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Abstract 
Many studies have examined the demand for travel and tourism. While historical data is available which 
indicates how much Australians spend on travel and tourism, and on other types of discretionary expenditure, 
there was no information found that reveals how individuals and households make trade-offs between, or assess 
the respective utilities of, the various categories of discretionary expenditure and allocation of discretionary 
financial resources. Tourists do not make travel decisions in a vacuum. The decision to spend money on tourism 
occurs in the context of the other potential uses of discretionary resources and their corresponding values or 
utilities. This study has therefore researched the conjoint decision of allocating and spending discretionary 
resources through the conduct of a choice experiment so that the trade-offs involved could be empirically 
assessed. The data provides an insight into how each type of discretionary expenditure is valued and how each 
type competes for a share of the discretionary expenditure ‘pie’. We discuss the results with an emphasis on the 
implications for tourism. 
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SUMMARY 

Objectives of Study 
• The main objective was to identify how tourism competes against other main categories of discretionary 

expenditure by:  
o Empirically investigating how discretionary income is allocated across these categories, 
o Identifying the main drivers of expenditure on tourism,  
o Identifying groups or segments in the population that are different in the way they allocate 

discretionary income across different expenditure categories. 

• A secondary objective was to demonstrate how choice modelling, choice experiments and advanced 
segmentation methods can be used to address these questions. 

• The final objective was to ascertain the implications of discretionary expenditure decision making for 
tourism marketers. 

Methodology 
• A survey was conducted in October 2004. 
• The survey was conducted online via a broadly representative panel administered by Pureprofile. 
• The core component of the survey involved the conduct of a choice experiment which manipulated 

options for discretionary expenditure according to a fractional factorial experimental design. 
• The choice experiment involved the allocation of $2,000 in windfall income to various options for 

discretionary expenditure. 
• The survey resulted in 1,053 responses and a response rate of 38%. 
• Respondents were found to be broadly representative of the Australian population. 
• A comparison of respondents with non-respondents found minimal response bias. 
• The experimental design permitted the derivation of expenditure allocations across a range of detailed 

discretionary expenditure items for both tourism and non-tourism related expenditure categories. 
• Data was analysed using choice modelling techniques based on Random Utility Theory to further assess 

the substitution patterns between the main expenditure categories. 
• A segmentation analysis using topology-representing networks (TRN) was conducted to investigate if 

groups of respondents with similar expenditure patterns can be identified.  

Key Findings 
• Tourism attracted on average $380 (19%) of discretionary income, when measured in terms of the 

spending of a $2,000 windfall.  
• Of this amount, $220 (58%) would be spent on an overseas holiday and $160 (42%) would be spent on a 

domestic holiday.  
• Europe was the most popular overseas destination (42%); ‘The Coast’ was the most popular domestic 

destination (35%). 
• Reducing household debt was the largest expense category, attracting on average $840 (42%) of total 

windfall expenditure. 
• Financial investments, home improvements, overseas tourism, and domestic tourism all attracted 

between 8% and 12% of discretionary expenditure. 
• Home entertainment and personal items each accounted for about 5% to 6%. 
• Leisure activities and donations to charity were each under 3%. 
• There was significantly greater substitution between leisure and overseas tourism spending, and between 

overseas and domestic tourism spending, than between the average other two expenditure categories. 
• The major substitution pattern discovered in the data is the divide between home and non-home based 

expenditure categories, where home includes home entertainment, home improvement, financial 
investment and reducing debt while ‘non-home’ comprises domestic and overseas tourism and leisure.  

• The estimated model has quantified the substitution between each of the categories.  
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• Based on discretionary expenditure behaviour, five market segments were identified as follows: 
1. Debt-reducers (accounting for one third of respondents) 
2. Entertainment-seekers (26%) 
3. Investors (10%) 
4. Home-improvers (15%) 
5. Holiday-makers (15%) 

• The findings are based on a choice experiment involving the allocation of a windfall $2,000. Care should 
be exercised in interpreting the results beyond this scenario. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Tourism marketers have long been interested in understanding tourism consumer psychology and behaviour. As 
such, many varied issues have been of interest such as: what attracts tourists to certain destinations more than 
others, what factors govern the level of tourist expenditure and length of stay, how does information and 
promotion influence tourist choice, what are the key tourist motivations and how can these be stimulated through 
marketing activity, and so on. While there have been many research studies which have endeavoured to examine 
such questions, there have been surprisingly few studies which have attempted to answer the more fundamental 
question – why and how do potential tourists spend money on tourism in the first place? That is, given limited 
discretionary expenditure, how does tourism compete for a share of a household’s discretionary use of financial 
resources? 

Individuals and households have the option of allocating discretionary financial resources across a wide array 
of uses such as: 

• Reducing household debt 
• Financial investments 
• Home improvements/renovations 
• Home entertainment equipment 
• Other forms of leisure and recreation 
• Charitable donations 
• Personal items (jewellery, clothing, books, etc.) 
• Overseas tourism 
• Domestic tourism 

This report summarises the findings of a research project which aimed to understand how Australians make 
choices among these allocations with particular emphasis on the drivers of discretionary expenditure on tourism 
and patterns of substitution between tourism and other types of expenditure. The specific aims of the project 
were as follows: 

• To identify how tourism competes against other the main categories of discretionary expenditure. 
• To empirically investigate how choices are made across these discretionary expenditure categories with 

an emphasis on the drivers of expenditure on tourism and the substitution within and between these 
categories. 

