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INTRODUCTION  
Business travelling is not a new phenomenon. Travelling with a business purpose in ancient 
times occurred with selling goods between societies (Swarbrooke & Horner, 2001). International 
trade began with the Egyptian who have been travelling to Lebanon with the purpose of buying 
cedar wood around 2600 B.C (Casson, 1991). Later on Romans began to produce and to sell 
wool all over the world (Moeller, 1976). Thus, the development of empires such as Egypt and 
Rome largely contributed into the progression of selling-based business travel in ancient times. 
 
The development of the business travelling stimulated the creation of the specific trade routes in 
the Middle Ages. The most important and well-known one was the Silk Road – route between 
Europe and Asia (Hansen, 2012). The foundation of the Silk Road was important for business 
travelling for two main reasons (Swarbrooke & Horner, 2001). Firstly, it boosted the 
development of the accommodations’ and restaurants’ infrastructures for business travellers. 
Secondly, it helped to start sharing a scientific knowledge about, for instance, astronomy or 
medicine. Hence, the Silk Road occupies an important stage in the development of business 
travel in the Middle Ages. 
 
The period of the industrial age contributed considerably to the development of business travel. 
The industrial revolution in Europe stimulated the manufacture of industrial goods, which were 
transported and sold elsewhere (Swarbrooke & Horner, 2001). Moreover, as claimed by 
Swarbrooke and Horner, during this period railroads occurred and car roads have been improved, 
which made travelling easier. Hence, the formation of the first factories and the improvement of 
transport systems had led to the distribution of travelling for business purposes in the industrial 
age. 
 
The phenomenon of business travel spread fast around the world due to the globalization 
processes (Kellerman, 2010). Globalization itself is ‘an emergent phenomenon which results 
from economic, political, socio-cultural and technological processes’ (Hall 2005; p. 33). As 
Aguilera (2008) states, globalization has led to the expansion of companies. Spatial separation of 
head offices and representative departments has led to the geographical diffusion of firms. It 
means that travelling abroad for employees became an essential part of their daily work time in 
order to have a personal contact with clients and/or partners. Moreover, due to the globalization 
and innovations in technology and transport, the cost and time of travelling had been rapidly 
reduced (Hall 2005), that made travelling more affordable and faster. 
 
Usually regular tourists or business tourists themselves do not see business travelling as a regular 
type of tourism. For instance, Hall (2005; p. 19) suggests that business travel is a work-oriented 
form of tourism, which is not connected to leisure-tourism. Moreover, Urry (2002) argues that 
motivations for business and leisure tourists are different – for business, mainly, to meet people, 
for leisure tourists – to see the place itself. On the other hand, there are quite a lot of academics, 
who argue against the dichotomy of this phenomenon. Kellerman (2010) claims that the 
boundaries between leisure and business tourism have blurred. For instance, in case when 
business and leisure types of tourism use the same infrastructure such as hotels, transportation, 
shopping centers, etc.  (Rogers, 2013). Or in case, when the additional excursions and other 
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events become an essential part of the whole business travel package, as they are usually 
scheduled during the conference or meeting and give the opportunity to relax and to network 
simultaneously (Hiller, 1995; Tretyakevich and Maggi, 2011). Hence, the view in the research 
community regarding the difference and blurring boundaries between leisure and business travel 
is an ongoing debate. 
 
The main components of business tourism are exhibitions, conferences, incentive travel, 
corporate events and individual business travel (Rogers, 2013). As Rogers states conferences 
have commonly formed a part of business tourism itself. Moreover, Swarbrooke and Horner 
(2001) claim that it has been developing at a higher rate than the other forms of business travel. 
Hence, conferences are one of the most important types of business tourism. For instance, in case 
of Sweden, they constitute around one fifth of total business travel market (Aguilera, 2008). 
 
Generally, conference tourism is an organized business trip for the exchange of business 
knowledge (Peis, 2007). Conference tourism is a young and vibrant industry, which is growing 
and developing at a prompt rate (Rogers, 2013).  The rapid growth of conference tourism and its 
importance (e.g. economic benefits for destinations) caused a significant academic interest in this 
topic in 1990's (Yoo & Weber, 2005). The topic of the role of a destination image in traveler 
buying behavior is one of the main topics discussed within the study of a conference 
participation decision making (Chon, 1990), because it helps destination developers to make a 
particular place more attractive for consumers in order to attract more investments (Rogers, 
2013). Moreover, as Rogers continues to state, conference tourism is an all-year round activity, 
thus, it generates a large number of permanent jobs, which are opposite to the temporary jobs, 
typical for leisure tourism due to the issues of seasonality. Witt et al (1995) argued that 
conferences perform an essential role in modern scientific, professional and trade life, because 
people engage in conferences to acquire new information, to ‘network’ and to take a part in 
leisure activities. Thus, the concrete conference theme and the conference destination are likely 
to make an impact on an individual’s decision. The empirical study of Yoo and Chon (2008) 
about the measurement scale of factors affecting convention participation decision-making 
proved that the ‘destination stimuli’ factor is the first among conference participants from the 
US, the UK and Australia.  
 
Hence, the aim of this study is to investigate factors that are the most and the least important for 
attendees of conferences from Sweden when they decide which conference they will attend. 
Moreover, it will focus particularly on the leisure motivations of conference participants, for 
instance, destination choice, and their importance for conference attendees. 
 
Following questions have been formulated: 

(I) What factors do affect the decision of participation in scientific conference per se? 
(II) What factors are the most or the least important for attendees of scientific conferences? 
(III) How common is it to extend the stay after the end of conference? 
(IV) Is there any evidence of leisure motivations in the decision of visiting scientific 
conference per se? 
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These research questions will be answered using data from a questionnaire survey, conducted 
among academics at the Faculty of Social Science at Umeå University, Sweden. This study will 
partly replicate the study of Yoo and Chon (2008), but at the same time, makes its own 
contribution to the field of the conference participation decision making process. Firstly, it 
broadens the geographical scope of studies within the conference participation decision making 
process, as have been suggested by Yoo and Weber (2005). Moreover, Yi and Park (2003) 
argued that culture difference might have impact on decision making process, so it is worth to 
test if there are any difference between Scandinavian and British, American and Australian 
conference participants. 
 
