social values across these traveler segments from these two countries.  While culinary tourists surveyed in the U.S. market rated the importance of four social values significantly different from other travelers in this market, the culinary tourists rated each of these values as less important.  This limits the value of this information in terms of actionable guidance for product/service design and promotion.  In much the same way, no value differences were revealed between the culinary tourist and the general traveler in the Australian market.  Further division of the culinary tourism segment into innovators and non-innovators revealed more useful results, however.  Upon closer examination of the U.S. culinary tourist segment, innovators within this segment rated the importance of excitement and warm relationships with others significantly more highly than non-innovator culinary tourists visiting the same city.  These results suggest social value profiles, at the very least, might be useful in shaping the different types of appeals used to attract culinary tourists to a particular location when new product offerings are being introduced.  The results of this study are also theoretically interesting as it furthers our understanding of the varying types of tourists that are drawn to different destinations around the world.
INTRODUCTION
Growth in the tourism industry has been fast and furious in recent years, not only in numbers of tourists and the growing number of competitors courting the tourists’ time and money, but also in the fields of tourism.  As eco-tourism has evolved to increasing emphasis on sustainability, a somewhat new field of tourism is emerging in the form of culinary tourism.  Dr. Lucy Long first used the term culinary tourism in 1998 expressing the idea of how we experience cultures through food (Wolf, 2002).  She stated that “culinary tourism is about food; exploring and discovering culture and history through food and food related activities in the creation of memorable experiences.”  (Long, 2005).  Another definition is provided by the International Culinary Tourism Association, more closely identifying just what culinary tourism includes:  “Culinary tourism refers to the search for prepared food or drink while in a travel context.”  (ICTA 2006, 2004).  This definition further broadens the field of culinary tourism to be inclusive of agri-tourism activities and may stem from urban or rural activities, restaurants, wineries, breweries, or even roadside stands.

Due to the somewhat recent acknowledgment of culinary tourism, little research in the area exists.  Some studies have focused on food as a tourism attraction or tourist experience (Hjalager and Richards, 2002 & Quan and Wang, 2003) and some have looked at the profile of culinary tourists (Hall et al. 2003 & Wade and Martin, 2005).  Others have emphasized the potential of culinary as a marketing tool for particular destinations (Kivela & Crotts, 2006) and considered the economic impact of this new type of tourism (Deneault, 2002).   

Acknowledging potential differences in culinary tourist segments, some studies have investigated differences in the culinary specialist versus generalist (Johnson, 1998).  MacLaurin, et al (2006) investigated differences in the types of culinary tourists from the perspective of type such as:  festival, agri, and restaurant versus a culinary generalist.  All of this, of course, is moving forward to segmentation strategies in this growing market.
Based on the premise of value in segmentation, this study examines differences across the culinary tourist market from the perspective of social values and attempts a glimpse at culinary innovator issues.  The study goes further to consider these differences and how they play out across cultures, using samples from both the U.S. and Australia.

BACKGROUND
The Culinary Tourist

Previous studies attempting to profile the culinary tourist are mixed.  They have been found to be older than generic tourists, better educated and more affluent (Ignatov 2003 & Wade and Martin 2005).  Conversely, other research has found that young couples are more interested in culinary tourism (Lang 2001, U.S. Travel Press Releases 2009).  MacLaurin, et al (2006) identified a large segment or innovative culinary tourists that are heavy users across different types culinary tourism—culinary generalists—who varied only slightly in demographic profile.
This niche tourism market segment (Wolf, 2002) is not really a niche phenomenon after all. A recent study of the culinary travel niche market reported that 27 million travelers, a full 17% of leisure travelers, took part in either culinary or wine-related activities in the last three years. (U.S. Travel Press Releases 2009)  The study not only proves the existence of large culinary tourism market consistent with the MacLaurin, et al (2006) study, but it also reports some major differences in the market compared to other types of travelers such as a stronger likelihood to shop, visiting destinations for culinary experiences and reading epicurean magazines and other highly specialized publications that cater to their travel segment interest.  The study also found that these tourists are younger, as previously mentioned, and that over a third of their travel budgets go to food-related travel as the key reason for the trip.  