• To empirically investigate if groups (or segments) can be identified in the population that are different 
in the way they allocate discretionary income across different expenditure categories. 

• To demonstrate how choice modelling, choice experiments and advanced segmentation methods can be 
efficiently used to help answer the above questions.  

• To ascertain the implications of discretionary expenditure decision making for tourism marketers. 

To achieve these aims, a survey was conducted on a representative sample of Australians. The survey 
comprised a choice experiment which manipulated various attributes of discretionary expenditure decision-
making according to an experimental design. Hypothetical discretionary spending choices were observed and the 
results analysed using discrete choice modelling methods. This enables the decomposition of the effects of each 
decision-making attribute on the choice of discretionary spending and to establish and test the levels of 
substitution between different expenditure categories. The results were further analysed using advanced market 
segmentation methods which enable identification of patterns in discretionary spending behaviour. This report 
first describes the theoretical underpinnings and methodological approach of this study. It then presents the main 
findings and discusses implications for tourism marketers. 
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Chapter 2 

DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURE 

Economic Theory 
There are few studies examining how individuals and families make use of funds for discretionary expenditures. 
This is interesting, particularly when one considers that in developed countries like Australia, a very large 
proportion of funds available for spending would be considered discretionary. Discretionary expenditure refers 
to the spending outside a normal family budget; which would include housing expenditures (rent or mortgage), 
grocery and food spending, utilities and maintenance of the household, basic clothing, automobile and petrol 
expenses and so on. Discretionary expenditures include ancillary spending on housing (e.g. renovations), 
investment and savings, holidays, spending on luxury items (e.g. flat panel TVs) etc. 

Traditional economic theory has little to say about discretionary expenditure. Basic economic models of 
budget allocation and spending normally assume that all products and services are in competition with all other 
products and services. Much of this assumption is related to the linear nature of neoclassical economic thinking 
that follows from utility maximisation models. What matters in economic models of the consumer is that the 
marginal utility derived from a commodity divided by the marginal utility of a dollar of income is equalised 
across all options available, be they product categories or products. This says nothing about the way in which 
purchases are made or how the individual prioritises specific types of expenditure (short of a marginal utility 
ranking). What little additional theoretical and empirical emphasis is given to broaden expenditure modelling is 
found in what are known as Extended Linear Expenditure System (ELES) models, which aim to explain general 
expenditure patterns but still do not go much beyond a basic utility maximisation model. Variants of this model 
(e.g. Eastwood & Craven 1981) introduce a minimum expenditure and habitual behaviour components (known 
as ELESH) and are generally more robust in predicting expenditure patterns. However, all they do is add an 
additional constraint into the maximisation model that consumers are assumed to be using. 

Marketing scholars normally avoid studying the issue of discretionary expenditure, instead focusing on 
within category competition (e.g. which brand amongst all coffee brands is being chosen) or competition 
between related categories (e.g. varieties of fast moving consumer goods). The marketing literature goes a bit 
further than economics in giving some consideration to the psychological models behind such behaviour. For 
example, Ratneshwar, Pechman and Shocker (1996) look on purchasing behaviour as goal driven and argue 
(based upon experimental tests with undergraduates) that cross-product category consideration is based on 
whether the options available within a category can meet the salient goals (if they can people shop only within a 
category) or whether the goals attempting to be achieved by the consumer are themselves ambiguous. Similarly, 
Sivakumar and Raj (1997) showed that price reductions can affect switching between product categories and 
generally leads to switching into the ‘quality’ end of which ever category is chosen. 

Perhaps the most relevant theoretical and empirical approach valid from the perspective of this study is 
Hauser and Urban’s (1986) ‘value priority’ work. This work is neoclassical in structure, being based on utility 
orderings by individuals, but focuses exclusively on the ordering of expenditure between product categories. 
Hauser and Urban use four means of estimating consumer budget allocation:  

1. Having consumers order budget items using a deck of cards,  
2. Having consumers provide an estimated reservation price (the price at which they would not purchase 

the item),  
3. Having consumer order budget items based on whether they had just won a lottery prize where they can 

allocate one item as the prize, and  
4. Having consumers choose amongst budget items as a pair of prizes to be won by a lottery where the 

items are based on their ordering in item (3). 

What Hauser and Urban discovered was that individuals appear to order budget items based on ‘net value 
priority’ rather than based on ‘value priority’, although both approaches provided good predictability. Value 
prioritisation occurs when consumers order expenditure based on the utility achieved from the product category 
as long as it is above some specific level. Net value prioritisation occurs when consumers order expenditure 
based on the utility achieved net of the utility adjusted price of the item.  