THEORY 
This part of thesis will contribute to the understanding of the theoretical concept of this study. 
The first part addresses the differences between the definitions of business travel and business 
tourism. Moreover, the section discusses the leisure component in business tourism. Besides, the 
definition of conference is given in order to make it clear - what does author mention when she 
use the word ‘conference(s)’. The second part of the theory section is about the previously done 
researches in the field of decision making process of attending conferences. They are presented 
in chronological order to see the progress of the field and how they have been refined. The third 
part of theory section discovers the evidence of leisure motivations through the literature review 
and summarizes it.  
 
Definitions and terminology 
Mostly, ‘tourism’ and ‘travel’ are associated with the leisure activities. The scope of these 
meanings is, actually, wider than the regular understanding of them by tourists, in particular, 
they include business activities. Davidson and Cope (2003, p. 4) argue that usually only ‘leisure 
and pleasure’ are seen as the synonyms to travel and tourism. Besides, Hall (2005; Figure 1) 
illustrates business travel as a work related type of tourism, opposite to leisure. On the other 
hand, WTO (1995, p.10) as the organization that is in charge of tourism policies issues defines 
tourism as “travelling to and staying in places outside usual environment for not more than one 
consecutive year for leisure, business, health, education and other purposes”. Hence, tourism 
and travel are not only leisure-oriented definitions.  
 

 
Figure 1. Relationships between leisure, recreation and tourism and cognate concepts. Source: Hall, 2005 
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Business travel and tourism definitions have overlapped meanings, but at the same time, are 
opposite to each other. Tretyakevich & Maggi (2011), for instance, claim that the business 
tourism definition includes a leisure part and business-related activities of the business trip, 
while business travel has a broader designation and encompasses leisure and all travel activities 
such as the way to and from destination and a period of staying there. Swarbrooke and Horner 
(2001) argue that the main difference between business travel and business tourism definitions is 
quantitative. For instance, business travel is day trip and business tourism is a longer stay. 
Furthermore, Davidson and Cope (2003) state that business travel is an individual business 
travel, while business tourism can serve as synonym to MICE industry. MICE industry includes 
meetings, incentive travels, conferences, exhibitions or other types of events (Ladkin and Spiller, 
2000; 1). Hence according to the literature, business tourism is defined as more leisure-oriented 
business trip, for longer period of time and includes leisure part and business-related activities. 
While business travel is defined as more business-oriented short trip that encompasses not only 
business-related activities, but all travel experiences (Figure 2). 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. Graphical illustration of differences between business travel and business tourism, according to 
theoretical debates in existing literature. 

 
In fact, the boundaries between these two definitions are highly interlinked. Business tourism 
must not necessarily include three above mentioned variables to be called ‘business tourism’. 
The same situation applies to the business travel definition. What if you travel in group for one 
day and this trip includes two days of conference plus two days of sightseeing tours? Are you a 
business traveler or tourist then? Hence, business tourism and travel definitions should be either 
merged or split into two separate, universal and clear definitions. 
 
One of the most common types of business travel that consists of both leisure and business 
activities are conferences (Rogers, 2013). Generally, conference is ‘a participatory meeting 
designed for discussion, fact-finding, problem solving and consultation’ (International 
Association of Professional Congress Organizers, 1992). Conferences bring large economic 
advantage to the host destination as conference attendees spend much more money than regular 
tourist for accommodation, food, transportation and other tourism facilities (Opperman & Chon, 
1997). Hence, the general goal of a large number of conference planners is to enlarge the number 
of delegates (Var et al., 1985). In order to achieve this goal, planners and organizations need to 
understand the decision making process of attending one or another conference by delegates.  
 

 
                      Business travel                               Business tourism 
 
          Work                                                                                              Leisure 
 
        Shorter                                                                                             Longer  
 
    Individual                                                                                             Group 
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Decision making process of attending conferences 
Recently, researches have been made about the decision making process of attending 
conferences from the perspectives of attendees, even though usually academics have been paying 
much more attention to conference planners (e.g., Oppermann, 1996; Crouch and Ritchie 1998; 
Crouch and Louviere, 2005; Chen, 2006; Fawzy and Smara, 2008; Mair and Thompson, 2008; 
Elston and Draper, 2012, etc.). There are some theoretical studies about decision making process 
of attending conferences (Var et al., 1985; Oppermann & Chon, 1997; Zhang et al. 2007), as 
well as, the empirical ones (Yoo & Chon, 2008) that, for instance, expand the list of previously 
discovered factors affecting the decision making process and imply this knowledge upon the real 
case studies. 
 
The econometric model of Var et al. (1985) was about the demand of conferences. The authors 
suggested that there are three main determinants that make the impact on the number of coming 
delegates. They are accessibility, emissiveness and attractiveness of conference. Accessibility 
was determined by a distance “which was taken to be proportional to cost” (Witt et al., 1995; 
560), attractiveness by destination variables such as climate, leisure activities, etc. and 
emissiveness by the origin state variables. Furthermore, Witt et al. (1995; 560) explains that the 
emissiveness of an origin relates to “the tendency of members from that origin to attend annual 
conferences, and incorporates”. They concluded that association membership was the most 
important variable of emissiveness and that accessibility was more important than attractiveness. 
 
Oppermann and Chon (1997) claim that the decision making process of attending conference is 
similar to the destination choice process of regular tourists. So, they offered the model that had 
been produced on the base of previous studies and includes four main groups of factors, which 
can affect the decision of attendees to visit conference. The groups are personal/business factors; 
association/conference factors; location factors and intervening opportunities. Personal/Business 
group includes health, finance, time availability, etc., while Location factor includes destination 
image, accessibility, experiences, cost, etc. Association factor is mainly about the professional 
contacts and interactions, while Intervening group includes vacations and other variables. 

The model of Zhang et al. (2007) refines the model by Opperman and Chon (2007).  The 
‘location factors’ have been split into two subcategories as ‘attractiveness’ and ‘accessibility’ of 
the destination, based on the result of Var et al. (1985) study. Moreover, the ‘intervening 
opportunities’ have been replaced by ‘total cost’ factor, as according to Var et al. (1985) 
delegates usually rely on the available resources, while making decision to travel to conference 
or not. Association/Conference factor and Personal/Business one did not receive any changes. 
The model is suggested to make a theoretical contribution and to serve as a fundamental theory 
for further studies within the field of conference participation decision-making process from the 
prospective of attendees.  
 