Social Values and Culinary Tourism

Marketers employ a wide array of variables for segmentation purposes attempting to identify segments, determine those segments to target, and facilitate an operational understanding of the targeted segment(s).  One long-standing approach to market segmentation has been based on consumer values and the richness of segment descriptions using value-based profiles.  In theory, values are a major component of consumer motivation behind purchase behavior (Goldsmith and Stith 1992 & Kahle and Kennedy, 1989) assuming some consistency in purchase behavior and individuals’ intrinsic psychological beliefs regarding specific objects or situations (Munson, 1984).  
In an early study, Pitts and Woodside (1986) suggested using personal values as a predictor for tourists in making their travel/leisure tourist attraction visit choices.  Consistent with the idea of the richness of segmentation descriptions, Dalen (1989) suggested a focus on people’s social values in marketing tourism products due to an increasing ineffectiveness of sociodemographic segmentation. 

The LOV (List of Values) has been used by several studies for tourism marketing research.  Madrigal and Kahle (1994) investigated differences in vacation activity ratings across homogeneous tourist segments grouped together based on results of the social values measured via List of Values. Differences were reported for activity preferences across the segments.  Diamantis (1998) using LOV in a study of British ecotourists, found differences in social values that were consistent for the ecotourist category.  With respect to food patrons, Boote (1981) examined value orientation in restaurant preference in segment determination.   
Innovation and Segmentation

The concepts of Diffusion of Innovation and the Adoption Process have also long been taught in marketing courses and noted in developing market segmentation strategies (Kotler and Armstrong 2010, pp. 158-159).  The identification of innovators, those more-willing to try something new or be at the forefront of a trend, is often important in building initial awareness and trial of products or services.  Even though innovators, are often a small percentage of a market, they tend to have active networks and are often looked to for information by early adopters and others following in the diffusion process via the credible word-of-mouth.  
Introducing the concept of innovation to values in a tourism context, Tankersley and Goldsmith (1997) investigated differences in social values of restaurant innovators versus non-innovators using LOV finding significant differences in the importance of values of female innovators versus non-innovators.  Blose and Litvin (2005) using the List of Values found differences in social value structure across heavy versus light restaurant users; but found no variation between restaurant innovators and later adopters.
Given the distinctive behaviors observed among culinary tourists, the purpose of this study is to further develop the profile of the culinary tourist in terms of the social values considered to be most important to this group of travelers and to then compare this profile to that of the general tourist.  If, in fact, significant differences in the values of the culinary tourist segment appear, this should have meaningful implications for the design of tourism products as well as the promotions used to attract this specific type of traveler.  In addition, we examine the social values of, more specifically, the culinary tourist innovator with the same goals in mind.
METHODOLOGY

For purposes of comparison, in this study, tourists visiting a city in Australia and tourists visiting a city in the U.S. were surveyed.  Research assistants distributed two-page self-administered questionnaires to individuals in tourist areas throughout the two cities on different days of the week over a several week period. The research assistants were instructed to approach random individuals who appeared to have the time and willingness to assist with the research.  

Survey Questions

In the first section of the survey, participants read a battery of items related to their participation in culinary activities and were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement.  Appendix A lists these items.  The first two sections relate to general culinary and vacation behaviors and the remaining three relate specifically to restaurant, festival and agriculturally-oriented culinary activities. Within each of these three latter categories, innovativeness was measured using the Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991) Domain Specific Innovativeness Scale, or DSI, as previously modified in a tourism context by Litvin, Goh and Goldsmith.  This scale reveals a respondent’s tendency to purchase a product soon after it appears on the market.  The three sets of DSI items (restaurant innovativeness, festival innovativeness and agricultural innovativeness) are marked with an asterisk.  All measures in this portion of the survey utilized a five-point Likert scale with strongly agree and strongly disagree as endpoints.  In the final section of the survey, respondents were asked to indicate whether they considered themselves a culinary tourist or not.  Here, they were also asked to provide basic demographic information.