Table 1 presents some results from their study and show the percentage of budgets where the item was 
ranked above an automobile. Relevant here is: (a) that the ordering can be made using experimental methods (as 
used in the present study), (b) that these orderings have predictive validity, and (c) that the orderings show basic 
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consistencies in behaviour (such as delayed decisions being lower in priority when a current alternative is 
available; e.g., vacations today versus vacations tomorrow). 

 
Table 1: Durable goods budget allocation (percent indicating) 

Item Percent allocating 

School tuition (today) 96.4 
Vacation (today) 92.8 
Home improvements (minor) 84.0 
Clothing 78.8 
Landscaping 77.8 
School tuition (+ 1 year) 76.7 
Charitable donation 76.0 
Cameras 70.6 
Furniture 68.0 
Home improvements (major) 67.3 
Vacation (+1 year) 64.2 
Television 59.1 
School tuition (+2 years) 45.0 
Computer 44.7 
Vacation (+2 years) 37.0 

Note: Adapted from Hauser and Urban (1986); percent is percent 
allocating it above automobile purchase (base case) 

Expenditure on Tourism 
Tourist expenditure has been the subject of numerous research studies, including those which have empirically 
modelled the determinants of such expenditure (see, for example, Ashworth & Johnson 1990; Australian Bureau 
of Industry Economics 1984; BarOn 1981; Barry & O’Hagan 1972; Cai, Hong & Morrison 1995; Fuji, Khaled & 
Mak 1985; Gibbons & Fish 1985; Mak, Moncur & Yonamine 1977; Moncur 1978; O’Hagan & Harrison 1984a, 
1984b; Sung-Soo, Uysal & McLellan 1991; Valk 1983; and Yong & Gartner 2004). In addition to expenditure 
studies, there are many further analyses of tourism demand employing other demand measures, most notably 
visitor-nights or visitor numbers. The vast majority of such tourism demand modelling studies have taken the 
approach of identifying the likely exogenous variables of tourism demand, specifying a causal model that defines 
the longitudinal relationship between these variables and tourism demand (as the endogenous variable), and then 
estimating the parameters of this relationship which indicate how the variation in tourist demand over time is 
associated with the variation in the explanatory variables over the same time period. The most common method 
employed to undertake this has been regression analysis, and the most common model specification has been 
log-linear, which has the advantage of producing parameters which are equivalent to estimated elasticities of 
demand. In these empirical studies, the most frequently employed explanatory variables of tourism demand have 
been: 

• A measure of the tourists’ disposable income. 
• A measure of the price of tourist services in the relevant destination. 
• Occasionally measures of tourist prices in competing destinations. 
• Exchange rate changes (where international tourism has been studied). 
• A measure of the cost of travel to the destination (usually air fares). 
• Occasionally a measure of promotional expenditure by the destination aimed at influencing tourist 

choice. 
• Dummy variables to account for one-off or short-term qualitative factors such as the effect of terrorist 

incidents, a major event (such as an Olympic Games), periods of economic recession, and the like, plus 
• A long list of other possible explanatory factors including things like measures of cultural or trade ties, 

immigration links, seasonal factors, population changes, vacation leave entitlements, etc. 

In addition to these ‘causal’ models of tourism demand or expenditure, another frequent approach has been to 
employ time-series analysis primarily for the purpose of forecasting short-term tourism demand.  

As the number of these demand studies in general, and analyses of tourism expenditure in particular, is very 
large indeed, one may refer to Crouch (1994a, 1994b), Crouch (1996), or Witt and Witt (1992) for an overview 
of this body of research. 

While there is an impressive history of tourism demand modelling which has accumulated since the 1960s, 
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these studies have almost universally addressed only the determinants of tourism demand, and have largely 
avoided or neglected to consider how individuals or households make trade-offs in their allocation of 
discretionary expenditure across different categories of expenditure. A search of the literature produced no other 
study which has endeavoured to measure such trade-offs. That is, while income, price, airfares, exchange rates, 
etc. may well affect the demand for tourism and observed tourism expenditure, apart from a number of studies 
which have estimated cross-price elasticities of competing or substitute tourist destinations, the impact of the 
alternative use of discretionary resources has been overlooked. This is unfortunate as tourists in developed 
countries have never enjoyed the levels of wealth and the array of alternative discretionary spending 
opportunities as much as they do today and spending their discretionary income on tourism is only one of the 
many options available to them. The literature does not allow answering the question how consumers choose 
between tourism and the various other options available to them when they have extra income to spend. 
Conversely, we also do not know how and for what categories in particular they will limit their expenditure in 
times of reduced economic growth or of economic downturn. 

Decision-making invariably requires tradeoffs as alternatives are evaluated. If these trade-offs are ignored in 
the data modelling, the explanatory power of the models is reduced and the estimation error of demand 
parameters or elasticities increases. Parameter estimates will remain unbiased provided the omitted factors are 
uncorrelated with the variables included in econometric models. But often included and omitted variables are 
collinear, resulting in biased or misleading estimates. To ignore trade-offs in discretionary spending decisions is 
therefore to ignore a significant part of the puzzle in understanding the demand for tourism, and the varied 
spending alternatives facing individuals and households. 