The study of Yoo and Chon (2008) is an empirical research focusing on the measurement scale 
of factors affecting the conference participation for attendees from UK, USA and Australia. Yoo 
and Chon (2008) argued that even though recently academics paid much more attention to the 
issue of the conference participation decision making process from the prospective of attendees, 



 9 

there have not been done any study that can measure the importance of each factor and no one 
have tried to build a measurement scale of them. So, Yoo and Chon made a 5 step research to 
discover the main factors that are important for conference attendees. They began with the 
literature review, but decided to create the initial variety of factors themselves based on the 
interviews with the people who had been visiting at least one overseas conference. The next step 
was to measure the validity of that 42 factors, that they discovered during the interviews. The 
commission of five experts judged the factors and discover that only 38 of them are valid for 
further study. Furthermore, 40 academics and graduate students were asked to rate that 38 factors 
according to the 10-point scale and 34 out of 38 factors were suggested to take in further 
investigation. The final phase was the e-mail-based questionnaire that were sent out to the 
participant of the different associations and respondents were asked to rate factors according to 
their attitude on scale from 1 to 5. Overall, they investigated 5 main groups of factors: 
destination stimuli, professional and social networking opportunities, educational opportunities, 
safety and health situation, and travelability, where the ’destination stimuli’ was the most 
important factor. Hence, they concluded that conference participants have been motivated by 
leisure opportunities to a higher degree than the business related ones, confirming the absence of 
a dichotomy between business travel and business tourism.  

Leisure evidence in conference participation 
The boundaries between business and leisure travel are increasingly erasing. Kellerman (2010, p. 
173) argues that they blurred within three main dimension of tourism such as “people, place and 
activities”. In the case of places and activities, they both are nowadays usually used in a similar 
way by business and leisure travelers. In the case of people, business travelers can easily become 
leisure ones if they extend their stay after meetings, while leisure travelers can easily turn into 
business ones if they found some new business opportunities during the vacation. Thus, business 
and leisure travel are interlinked and conferences are a good example of how these two 
dimensions cooperate. Nowadays, conferences serve not only as a place for professional 
knowledge exchange. Quite a lot of recent studies mention the leisure aspects of the conference 
participation (Jago & Deery, 2005; Rittichainuwat, Beck, & Lalopa, 2001; Tretyakevich & 
Maggi, 2011, etc.). For instance, the study of Tretyakevich & Maggi (2011) showed that more 
than 80% of respondents verify the leisure activities as an important factor. On the other hand, 
Jago and Deery (2008) claim that only 20% of delegates usually visit organized events, like 
dinners, and that they usually spend too short time at the destination to enjoy it. Thus, we cannot 
claim that leisure is always a part of a business travel, even though it is likely to be so. 
 
Destination choice as a leisure evidence 
Destination choice as a variable of the destination stimuli will serve as an evidence to the leisure 
motivations of the conference participants, if it is significant. Witt et al. (1995) argues that a 
concrete conference theme and a conference destination are likely to have an impact on the 
decision to travel to some conference. In some empirical studies, as in Rittichainuwat, Beck & 
Lalopa (2001) one, was stated that travelling to a desired place is one of the main motivations 
compared to the educational and job opportunities. Moreover, in the above-mentioned models of 
Oppermann & Chon, (1997) and Zhang et al., (2007), location factor was identified as a separate 
group of factors influencing the decision to make a trip to the conference, where the destination 
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choice can be related to the leisure evidence of conference travel. Furthermore, the study of 
Tretyakevich & Maggi (2011) identifies that the most important motivations for conference 
participants are the opportunity to visit the convention destination, an appealing destination 
image and chance to experience different cultures. To conclude, Hiller (1995) mentioned that 
visiting conferences is voluntary, while Muller (1991) argues that if the customer is free to 
choose then personal preferences define the choice of destination.  
 
Overall, the destination choice is quite an important phenomenon within the field of conference 
tourism, which should be studied deeper and more precise as if conference will be held at the 
attractive destination and will have an appropriate topic, it can bring more visitors and more 
benefits for organizers and destination itself. 
 
‘Leisure extenders’ as a leisure evidence 
The lack of personal time during the conference visit influences the decision of delegates to 
extend the time of staying at a destination. This phenomenon was observed in the UK, where 
delegates began to extend their stay at the destination for leisure and they were called ‘leisure 
extenders’ in the literature (Davidson, 1994). Extenders are visitors who in advance create a 
multipurpose trip to a destination, combining both leisure and business (Davidson and Cope, 
2003, 257). Moreover, delegates are likely to take their families or spouses for travel, which is 
one of the main facilitators to travel, according to Rittichainuwat, Beck & Lalopa (2001). In the 
above-mentioned models (Oppermann & Chon, 1997; Zhang et al., 2007) for instance, it is also 
mentioned about such factors as family and time costs where authors describe the importance of 
free time for delegates or the opportunity to bring their family to conference. Thus, this can serve 
as a reason for longer stay as well. This leisure prospective will also serve as an evidence of the 
leisure motivation in conference choice, if it is significant.  

Overall, conferences are a good way for delegates to combine leisure and business, while for 
host destinations and planners, it is a good way to enhance economic benefits and improve the 
image of the destination. Thus, successful conferences packages are a combination of education 
and socializing opportunities (Rittichainuwat, Beck & Lalopa, 2001). Moreover, according to 
Hiller (1995, p. 378) ‘when economic benefits are supplemented by interaction benefits, both the 
convention and the host community are strengthened in significant ways’. 
 
METHOD 
This study will investigate factors that are more or less important for conference participants, 
when they make the decision to travel to a conference venue, and if there is any evidence of 
leisure motivations in this choice. The study is going to be conducted at Umeå University, 
Sweden, focusing on academics at the Social Science Faculty. This part of the thesis describes 
the case study choice, the process of research methodology choice, as well as, the process of 
questionnaire design, choice of sample and treatment of data. 