Results 
Sample Characteristics

In Australia, a total of 117 tourists were surveyed.  Sixty percent of the these participants were female, roughly sixty-seven percent were married, the majority did not have children (60%) and roughly half had a college degree or higher.  In addition, almost all of the travelers surveyed in Australia (97%) were from Australia and their average age was 47 with a standard deviation of 13 years.  In the U.S., a total of 724 tourists were surveyed.  Almost exactly half of the participants were female, with one more male participating than females.  The majority were not married (67%) and roughly forty-five percent had a college degree or higher.  Amost all of the participants in the U.S. sample were from the U.S. (97%) and their average age was 35 with a standard deviation of 12 years.
Social Values of the Culinary Tourist Segment

To examine the social values of the tourists within each country, participants were first divided into segments based on whether or not they considered themselves to be a culinary tourist.  Then, to determine whether self-perceived culinary tourists’ social values differ from others in the tourism market, t-tests were conducted to compare the average importance ratings participants assigned each of the social values included in the List of Values (Kahle and Kennedy, 1989).  Results for both countries are provided in Table 1.  As one can see, the results for the two countries are different.  Among the Australian travelers, no differences in the importance of the social values were observed among the self-perceived culinary tourists and the other tourists surveyed.  On the other hand, in the U.S sample, culinary tourists assigned importance ratings to four of the social values that were on average significantly different from those ratings assigned by the general tourists.  More specifically, as shown in Table 1, the average importance ratings culinary tourists assigned the values of warm relations with others, fun and enjoyment in life, self-respect and a sense of accomplishment were all significantly different from those assigned by the other tourists in the market.  One should note, for these four social values, the average importance ratings assigned by the culinary tourists were lower than that of the general market.
To provide additional insight into the potential usefulness of profiling tourists in terms of their social values, the culinary tourist segment from the U.S was further divided into innovators and non-innovators.  This was done by summing seven of the culinary tourism innovativeness items included in the survey (these items are marked with an asterisk in the list of items in Appendix A) to generate an overall culinary innovativeness score for each participant.  The sample was then split into two categories (innovators and non-innovators) based on the participants’ resulting  total innovativeness scores.  Those individuals displaying the highest level of innovativeness were labeled as the innovators in the group (in this case, those individuals scoring a total of 30 or higher were designated as innovators which represents 10.8% of the U.S. culinary tourist segment) and their social value ratings were then compared to the remainder of the participants in this segment.
To determine whether innovators’ values in the culinary tourism segment differed significantly from the non-innovators, t-tests as those described above were conducted.  The results are provided in Table 2.  From the table, one can see culinary tourist innovators from the U.S. rated the values of excitement and warm relationships with others as significantly more important than non-innovators in the culinary tourism market.  This is a finding consistent with other value profiles of innovators in other product categories such as fashion (Goldsmith and Stith, 1992-1993).  Unfortunately, the culinary tourist segment surveyed in Australia was simply too small in size to provide an opportunity to further segment the market into innovators and non-innovators, so this analysis was not repeated for the Australian sample.
Discussion

At first glance, the usefulness of social values as a variable upon which the culinary tourism segment might be profiled seems limited.  As the first set of results of this study indicate, no meaningful differences in the social value structure of the culinary tourist (when compared to the general tourist) was observed in either country.  In Australia, quite simply, there were no differences observed in the importance of the various social values when a comparison was made between the two segments of tourists.  In the U.S., differences in the importance ratings of four of the values in the List of Values were observed when comparisons were made between culinary tourists and the general tourist market, however, the differences do not appear to have much potential for useful application.  Since the four values that were identified as distinct were rated as less important among the culinary tourists than the general tourists in this market perceived them to be, the differences do not really translate into actionable consumer insight that might be incorporated into the design of a particular product offering or tourism campaign to specifically attract culinary tourists. 