One reason for this neglect in previous research is that consumer trade-offs between varying types of goods 
are difficult to assess and model. This has however changed with the advent of the discrete choice modelling 
approach based on random utility theory and the development of choice experiments as an efficient approach to 
collecting choice data. The recent methodological advances in these areas have now allowed new ways of 
investigating the above issue; that is, by directly observing choices as outcomes of a trade-offs between 
alternatives that are experimentally manipulated. The choices directly reflect the tradeoffs and the experimental 
design ensures that the data do not suffer from the high levels of covariation among independent variables that 
are typically observed in non-experimental data. Because this is an exciting but yet not fully explored or 
developed area, the underlying goal of this pilot project was to explore and demonstrate the possibilities for 
using these new methods to gain a better understanding of  consumer tourist behaviour, in particular as related to 
consumers spending of discretionary income across tourism versus other expenditure categories.  

In summary, this research project investigates a very important but neglected concern for those interested in 
the economic health of tourism industries, destinations, and tourism enterprises. Most tourism marketing 
research and practice implicitly assumes either (a) that competitors within the tourism industry compete for a 
share of fixed expenditure on tourism, or (b) that they compete for a share of tourism expenditure, which varies 
only as a function of economic cycles, interest rates, and the like. They ignore the fact that tourism expenditure 
is just one (varying) share of a larger discretionary expenditure ‘pie’. This study explicitly avoids these 
assumptions and aims to answer the question how particular tourism related expenditures compete with other 
tourism related expenditures relative to other, non-tourism types of expenditure. 

Since this is still a broad research question and only limited resources were available, the present study 
focuses only on the situation where all consumers have one single and fixed amount of extra income to spend. 
The present work could be replicated and extended to study effects of variations in extra income, effects of the 
timing of the income becoming available, the time horizon within which the income must be spent, and/or the 
effects of possible income reductions. Further work could also incorporate scenarios where not only more or less 
income were available but where also the socio-economic or environmental context is varied to study, for 
example, effects of broad societal or market changes such as changing competition due to the arrival of discount 
airlines, changed awareness of security issues, or changes in the economic climate such as interest rates or 
exchange rates (cf. Oppewal, Louviere & Timmermans 2000). It should therefore be understood that the present 
study demonstrates only a small part of the large number of possibilities in which the methodology of choice 
experiments can be employed to study tourist consumer behaviour. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

The Approach 
To achieve the aims of this research, a survey was conducted on a sample of Australians in order to obtain 
information concerning their discretionary expenditure behaviour. The survey could have asked questions about 
actual individual and/or household discretionary spending. To do so, however, would have encountered several 
problems as follows: 

• Few people keep adequate records of their discretionary spending, 
• Individuals are unlikely to be able to estimate their discretionary spending with much accuracy, 
• Even if they could recall their past or recent discretionary expenditures, they would be unlikely to recall 

sufficient details concerning the other discretionary spending options which they considered at the time 
but rejected in the final decisions made,  

• Levels of discretionary income differ between individuals and for any person these levels may increase 
or decrease over time, and 

• Statistical ‘nasties’ (in the form of multicollinearity), which frequently occur with real data, make the 
task of disentangling the determinants of choices into their component parts fraught with difficulty. 

Thus the survey gathered the desired data in the form of a choice experiment. The advantage of this 
approach, in light of the problems outlined above, is that such ‘stated choice’ data enables the careful control and 
manipulation of the variables of interest via a carefully designed factorial experiment. It is thus possible to 
observe what choices each respondent makes given the characteristics of each option available. Orthogonal 
experimental designs largely overcome the main statistical ‘nasties’ referred to above, and hence the great 
advantage of this approach is that it is possible to decompose choice decisions in terms of the trade-offs made be 
each respondent. The data can also be analysed with respect to various covariates (such as age, income, gender, 
family characteristics, etc.) that may affect such decisions. 

The Survey 
The survey consisted of three sections (see Appendix A), preceded by a page explaining the purpose and 
procedure of the research. The remainder of the first page introduced the research team and explained the 
procedures for possible complaints, including contact details of the universities’ ethics committees. 

Section 1 of the survey introduced the respondents to a situation where $2,000 would become available to the 
respondent as a one-off tax-free payment. The money could be allocated only to specific items (see Appendix 
A).  

For each of the listed expense types above, respondents were first asked what type of expense they would 
choose if the money had to be spent on that particular category. This served to acquaint the respondent with the 
task and spending categories as well as and to obtain basic descriptive information about the nature of each of 
expense.  

In light of the purpose of this study, the detailed questions about leisure and domestic or overseas holidays 
are particularly relevant. In terms of leisure spending, respondents were asked to indicate on which activity (e.g. 
sports club or gym membership, sports equipment or gear, etc.) they would spend the money. For the holiday 
option, questions concerned which activities they would undertake (e.g. organised tour, driving tour, skiing, etc) 
and which destinations (e.g. The Coast, An Australian City etc. for domestic, and Europe, Africa, etc. for 
overseas) they would visit. An ‘other’ category was always available where respondents could describe the 
activity in their own words if they wished.  