The Case Study 
Umeå University was established in 1965. It caused the rapid grow of the population and city’s 
infrastructure in Umeå municipal ity. Nowadays, there are 114 000 inhabitants in the 
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municipality and this number is expected to increase to 200 000 until 2050 (Umeå Kommun, 
2013). Umeå University is one of the biggest employers in Umeå – around 4 300 employees 
work here (Umeå University, 2016). Despite of that, Umeå University has a global cooperation 
net with other universities and other establishments. Because of that, business trips are an 
essential part of any employee at this university. The annual expenditure for business trips at 
Umeå university reached around 92,2 million in 2014 and even more in 2015 - 93.5 million (C. 
Adolfsson, Personal communication, on March, 30, 2016).  Thus, business tourism is an 
important phenomenon for Umeå university. 
 
Overall, Umeå University has been chosen in order to save the time and the budget of the current 
project, as it has limited period to collect and proceed the data. Moreover, Umeå university is an 
academic establishment, where business trips are the essential part of working time. Besides that, 
Yoo and Weber (2005) mention about the predominant focus of studies in the field of decision 
making process of attending conferences on North America, so it was suggested to broaden the 
geographical scope of the field. Thus, the case study is believed to be a sufficient choice. 

Research Methodology 
This study was conducted using quantitative method. It is an ‘explaining phenomena by 
collecting numerical data that are analyzed using mathematically based methods’ (Aliaga and 
Gunderson, 2002). This method can be used to discover the facts about some social 
phenomenon, while qualitative method is usually about the understanding of the human 
behavior. In this study, we try to measure the attitudes of people towards the factors affecting the 
decision of visiting a conference, so we should use a quantitative method according to Muijs 
(2010). Even though from the beginning we do not express our feelings in numerical manner, we 
can conduct the survey where we ask to rate some things according to the personal attitudes of a 
respondent. The questions of the current research ask to rate the importance of one or another 
factor of visiting conferences, so consequently, we will receive numerical data, which will be 
calculated. There is no discussion about emotions or feelings to some factors, so quantitative 
method is believed to be an appropriate method to use. Moreover, quantitative method is good 
because it can involve a large group of people (Finn et al, 2000; Botterill and Platenkamp, 2012), 
while the usual number of participants for the qualitative method research is up to 10 or 15 only. 
Furthermore, the results of the quantitative research can be projected to the population (Nykiel, 
2007). The population is ‘the entire set of individuals to which findings of survey can be 
extrapoled’ (Wiley and Lemeshow, 2013), while the sample is a small group that is taken from 
the population.  
 
One common type of quantitative method is questionnaire. Even though, usually a good in-depth 
interview can provide researcher with a more reliable responses and can help to avoid confusions 
with the understanding of questions, a questionnaire is faster to administrate, cheaper and it can 
be evaluated more objectively than the responses from an interview. Questionnaires in 
management research help to conduct the concrete information that can be used to reach an 
adequate task solution (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). The data that we receive from the 
questionnaire is a numerical one, which can be calculated, analyzed and used to make a 
conclusion about the thoughts or attitudes of people towards some social phenomenon, but we 
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cannot use this data to say something about the feelings of participants towards some things. 
There are three types of surveys’ administrating – by phone, personal contact and self-
administrative (Vogt et al., 2012). A self-administrative questionnaire’s type will be used in this 
research.  This type of surveys is filled in by respondents personally. As a positive fact, this type 
of questionnaires provides researcher with a big amount of data at a relatively small monetary 
cost and makes sure that all respondents get the same questions, without any changes in a 
process of data collection (Vogt et al., 2012). Moreover, the absence of an interviewer can help 
respondent to be more open (Brace, 2008). On the other hand, this method largely depends on 
respondents' intensions, attitudes and formulation of the questions (Baggio & Kloba, 2011). For 
instance, if the question is formed poorly respondents can skip it. Therefore, questionnaire was 
pre-tested and formulated as short as possible.  
 
Questionnaires were handed out to the three individuals from the Department of Geography and 
Economic History, Umeå University and tested, discussed with them. Afterwards, the 
questionnaire was corrected and ready for sending out to the potential respondents. Surveys were 
sent out using SurveyMonkey online tool. Two ways of spreading surveys were used. The first 
one was to get into a contact with the heads of departments and ask them to send out a link to 
questionnaire to all his/her department employees, excluding administration staff. The second 
way worked in a case if the heads of departments did not agree to cooperate or did not. So, 
emails of employees from the different departments were collected in a manual way from the 
official website of the university and surveys were sent out by email directly to the participants. 
It was agreed to contact heads of departments first in order to increase the frequency of 
respondents, but even the involvement of the incentives cannot guarantee a high response rate – 
usually it is around 20% (Bourque and Fielder, 2003). Dillman’s (2000) strategy of an e-mail 
survey includes four steps in collaboration with respondents – pre-notice sending out, 
questionnaire sending out, a thank you/reminder letter sending out and a replacement 
questionnaire, if you need it. In case of current research, the reminders were sent to the heads of 
departments who agreed for spreading survey link, so they can forward it to all employees once 
again. In case of departments, where emails were sent directly to participants, the reminders 
were sent to people who did not participate in survey yet. Moreover, the data collection process 
was finished on the 16th of April, 2016. 
 
This questionnaire has a short introduction, where the aim of research is mentioned as well as 
principal survey ethics are taken into account (see Appendix 1). Moreover, there is author’s 
contact information and the contact information of her supervisor. The questionnaire did not 
collect the names or e-mails of respondents that protected respondents’ privacy. Moreover, in 
case of interest in the results of study, respondents were promised to receive them when study 
will be approved and defended (in June 2016). 
 
Design of Survey 
The current questionnaire is pre-structured and consisted of mixed types of questions – opened- 
and closed-ended. Structured questionnaires usually contain closed-ended types of questions 
(Ekinci, 2015). Bailey (1978) claims that surveys, which usually contain pre-coded questions 
should have at least one opened-ended question. Closed-ended, or pre-coded, questions are good 
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as they can be easily and quickly entered into the database. Moreover, Veal (1997) claims that 
the fixed format of questions is an effective way in quickly collecting of participants’ opinions. 
However, this type of questionnaire allows respondents to answer only in predefined way, that 
may not correlate with their opinion (Dawson, 2002). The usual recommended time limit in 
filling in questionnaires is 15 minutes (Alreck and Settle, 1985). Besides that, Alreck and Settle 
stated that the length of questionnaire makes an impact on the desire of people to participate. So, 
the current questionnaire contains in total eight questions in the background part such as age, 
gender, family status, etc. and one question in the main part of survey which has 17 variables. 
These 17 factors were duplicated from the study of Yoo and Chon (2008). In total, it is believed 
that questionnaire will take no more than five minutes to fill in and is easy-understandable for 
participants. The first page is an introduction to the survey that contains the information about 
the author and the aim of the research. Furthermore, the principal survey ethical considerations 
are taken into account and explained to the respondent. Overall, questionnaire consists of three 
pages – introduction, background questions and main part. 
 