With that said, once the culinary tourism segment is further divided into that of innovators and non-innovators, social value profiles appear to have some promise.  As described in the results section above, in the U.S sample, culinary tourist innovators rated two values to be significantly more important to them than the non-innovators; specifically, the values of excitement and warm relationships with others.  These aspects of the travel experience could very easily be stressed in campaign themes and made a more significant part of the actual consumer travel experience as a strategy to improve the attractiveness of new destination offerings to those most likely to try them first, the innovators in the culinary tourism market.
Conclusions 

Consistent with other studies of consumer innovators (Goldsmith and Stith, 1992-1993; Tankersley and Goldsmith, 1997) the results of this study suggest the social value profiles of culinary tourist innovators are distinct from others in this relatively new and interesting segment known as “culinary tourists”.  Obviously, one of the main limitations of this study is the small sample size for the Australian dataset which did not allow for detailed segmentation and subsequent analysis at the level of the innovator for this country.  As a result, perceptions of the importance of social values among culinary tourist innovators could not be compared at the international level.  In the future, additional data should be obtained to explore whether similar value profiles observed among U.S. culinary tourist innovators hold for similar segments visiting destinations in other countries. 
In addition, it would also likely be useful to explore alternative means by which culinary tourists are identified and subsequently classified into their own segment for the purpose of comparing these individuals to non-culinary tourists.  This study employed a global measure simply asking the participants to indicate whether they perceived themselves to be a culinary tourist or not.  Further development of a more refined measure to identify these individuals will likely result in even more helpful insight as we work to profile this important market segment.  Since this is a relatively new area of study, it may be the case that many consumers do not even consider themselves to be culinary tourists when, in fact, they are.  If this is indeed the case, another interesting avenue of investigation might be to explore the effectiveness of alternative campaigns designed to help educate consumers about what it means to be a culinary tourist and, therefore, increase their receptiveness to campaigns designed to speak to such individuals.   
Table One
Differences in LOV Mean Scores 
Between Culinary Tourists and Other Tourists in the Market

Australian City





Culinary**
Non-culinary**





Tourists
Tourists


Values
*



M
SD
M
SD
df
t
p***
Sense of Belonging


7.27
1.59
7.48
1.56
115
-.71
.48
Excitement



7.16
1.75
6.51
1.87
114
1.91
.06
Warm Relationships with Others
8.04
1.28
7.76
1.66
111
  .99
.32
Self-Fulfillment


8.27
1.22
7.98
1.13
115
1.31
.19
Being Well Respected

7.94
1.46
7.62
1.50
115
1.19
.24
Fun and Enjoyment in Life

8.23
1.17
8.18
1.39
112
  .22
.83
Security



7.71
1.56
7.57
1.63
115
  .48
.63
Self-Respect



8.37
1.30
8.32
1.02
115
  .20
.84
A Sense of Accomplishment

8.35
1.14
8.08
1.15
115
1.27
.21
    * Values based upon a 9-point scale, ranging from 1 = very unimportant to 9 = very important

  ** Respondents segmented as follows:  Culinary Tourists, n=52, 44%, Non-culinary tourists, n=65, 56%

***Two-tailed probability

U.S. City





Culinary**
Non-culinary**





Tourists
Tourists


Values
*



M
SD
M
SD
df
t
p***    
Sense of Belonging


6.89
1.83
7.12
2.96
722
-1.13
.26
Excitement



7.37
1.46
7.49
1.54
720
-  .96
.34
Warm Relationships with Others
7.45
1.52
7.70
1.43
718
-2.20
.03
Self-Fulfillment


7.64
1.45
7.82
1.44
722
-1.63
.10
Being Well Respected

7.57
1.60
7.76
1.44
716
-1.55
.12
Fun and Enjoyment in Life

7.82
1.42
8.27
1.18
722
-4.43
.00
Security



7.47
1.52
7.55
1.53
720
-  .65
.52
Self-Respect



7.67
1.53
8.10
1.29
722
-3.92
.00
A Sense of Accomplishment

7.56
1.65
7.93
1.45
722
-3.00
.00
    * Values based upon a 9-point scale, ranging from 1 = very unimportant to 9 = very important

  ** Respondents segmented as follows:  Culinary Tourists, n = 275, 38%, Non-culinary tourists, n=449, 62%

***Two-tailed probability

Table Two

Differences in LOV Mean Scores 
Between Culinary Tourist Innovators and Culinary Tourist Non-Innovators in the U.S.