Hence, this first part of the survey familiarised respondents with the various types of expenditure as well as 
providing the researchers with basic descriptive information about what each respondent envisaged doing if they 
could only spend their money on the selected expenditure category.  

Section 2 presented respondents with nine experimentally designed choice scenarios in which a subset of 
expenditure options were available. For each set they had to indicate how they would allocate their $2,000 if the 
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categories listed in the set were the only possible expenditure options available. To assist in the summation of 
allocations a dynamic counter was provided in the survey so that respondents could ensure that the finally 
allocated amount totalled the available $2,000. Before commencing this part of the survey, an example scenario 
was provided to help explain the task. 

The nine scenarios comprised eight sets derived from a 27 fractional factorial main effects design and one 
extra set that contained all eight alternatives. The use of a fractional factorial design means that, across all 
scenarios, each expenditure type occurred equally often. Moreover, each type occurred equally often together 
with each other type. This balancing of expenditure type occurrences across the sets ensured that, in the model 
analyses, the effects for expenditure types are independent of each other. The eighth expenditure type (charity 
donation) was added to each scenario in order to provide a constant base alternative in the analysis.  

To ensure that the main effects for these expenditure types are independent from possible interaction effects 
(i.e. effects of joint occurrence of particular combinations of types in one scenario), a main effects experimental 
design plan and its ‘fold-over’ were used to create two versions of the survey. Each respondent was randomly 
allocated to one of these two versions. Hence, there were effectively two versions of the same survey. Version 1 
and version 2 only differed in the composition of the choice sets in section 2, and all other questions were 
identical. 

The ninth set in both versions contained all eight alternatives (expenditure types) but also included the option 
‘Personal purchases’ and the option ‘Any other expenditure item’. Hence, at this point, respondents were 
released from the restriction that the $2,000 could only be spent on the listed item categories. Following this 
ninth set, an open ended question asked respondents to specify the nature of this ‘other’ expenditure type, if they 
had allocated money to this category. 

Section 3 of the survey followed with some general socio-demographic questions about the respondent and 
his or her household, including, age, household composition, status in the labour force, and income. The latter is 
obviously important and was addressed in the survey in two ways; namely (a) as the annual household income 
before tax, in bands roughly equivalent to the Australian income tax brackets, and (b) the net weekly income of 
the entire household. The survey also asked how much the household expected to be spending for the whole of 
2004 on each of the items used in sections 1 and 2. Respondents were requested to compare their total amount in 
the table to the approximate net annual household income in the previous income question.  

The last group of questions covered respondent’s holiday trips including frequency of shorter and longer 
holidays, accommodation typically chosen when holidaying, information typically used to learn about holiday 
destinations, and types of activities conducted or sought when on holidays. These latter questions provided a 
battery of items representing activities and holiday motives or benefits. 

Survey Sample and Data Collection 
To enable the decomposition analysis of the stated choice data from the survey, we aimed for 1,000 completed 
surveys. Allowing for non-response, a random sample of 2,766 respondents was drawn from an existing 
permission-based online panel. We used the Pureprofile online panel for this purpose. Pureprofile (owned by 
Australia Post) comprises over 100,000 members, from across Australia, who gave their permission to be 
contacted for participation in market research. Participants have an account with Pureprofile and receive small 
payments for their participation. They can use their accumulated earnings for gift vouchers or can receive the 
amount into their bank accounts. The demographic profile of Pureprofile panel members has been designed 
broadly to represent the Australian population on many key factors. Later in this report we compare the survey 
respondents, on these key characteristics, with the Australian population (based on Australian Bureau of 
Statistics data) and with survey non-respondents as a check for representativeness and bias. 

Pureprofile contacted the selected panel members by email on 26 October, 2004 to announce the opportunity 
to participate in the survey. The email contained a link to the researchers’ web site that hosted the survey. 
Participants received $5 for participation in the 20 minute survey. Over one thousand surveys had been 
completed by day nine, after which the site was closed. After checking for double or incomplete entries the final 
number of completed surveys was 1,053, representing a survey response rate of 38%. 
 

Analysis 

Random Utility Theory and Choice Modelling 
To analyse how respondents made the trade-offs involved in allocating the $2,000 amount across the various 
categories of discretionary spending, one needs a formal theory of how decisions are made and the process by 
which these factors combine to drive decisions. Random Utility Theory (RUT), originally proposed by 
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Thurstone (1927) and significantly advanced by McFadden (1974), provides a sound, well-tested theoretical 
approach to address this problem. RUT postulates that preferences can be decomposed into a systematic and 
observable/explainable component and a random and unobservable/unexplainable component (Louviere, 
Hensher & Swait 2000). The systematic component represents the decision strategy used by the individual(s) 
(known as a utility function); and the random component represents all possible unobserved influences on 
decisions. 