The background questions part of questionnaire collects the general data about the respondents – 
gender, age, family status, academic title and the travel information – if they visited conferences 
during the last 3 years and if they extended their stay after the last conference. If the respondent 
did not visit any conference during that last 3 years, the survey will be count as a drop-out result.  
 
The main part is the most crucial one for this thesis. The result of the whole study depends on 
the accurate and clear design of it. Therefore, the validity was tested by doing the regular pilot 
tests, which can help to avoid using incompatible questions (De Vellis, 1991). The validity is a 
degree to which questions in the survey are respective to the purpose of the study (Yoo and 
Chon, 2008). This part of the questionnaire focuses on the factors that influence the decision of 
conference participation. The main question is – how important is each of these factors for the 
respondent when they select a conference venue? The list of factors had been replicated from the 
study of Yoo and Chon (2008). Their study has been conducted with the participants from the 
US, Australia and Canada. Yoo and Chon (2008) made a good work in narrowing down from 42 
potential factors influencing the conference participation decision making process to 17. Forty-
two factors have been taken from the literature review of previous studies. The number of 17 
factors has been reached through the five-steps process that included pilot tests with groups of 
students and professors, pretests with the members from International Council on Hotel, 
Restaurant and Institutional Education, Travel and Tourism Research Association and 
International Society of Travel and Tourism Educators and consultations with five academics, 
which were selected based on their research and consulting practices. Moreover, Yoo and Chon 
(2008) grouped them into five parts. In order to avoid the predictability of the results of this 
study for respondents, groups have been disbanded and put into systematic order. As in average, 
each group has 3-4 factors, it was decided to take one factor from each group and put them one 
by one. For instance, the first factor of ‘destination stimuli’ group go first and then it is followed 
by the first factor from the ‘travelability’ group. However, after the pilot test, it was 
recommended to group factors once again as it makes more sense and do not confused the 
respondent. To measure the importance of each factor in recent paper the Likert scale will be 
used. It is appropriate if researcher is trying to assess the degree of agreement or disagreement 
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with something (Vogt et al., 2012). Moreover, it is easy to sum up the responses as each column 
has its weight, so the average figure can be calculated and decision can be done quickly. Seven 
points scale will be applied and it will measure the importance of the factors effecting the 
conference participation decision making process – from ‘not important’ to ‘very important’, 
from 1 to 7. Likert scale is useful and simple method of measuring the attitude of respondent to 
something, but it has a disadvantage that respondent can choose all the time the middle number, 
which can give unreliable result. The most common scale is from 1 to 5, but in order to avoid the 
possibility to choose the average number and expend the diversity of reply variables, it was 
chosen to use the scale from 1 to 7. 

Sample Choice 
There were no strict suggestions about the criteria of respondents. The only one that participants 
potentially do regularly visit conferences. Hence, academics are matching the criteria above as 
they are a group of people for whom participating in conferences is an essential part of their 
work routine. So as long as academics are the employees at the Social Science Faculty of Umeå 
University, the place of the case study, they are eligible to participate in the current study. 
Despite that, the time and cost budgets influenced largely on the sample selection. As author is a 
student at current establishment – it is easier and faster to act and to conduct the data.  

 
 

Figure 3. Sample process. Source: Umeå University, 2016 and questionnaire data. 

All employees at Umeå 
University 

(4 248) 

Social Science 
Faculty 
(958) 

Other faculties  
(3 290) 

Researchers 
N=684 (100%) 

Administration staff  
(274) 

Contacted 
(684) 

Participating 
157 (23%) 

Non-participating 
527 (77%) 

Valid 
n=143 (20,9%) 

Invalid 
14 (2 %) 
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The pre-list of possible candidates is formed using the open information at Umeå University 
webbsite (Umeå University, 2016). There are 11 different departments that are included into 
Social Science Faculty. They are Applied Educational Science, Education, Food and nutrition, 
Geography and Economic History, Informatics, Law, Political science, Psychology, Social 
Work, Sociology and Umeå school of Business and Economics. 
 
The questionnaires were sent out during the regular working hours of working days in April, 
2016. The total amount of employees at the Social Science Faculty is 958, where 684 are defined 
as researches. They are senior lecturers, researchers, associated professors, professors, 
postdoctors, postgraduate students and research assistants. Administration staff is excluded from 
the study. As academics are the main target group of this study, there are 684 potential 
participants (Figure 3).  
 
Conducting Questionnaire 
Data have been collected during one and a half week, from the 7th of April until the 16th April, 
2016. 684 questionnaires have been spread out using the online survey tool – SurveyMonkey. 
Questionnaire was created and tested previously as well using SurveyMonkey online tool. Six 
heads of departments agreed to help with sending out the links to the survey. Each of the 
department had its own link to the questionnaire, so the response frequency could be tracked. For 
the five other departments at Social Science Faculty, e-mails of the employees have been 
collected manually and sent out simultaneously on Monday, April the 11th. The participation was 
totally voluntary and anonymous. Moreover, any comments or suggestions were welcome to 
address back to contact e-mail. In order to increase a response rate, two reminders have been sent 
to those departments, which received e-mails directly. The departments that received link to 
survey got one reminder, as from the beginning they showed a higher response frequency.  
 
Before the data analysis, in order to provide a sufficient result, the replies should be sorted and 
determined as valid or invalid. Surveys are valid if a respondent have been visiting conferences 
and if he/she fully finished the questionnaire. As the data have been collected using the internet-
based survey tool, it was already coded and could be easily exported in the appropriate format, 
for further analysis in Minitab and Microsoft Excel. This data was later erased from the database 
of website and saved only on the outside hard-driver in order to provide the data security.  
 