Culinary**
Culinary**






Tourists
Tourists







Innovators
Non-Innovators

Values
*



M
SD
M
SD
df
t
p***    
Sense of Belonging


6.90
2.06
6.89
1.80
265
  .00
1.00
Excitement



7.97
1.43
7.30
1.46
265
2.32
  .02
Warm Relationships with Others
8.03
1.59
7.38
1.51
264
2.19
  .03
Self-Fulfillment


7.62
1.57
7.62
1.44
265
- .00
1.00
Being Well Respected

7.45
1.76
7.59
1.58
263
- .46
  .65
Fun and Enjoyment in Life

8.31
1.04
7.78
1.45
265
1.93
  .06
Security



7.32
1.81
7.50
1.49
264
- .59
  .56
Self-Respect



7.62
1.61
7.71
1.47
265
- .29
  .77
A Sense of Accomplishment

7.59
1.82
7.60
1.57
265
- .05
  .96
    * Values based upon a 9-point scale, ranging from 1 = very unimportant to 9 = very important

  ** Respondents segmented as follows:  Culinary Tourist Innovators, n= 29, 11%, Culinary Tourist Non-innovators, 
n=240, 89%

***Two-tailed probability

Appendix A

Food and Food-Related Activity Items

A.  FOOD RELATED ACTIVITIES:

  1.  I enjoy attending cooking classes.


  2.  I frequently watch food TV programs e.g. Food Network.


  3.  I will go out of my way to experience a new food.


  4.  I read food-oriented magazines (e.g. Bon Appetit, Gourmet, Southern Living, Martha Stewart etc.).


  5.  I frequently shop at specialty food-oriented stores.


  6.  I enjoy visiting museums, art galleries and theaters.


  7.  I often watch travel programs/read travel magazines.


  8.  I enjoy visiting wineries and/or attending wine tastings.


B.  VACATIONS:

  9.  Experiencing a destination’s culture is important to me.


10.  I believe that food and food related experiences are an important part of the culture of a destination.


11.  I obtain information about restaurants, food and food related activities before I arrive at a destination. 


12.  While on vacation, I often purchase food products to take home.


13.  I often take food related tours while on vacation.


14.  My dining experiences are important to my overall vacation satisfaction. 

C.  RESTAURANTS:

15.  If I have heard of a new restaurant I would be interested to try it.
16.  I will consider going to a new restaurant even if I have not heard of it before. 
17.  I know about new restaurants before most people do.*


18.  I purposefully dine at restaurants offering local/regional foods.


D.  FOOD FESTIVALS and EVENTS:

19.  If I have heard of a new food-oriented festival and event, I would be interested to attend it.*


20.  I will consider going to a new food-oriented festival or event even if I have not heard of it before.*


21.  I know about new food-oriented festivals or events before most people do.* 


22.  I often attend food-oriented festivals and events.
 

E.  AGRICULTURALLY ORIENTED FOOD EVENTS:

23.  If I have heard of a new agriculturally oriented food event I would be interested to attend it.*


24.  I will consider going to a new agriculturally oriented food event even if I have not heard of it before.*


25.  I know about new agriculturally oriented food events before most people do.*


26.  I often go to you-pick or pick-your–own locations.


27.  I frequently go to farmers’ markets. 


28.  I often purchase locally grown produce/food.

29.  I often purchase organic produce/food. 


30.  I visit farm shops to purchase specialty food items whenever possible. 


* culinary innovativeness items loading on a single factor
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