RUT-based choice models allow one to make inferences about what choice attributes are preferred based on 
the observed choices made, or preferences expressed. Thus, one cannot use RUT-based models on their own to 
understand why people do what they do. One must supplement a choice experiment or data collection exercise 
with additional information about motivations and choice reasoning. However, the usual objective of a choice 
modelling exercise is to predict how individuals or groups are likely to respond to changes in attribute 
configurations in so far as the configurations represent current or potentially possible offerings. So, one can 
accurately predict how individuals will choose in the aggregate, but one rarely can ever know why they make 
these choices other than to observe the changes that occur in choices as one varies the levels of attributes that 
describe current or possibly new offerings. 

Choice modelling requires choice data that can be obtained by observing and recording real or actual choices, 
or stated choices made in response to hypothetical options. Observations of choices reveal the preferences of 
those making the choices; choices collected in real markets typically are known as Revealed Preferences (RP), 
whereas choices collected in hypothetical markets (as undertaken in this research project) are known as Stated 
Preferences (SP). RP choice data offer the advantage of certainty with regard to actual choice behaviour, but 
suitable RP data often are unavailable. Moreover, basing choice models solely on RP data can be 
disadvantageous due to inadequate information about choice options considered but rejected, information that 
pertains only to preferences for existing options, and data that make it difficult to decompose effects to 
individual factors. ‘These characteristics of markets and the RP data observations taken in them unfortunately 
suggest that very rarely will RP data be of much use for modelling purposes’ (Crouch & Louviere 2001, p.72). 
As already noted at the start of this chapter, this research obtained SP data for this reason. 

Market Segmentation 
The aim of the market segmentation study conducted in the context of discretionary expenditure was to explore 
whether there are typical patterns in the ways Australians spend discretionary funds and how groups of 
Australians with different spending patterns are characterised. This question is of managerial interest for the 
following reason: if groups, or market segments, of Australians can be identified who demonstrate particular 
patterns of spending their discretionary funds, segments who demonstrate high levels of tourism-related 
expenditure can be targeted in the course of a tourism marketing campaign thus reducing the advertising cost to 
an audience which has other priorities with regard to expenditures.  

The segmentation presented and discussed in this report – hereafter referred to as windfall segmentation - is 
derived using topology-representing networks (TRN) (Martinetz & Schulten 1994) based on Euclidean distance 
measures. TRNs are self-organising neural networks that groups data points into a predefined number of 
partitions while simultaneously arranging them to topologically represent the similarities between the resulting 
attitudinal segments. This process is iterative and is based on repeated assignment of respondents to the most 
similar centroid followed by centroid weight adaptation. TRNs are chosen due to Monte Carlo simulation results 
indicating superiority of this algorithm in identifying the correct cluster structure across a variety of artificial 
data sets of different nature (Buchta, Dimitriadou, Dolničar, Leisch & Weingessel 1997).  

The number of segments (see Thorndike 1953 for a discussion of the problem) is determined before 
partitioning. The criterion used is the stability of segmentation solutions with a different number of clusters. 
Stability is evaluated by computing 50 repetitions of all solutions between two and 12 segments. Across these 50 
repetitions for each number of clusters it is then computed how frequently pairs of respondents are assigned to 
the same segment. The higher the number of identical assignments, the more stable the solution. Fifty 
replications were computed for each number of clusters, drawing 1,000 times the starting points of the 
partitioning algorithm and allowing 100 learning epochs to take place. All computations were made using the 
TRN32 software which is available at www.tourism.wu-wien.ac.at. 
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Chapter 4 

FINDINGS  

Sample Descriptives  
The survey produced 1,053 responses out of 2,766 invited participants (a response rate of 38%). Of these, 547 
completed survey version 1 and 506 completed survey version 2 (as described in Chapter 3). The profile of the 
1,053 respondents was compared to the profile of non-respondents and to the profile of the Australian 
population. Table 2 compares key demographic characteristics of respondents to the Australian population based 
on ABS data. 
 

Table 2: Representativeness of respondents 

Characteristic Class Survey Respondents ABS Data1 

Male 49.4% 49.8% Gender1 

Female 50.6% 50.2% 
18-19 2.4% 3.6% 
20-24 13.5% 9.2% 
25-29 11.3% 8.9% 
30-34 11.6% 10.0% 
35-39 9.3% 9.6% 
40-44 10.0% 10.1% 
45-49 13.1% 9.4% 
50-54 9.1% 8.7% 
55-59 5.9% 7.9% 
60-64 4.8% 5.9% 
65-69 6.5% 4.9% 
70-74 2.0% 4.1% 
75-79 0.7% 3.6% 
80-84 0% 2.5% 

Age1 

85+ 0% 1.9% 
NSW 33.5% 35.2% 
VIC 24.7% 24.5% 
QLD 19.3% 16.9% 
SA 7.6% 10.1% 
WA 9.9% 9.2% 
TAS 2.4% 1.3% 
NT 1.0% 0.7% 

State2 

ACT 1.6% 2.1% 
<$30,001 16.4% 35.0% 

$30,001 - $60,000 29.0% 28.8% 
$60,001 - $90,000 22.3% 18.9% 

$90,001 - $120,000 16.4% 9.1% 
$120,001 - $150,000 6.1% 4.6% 
$150,001 - $180,000 4.0% 1.6% 
$180,001 - $210,000 2.6% 1.1% 