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
This chapter will describe and analyze collected data. Drop-out analysis part discusses and 
analyzes the responses which were invalid and explains the reasons which make them to be 
invalid. The second part illustrates and presents the background data – demographics (age, 
gender, academic title) of the respondents which was collected through the questionnaire. 
Moreover, it provides the data about the whole population and gives the opportunity to 
understand if the results of the questionnaire can be projected onto this population. The third part 
is about the conference participation frequency of the respondents and also shows how common 
is it to extend the stay before or after the conference for them. The fourth part, which is the main 
one, discusses the results of the 9th question that was central in this questionnaire. It will give the 
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descriptive analysis of that results and will provide a measurement scale of the most and the least 
important factors according to the results of the study. Moreover, it will provide the results of the 
statistical test that we used to investigate the approximate data for the population. 
 
Drop-out analysis 
Overall, there are 157 responses received during one and a half week of data collection. 143 of 
them are valid (see Figure 3). They are valid as respondents have been visiting at least one 
conference during the last 3 years and fully finished the questionnaire. So, there 14 responses 
that are counted as drop-outs. 11 out of 14 did not visit the conferences during the last 3 years 
and 3 out of 14 did not complete the questionnaire even though they had been visiting 
conferences during the last 3 years. Drop-out rate does not extremely influence the received data 
quality as constitutes only 8,9% out of all received responses. 
 
Comparing the results of the non-respondents and respondents (see Table 1 and 2), we see that 
mostly skipped to reply men than women, as well as male were replying more than female. The 
largest part of the participants has been senior lecturers, so they as well skipped to reply in the 
largest amount. The same fact applies to the PhD students, who replied in the second largest 
amount and skipped to reply as well in the same way. Overall, we can see that the non-
respondents rate is quite proportional to the response rate that we received. 
 
Table 1. Drop-outs. Source: questionnaire data. 

Variable # % 
Drop-outs 14 8,9% 

Out of 14 
Male 8 57,1% 

Female 6 42,9% 
  

Senior 
lecturer 9 64,3% 

Researcher 1 7,1% 
PhD 2 14,3% 

Assistant 
professor 2 14,3% 

 
 
Demographics 
There are 143 valid received responses. The demographics data is presented in the Table 1 and 
analyzed using the descriptive analysis. So, the distribution of genders is 47,6% female and 
52,4% male respondents. The major age group is 35-44 years old, which constitutes 33.3% of 
total number of respondents. The second the largest one is a group of 45-54 years old 
respondents (31,9%). The third and the forth are 25-34 and 55-65. They constitute respectively 
22.7% and 12.1%. The average age for respondents is 43 years old. The total number of the valid 
responses to the question about the age is 141, even though 143 gave the answer to the question. 
Two individuals gave invalid replies as ‘1’ and ‘old’, so they have been excluded from the age 
analysis.  



 17 

 
Table 2. Demographics. Source: questionnaire data and Umeå University, 2016. 

  Respondents Social Science Faculty/ 
University 

Variables Subgroups (#) (%) (#) (%) 

Gender 

Female 68 47,6% 2 239 53,0% 
Male 75 52,4% 2 009 47,0% 

Total 143 100,0% 4248 100,0% 

  

Academic 
title 

Professor 21 14,7% 85 12,4% 
Assistant 
professor 16 11,2% 80 11,7% 

Senior 
lecturer 

(associate 
professor) 

54 37,8% 322 47,1% 

Postgraduate 
student (PhD 

student) 
31 21,7% 152 22,2% 

Researcher 13 9,1% 23 3,4% 
Postdoctor 8 5,6% 22 3,2% 

Total 143 100,0% 684 100,0% 

  
  Average age 

Age 

25-34 32 22,7% 

For this study, the average age is 
43, for all employees at Umeå 

university - 44 

35-44 47 33,3% 
45-54 45 31,9% 
55-65 17 12,1% 

Total 141 100,0% 
  
 
37,8% of all respondents are senior lecturer (associate professor), which respectively constitutes 
54 persons. Postgraduate students (PhD students) participated in the amount of 31 persons 
(21,7%), which makes them the second largest group. Professors constitute 14,7% (21 
individuals) of all respondents, assistant professor – 11.2% (16 individuals), researchers – 9,1% 
(13 individuals) and postdoctors – 5,6% (8 individuals). Families with children constitute 64,3% 
of total amount of respondents, while singles are only 10.8% and couples – 24.8%. 
 
Projecting and comparing the sample demographics data onto the population, we got the next 
results. Using the secondary data of the annual reports of Umeå university from 2015, it was 
discovered that the distribution of genders are slightly the same for population and sample 
(≈50%). On the other hand, in case of study we got 47% female and 53% male, while for the 
whole university, situation is reversed – 47% men and 53% women. In case of professional 
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position, the percentage values of each variable are distributed in the same way. The largest 
group of respondents are senior lecturers, as well as at the at the Social Science Faculty in total. 
Senior lecturer (associated professors) constitutes the largest part of employees. The same 
situation applies for the second large group, for both Social Science Faculty and respondents – it 
is the postgraduate students. The third largest group is professors, the forth – assistant professors, 
the fifth and the sixth respectively are researchers and postdoctors. The average age for all 
university employees is 44, while for the respondents it is 43. Overall, the suggestion would be 
that the sample data could be projected onto the population, even though we cannot state that 
N=n, but we can say that N≈n. 
 
Conference participation and visit extension 
This part includes more specific information about the conference participation of respondents. 
So, there are 143 responses that are valid for further analysis as all of these respondents have 
been visiting at least one conference during the last 3 years. Among all respondents, 72.7% had 
been at 1- 4 conferences during the last 3 years, 21,7% had been at 5-8 conferences and only 
5,6% at 9 and more (Figure 4).  
 

 
Figure 4. An approximate number of the conferences visited by respondents during the last 3 years. Source: 

questionnaire data. 
 

One of the research questions was about the the issue of how common is it to extend the stay 
before or after conference for academics. Overall, 46 persons out of 143 said that they extended 
the stay and 97 individuals said that they did not, which are respectively 32,2% and 67,8% 
(Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. If the respondents extended their stay before or after their last conference. Source: questionnaire 

data. 
 

Further question was addressed only to the people, who extended their stay after or before the 
conference and was about the approximate number of the days that they spent extra. The most 
common number of days was 1-3 (80,4%), while only 19,6% of respondents spent extra 4 and 
more days (Figure 6). 
 