Gross Household 
Income3 

>$210,000 3.2% 1.0% 
Note: 1. ABS 2004 figures, 2. ABS data for June quarter 2004, 3. ABS data for 2002-2003 

 
 
This table demonstrates that, in terms of gender and geographic distribution by state, the survey respondents 

are a close representation of the Australian population. The age profiles are also reasonably close as well. In 
terms of household income, respondents are skewed towards higher incomes, probably mainly reflecting 
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ownership of a computer. Household incomes under $30,000 per year are under-represented whereas household 
incomes over $60,000 per year are over-represented by the survey. 

Appendix C compares the characteristics of respondents to non-respondents as a check for response bias. In 
terms of gender, age, relationship status, state of residence, number of people in household, whether there are 
children under 18 at home, the number of children under 18 at home, education level, employment by industry, 
occupation, personal income, and household income, there was little difference between respondents and non-
respondents. 

With regard to home ownership, respondents were a little more likely than non-respondents (5% difference) 
to own than rent (68.3% of respondents compared to 63.3% of non-respondents). This may have a small impact 
on questions related to spending on home renovations and the like. Finally, on employment status, respondents 
were a little more likely than non-respondents to work full-time (59.1% compared to 53.8%) and a little less 
likely to not be working (24.3% compared to 28.5%). In summary, any response bias should be quite small and 
these results indicate a high-quality response compared to survey research generally. 

Survey Descriptives 

Survey Section 1 
The descriptive results for each question in the survey are presented in Appendix B. The first section of the 
survey served two purposes. Firstly, these questions encourage respondents to think about the various ways in 
which they might spend or allocate their discretionary finances. Each question in turn investigates how an extra 
$2,000 in income would be spent or allocated within different possible categories. Table 3 provides a summary 
of the main findings from this section of the survey. 

Survey Section 2 
Section 2 of the survey then involved the series of hypothetical choice scenarios in which the discretionary 
expenditure categories were varied according to the experimental design described earlier. Recall that two 
versions of the questionnaire had been created and that respondents had been randomly allocated to one of these. 
Of the completed surveys, 547 were version 1 surveys and 506 were version 2. Appendix B summarises the 
responses to the scenarios. In each case, the mean amount allocated to each spending option is shown together 
with the minimum, maximum and standard deviation. For example, for choice scenario question 2.1 (version 1) 
on average the mean amounts allocated (out of $2,000) to home entertainment, leisure activities, domestic 
holiday, and charity donation were $635.84, $286.63, $975.45, and $102.08 respectively. Thus one can see that, 
when faced just with these four options, respondents allocated the largest share to a domestic holiday. In the next 
choice scenario (question 2.2) the largest allocations were to an overseas holiday and home renovation. Figure 1 
illustrates these disaggregate results to display the discretionary expenditure choices visually. Each of the two 
columns of graphs in Figure 1 display the results for the two survey versions of choice sets, respectively. The 
nine rows of graphs display the results for each of the nine choice scenarios. Hence the lower left graph shows 
how the $2,000 was allocated on average for scenario 1, across the 547 respondents who completed version 1. In 
this particular graph, respondents were forced to allocate the $2,000 among the categories: home entertainment, 
leisure activities, domestic holiday, or charity donation. 

The most striking result in Figure 1 is that, whenever reducing household debt is one of the available options, 
it is in all choice scenarios clearly the most popular for allocating the largest share of the $2,000. Allocation of 
funds for financial investments is also highly favoured when offered as a choice option. Spending on domestic 
holidays and overseas holidays also scores quite highly when they are available options. In general, respondents 
tended to allocate a slightly greater portion to overseas holidays than domestic holidays. The final observation 
worth noting is that there also appears to be a reasonably strong desire to spend funds on home 
renovations/improvements. 
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Table 3: Main areas of interest in allocating discretionary finances 

Question Category Main Allocations 

Q1.1 Reduce household debt credit card 
mortgage 

Q1.2 Financial investment savings deposit 
shares 
contribution to a superannuation scheme 

Q1.3 Improve or renovate your present 
residence/home 

renovate one or more rooms or kitchen 
install rainwater tank, solar cells or other 
measures to support sustainable resources 

Q1.4 Improve or renovate property such as an 
investment property or holiday home 

58% of respondents do not own such a property 
of those who do the same two main allocations 
from Q1.3 reoccurred 

Q1.5 Home entertainment equipment wide screen or digital TV 
home computer 
digital camera 

Q1.6 Leisure activities going out 
tickets for cultural events (concerts, etc.) 