 
Figure 6. The approximate number of extra days spent before or after a conference. Source: questionnaire 

data. 
 
Building a measurement scale  
There are 143 individuals who rated each of the 17 variables that can affect the decision to go to 
some conference venue. Doing the analysis the each variable separately, two the most important 
ones for respondents were ‘the topic of the conference’ (µ=6.09) and ‘the developing of the 
professional network’ (µ=5.76) during the conference participation. The least important two 
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variables for academics were ‘personal financial situation’ (µ=2.33) and ‘the extra opportunities 
at the destination’ (µ=2.85). 
 
Previously in the study of Yoo and Chon (2008), these variables have been grouped into 5 
differents factors. So, all the factors are now grouped back and the mean value for each of the 
groups is defined. Overall, the measurement scale of factors affecting conference participation 
decision making in Umeå University, Sweden is the next: (1) educational opportunities, 
(2)professional and social networking opportunities, (3) travelability, (4) safety and health 
situation and (5) destination stimuli.  
 
Table 3. Variable groups and their mean values. Source: questionnaire data. 

Factor 1: Destination stimuli 
Mean 

(µ) 
Opportunity to visit the convention destination  3.00  

2.94 

Extra opportunities available at the destination  2.85 

Attractive image of the convention destination  2.99 

Factor 2: Professional and social networking opportunities  

Seeing people I know in my field 5.70 

5.38 

Personal interactions with colleagues and friends  5.61 

Developing professional network  5.76 

Involvement with the association  4.45 
Factor 3: Educational opportunities  

Keeping up with changes in my profession  5.29 

5.51 

Listening to respected speakers  5.47 
Topic of the convention  6.09 
Fulfilling my desire to learn  5.21 

Factor 4: Safety and health situation  
Safety and security situation at the convention 
destination  3.20 

3.06 

Hygiene standards at the convention destination 2.95 
My health conditions for travel  3.04 

Factor 5: Travelability 
Time required to travel to the convention destination 3.67 

3.38 

Total cost of attending the convention  4.14 

My personal financial situation  2.33 

 
Survey also included the final opened-ended question, where the respondent could add some 
additional information or thoughts about the previous question. Some of the opinions are 
contradictive to the final conclusion of the study, but do not make a great impact onto that. For 
instance, respondents 1 commented that: 

‘Attractive location and possibility to spend vacation after the conference is more 
important for me than the conference itself. Only for the speeches and papers I would use 
on-line conference system and would not travel’. 
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Overall, the largest amount of people think that destination matters the least, while educational 
opportunities are the most important factor to attend a conference venue.  
 
Statistical Data Analysis 
The results of the current study can be projected onto the population, with the help of the one 
sample test, which is appropriate to use if only the sample data is available. T-test is based on the 
hypothesis testing, where two hypotheses are opposite to each other. In case of the current study, 
the next hypotheses have been formulated: 

                                        H0: µ ≤ 3                                H1: µ > 3 

The null hypothesis (H0) argues that factor is not important if the mean value is even or less than 
3,0 , while the alternative one (H1) states that factor is important if the mean value is more than 
3,0. If the p-value less than 5% (α=0,05) - the H0 is rejected and we can say with the 95% of 
confidence the H1 hypothesis is true and vice versa. T-tests have been conducting using the 
Minitab software. 
 
Table 3. The t-test. Source: data from the questionnaire. 

Variable p-value CI* 
the opportunity to visit the conference destination 0,5000 (2,75; 7.0) 
seeing people, I know in my field <0,0001 (5,51; 7.0) 
keeping up with changes in my profession <0,0001 (5,07; 7.0) 
safety and security situation at the conference destination 0,1063 (2,94; 7.0) 
time required to travel to the conference destination <0,0001 (3,46; 7.0) 
extra opportunities available at the destination 0,8570 (2,62; 7.0) 
personal interactions with colleagues and friends <0,0001 (5,43; 7.0) 
listening to respected speakers <0,0001 (5,28; 7.0) 
hygiene standards at the conference destination 0,6370 (2,72; 7.0) 
total cost of attending the conference <0,0001 (3,89; 7.0) 
attractive image of the conference destination 0,5205 (2,77; 7.0) 
developing professional network <0,0001 (5,57; 7.0) 
topic of the conference <0,0001 (5,91; 7.0) 
your health conditions for travel 0,4155 (2,76; 7.0) 
your personal financial situation 1,0000 (2,13; 7.0) 
fulfilling my desire to learn <0,0001 (5,02; 7.0) 
involvement with the association <0,0001 (4,22; 7.0) 

 
*CI – confidence interval 

According to the sample data and t-test results (see Table 3), we can reject the null hypothesis at 
the 0.05 α-level  in case of the next variables such as: seeing people, I know in my field; keeping 
up with changes in my profession; time required to travel to the conference destination; listening 
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to respected speakers; personal interactions with colleagues and friends; total cost of attending 
the conference; topic of the conference; developing professional network; fulfilling my desire to 
learn and involvement with the association. It means that we can say with the 95% confidence 
that these variables are important as the p-value (<0,0001) is below the α-level (0,05). For the 
rest of the variables, the null hypothesis is true and we should reject the alternative hypothesis as 
p-value is significantly higher than the α-level. So, we can say with the 95% confidence that the 
opportunity to visit the conference destination; safety and security situation at the conference 
destination; extra opportunities available at the destination; hygiene standards at the conference 
destination; attractive image of the conference destination; health conditions for travel and 
personal financial situation are not important. 

Moreover, according to the confidence interval value, we can say that the true mean population 
value for each of this factor is somewhere in between the above mentioned values in the Table 3. 
It means, for instance, that the true population mean value for the first variable could be in 
between 2,75 and 7,0, etc. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The result of the study showed that the most important factor for academics from Umeå 
University in a conference selection process is the ‘educational opportunities’, while the least 
important factor is the ‘destination stimuli’ one. This result was quite expected as earlier 
discussions with Umeå University employees before the study was conducted have been pointing 
at the importance of the education and cooperation opportunities for them. On the other hand, we 
could not claim that education and cooperation are the most important factors according to the 
previous researches, for instance, Yoo and Chon (2008) one. We saw that these factors were 
important, but not as important as the ‘destination stimuli’. Even though both studies involved 
academics as the main target, we got different results. It could be explained by the next factors. 
Yoo and Chon (2008) paid their attention to respondents only with tourism and hospitality 
industry background, while this study took into account participants with a wider specter of 
specialties such as law, sociology, physiology, statistics, business administration, etc., but which 
are related only to the social sciences. Moreover, the participants in this study are mostly 
Swedish, while the study of Yoo and Chon (2008) involved respondents from the USA, the UK 
and Australia, so the difference in cultural backgrounds could also influence the results in both 
studies. 
 
Considering before the start of the study that the importance of the ‘destination stimuli’ factor 
could show the evidence of leisure motivations in the conference participation decision making 
process, we can say that there is no evidence of leisure motivations in the selection of a 
conference venue for academics from Umeå University. Consequently, the destination choice is 
not the most important issue for the conference participants from Umeå University. The 
opportunity to visit the destination received only 3.00 points out of 7 available, which means that 
the destination choice is not a significantly important for the respondent to this study.  Even 
though, Tretyakevich and Maggi (2011) provided the significance of leisure and recreation 
evidence in their previous study about the conference attendees. Furthermore, according to the 
questionnaire data, 1/3 of all respondents extended their stay for vacation after the last 
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conference. On the other hand, in the case of extension of the stay, the data is limited as it was 
asked only about the last conference that respondent visited. So, a person could actually extend 
the stay on the conference before the last one or he/she is going to do that at the next conference 
venue. Overall, even though the ‘destination stimuli’ is the least important factor, it is still 
common to extend the stay after or before the conference.  
 
Following the discussion with the issue of motivations of different types of tourists, this study 
proved that the main motivation for business travellers is seeing people, not seeing the 
destination itself. According to the individual variables’ mean value ‘Seeing people I know in 
my field’ took the 3rd place among the all variables (µ = 5.70 on a grade of 7.00). It means that 
this variable is significantly important for attendees that automatically proves the theory of Urry 
(2002) about the different motivations of leisure and business tourists. 
 
Overall, the study gave quite clear and expected answer to the question about the factors which 
are the most and the least important for conference participants. On the other hand, because of 
the absence of the personal contact with the respondents, we should not exclude the idea of the 
‘politically correct’ replies from the employees. It could have place and influence significantly 
on the final result of the current study. Such a conclusion is made because of the contradictions 
of the results, like there is no leisure motivations, but people extended their stay anyway. Even 
though, of course, respondents could extend their stay because of the relatives that live at the 
destination where a conference is held or any other reasons such as cheaper tickets on the other 
day as the Respondent 3 mentioned it in the final question: 
 

‘Trip was extended for 1 day, because it resulted in lower cost for the plane ticket’. 
 

And yet, the possibility of receiving ‘politically correct’ answers should not be excluded, but at 
the same time if to replicate this study once again onto the same sample, the result seems to be 
the same in anyway. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The importance to know about the factors that can affect the decision to visit some particular 
conference raised recently in the literature about the conference tourism. Conference planners 
and organizations would like to know how to make a conference venue more attractive to the 
customers. They would like to know what should they include or exclude from the conference 
packages, which became so popular recently. This kind of study helps and provides planners 
with some sort of information about the needs of the delegates and about their preferences, their 
wishes and competence. So, this study can show that not all the delegates would like leisure 
component to be present in their conference package. Even though Tretyakevich and Maggi 
(2011) claimed that for 80% of respondents of their study, the leisure part matters. This research 
shows that it is totally different in case of Umeå University. For local conference planners and 
organizations, it is useful to know that the speakers at the conference matters, that the seeing 
people matters, that cooperation opportunities matters, but destination does not. 
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Moreover, the current study expended the geographical scope of the studies within the 
conference tourism. The predominant focus of the previous studies was on the USA, where the 
major amount of conferences takes place. Nevertheless, now there is the example from the 
Sweden, Northern Europe, and it is contradictive, if we compare it, for instance, with the result 
of Yoo and Chon’s study (2008). It can be caused by the differences of the cultural background 
as it may influence the decision making process according to the Yi and Park (2003). 
 
The interesting thing is that replicating the study of Yoo and Chon (2008), by using the same 
factors, the current study showed the different result, despite the fact that academics were the 
main target for the both studies. So, as for future recommendations, it can be suggested to use the 
same groups of factors and to test them with the people with the different job occupations and 
not only related to the social sciences, but, for instance, medicine or technical specialties as well. 
Furthermore, the study was only conducted at Umeå University, while there are quite a large 
number of other universities in Sweden and Europe that participate actively in conference 
tourism.  
 
Overall, conference tourism is a young and vibrant branch that is not investigated in the same 
way as business tourism industry in general. Researchers and planners should pay more attention 
to the reasons why people go for conferences and to develop this industry not only from the 
commercial point of view, but as well as the new field of business tourism research knowledge. 
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APPENDIX I: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 
Q1. Gender 
 

Female  
Male  

 
Q2. Age _________________ 
 
Q3. Academic title 
 

Professor  
Assistant professor  
Senior lecturer (associate professor)  
Postgraduate student (PhD student)  
Researcher  
Postdoctor  

 
Q4. Family status 
 

Single  
Couple  
Family with children  

 
Q5. Did you visit any conference during the last 3 years? 
 

Yes  

No (It is the end of your questionnaire. Thanks for your 
participation!) 

 

 
Q6. If yes, how many conferences (an approximate number)? 
 

1-4  
5-8  
9 and more  

 
Q7. Did you extend your stay before or after the last conference? 
 

Yes  
No  

 
 
Q8. If yes, for how many days? 
 

1-3  
4 and more  

 



 30 

Q9. Regarding your last conference, how important for you was…? 
 
 Not 

important 
(1) 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Very 

important 
(7) 

the opportunity to visit the conference 
destination 

       

seeing people, I know in my field        

keeping up with changes in my 
profession 

       

safety and security situation at the 
conference destination 

       

time required to travel to the conference 
destination 

       

extra opportunities available at the 
destination 

       

personal interactions with colleagues and 
friends 

       

listening to respected speakers        

hygiene standards at the conference 
destination 

       

total cost of attending the conference        

attractive image of the conference 
destination 

       

developing professional network        

topic of the conference        

your health conditions for travel        

your personal financial situation        

fulfilling my desire to learn        

involvement with the association        

 
 
Q10. If you have any additional comments, please, write them below: 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 