Q1.7 Domestic holiday type resort experience 
visiting friends or relatives 
driving tour 
rest and relaxation 

Q1.8 Domestic holiday destination region the coast 
Tasmania 
the outback 
an Australian city 

Q1.9 Overseas holiday type visiting relatives or friends 
trip to a town/city 
organised tour 
resort experience 

Q1.10 Overseas holiday continent or country Europe 
Asia 

Q1.11 Donation to charity other charity 
Salvation Army 
Red Cross 

Q1.12 Personal purchase clothes 
health and well-being 
gift items 

 
 
The responses from section 2 of the survey were then analysed using discrete choice modelling (as described 

in Chapter 3) in order to decompose these hypothetical choices according to the trade-offs made by the survey 
respondents. The results of this analysis are described and discussed in the section which follows. 
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Figure 1: Allocation of $2,000 by choice scenario and survey version 
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Figure 1 (continued): Allocation of $2,000 by choice scenario and survey version  
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Survey Section 3 

Question 3.10 asked respondents to indicate how much in total they expect their household will be spending for 
the whole of 2004 on each of the main categories of discretionary expenditure. The mean expenditure amounts 
are illustrated in Figure 2, which demonstrates the importance of financial investments and reduction of 
household debt as categories of overall spending. This is in contrast with the $2,000 allocations displayed in 
Figure 1. The expected totals for 2004 favour financial investment over debt reduction. The 2004 figures also 
suggest a stronger interest in leisure activities and charity than was evident from the choice allocation results 
(Figure 1). In fact, although 2004 donations to charity were the lowest category in both figures, in 2004 
respondents indicate they allocated on average $930 to charity. Domestic and overseas holiday spending in 2004 
was estimated to be respectively, a little under, and a little over $2,000 on average. As shown in Figure 1, the 
interest in home improvements/renovation is again apparent. 
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Figure 2: 2004 Household expenditure per category 
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Figure 3: Most likely sources of information used to learn about destinations 
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Question 3.15 asked respondents to indicate up to three most likely sources of information they would use to 
learn about a particular holiday destination. Figure 3 graphs the percentage of respondents who indicated each 
source of information. The Internet was the most frequently nominated ‘most likely’ source of information they 
would use. This result is very likely to exaggerate the use of the Internet by Australians in general given that the 
survey was conducted by an online panel. 

Finally, question 3.16 identified important determinants of holiday choice. Figure 4 indicates the percentage 
of respondents who nominated each of 25 determinants. The most important determinants were the desire for rest 
and relaxation, a change from usual surroundings, a variety of fun and entertainment, feeling of safety, a free and 
easy-going emphasis, the need to keep within budget, and experiencing good company and getting to know 
people. Further descriptive results may be observed in Appendix B. 
 

Figure 4: Important determinants of holiday choice 
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Expenditure Allocations 
This section reports the findings from the further analysis of the income allocations tasks. Firstly, it reports the 
expenditure levels per subcategory, such as types of holiday destinations, for each of the main expenditure 
categories. The expenditure levels are derived by combining data from survey sections 1 and 2. They allow 
making detailed comparisons within and across the main expenditure categories and indicate the levels of 
competition within and between expenditure categories. The section secondly reports findings from the choice 
analysis of the allocations observed for the experimental choice sets in survey section 2. The choice model 
estimation results indicate the level of competition between the different categories and allow deriving 
predictions for particular choice conditions, for example, for the situation where respondents can be assumed to 
spend their entire discretionary budget on holiday or leisure options.  
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Income Allocations by Subcategory 
Survey respondents indicated in survey section 1 on what types of activities within a category they would spend 
their money if it could only be spent on this particular category. For example, question 1.9 asked what type of 
holiday the respondent would choose if the respondent were to spend the $2,000 on an overseas holiday. The 
choice frequencies observed in survey section 1 therefore indicate for each main category which detailed item 
the respondent would choose if this were the only available category. When deriving the actual spend per item it 
needs to be taken into account that not all respondents are equally willing to spend money on a category. The 
responses to survey sections 1 were therefore weighted, for each category separately, by the respondents’ 
allocations in the final allocation question (question 2.9). This latter question included all experimental 
categories plus an option ‘personal purchases’ and a category ‘any other expenditure item’, hence in effect 
comprises an allocation across all possible expenditure types. The responses from those who had indicated they 
would never spend money on the category were excluded when deriving the weights. The resulting income 
allocation pattern is shown in Table 4.  

The figures indicate the overall pattern of competition within and between the expenditure categories. The 
largest share of allocations is taken up by the category ‘reducing household debt’ (41.9%), followed by financial 
investment (11.3%) and home improvement (10.4%). In total, 63.6% would be used for asset building. Tourism 
attracts 19.1% of the total allocation, with 11.0% going to overseas holidays and 8.1% to domestic holidays. 
Personal expenses, home entertainment and leisure activities attract small shares (5.7%, 5.4% and 2.9% 
respectively), and with only 1.8% and 1.5%, charity and ‘other’ take up the smallest shares.  

Looking at each of the main categories in detail, for reducing household debt the largest amount is spent on 
credit card repayments (46% of the total allocated to this category), followed by mortgage repayments (40%). 
Regarding financial investments, the highest amount is allocated to shares (43%) followed by savings deposits 
(23%) and contributions to a superannuation fund (18%). 

Two questions were asked regarding possible home improvements: one for improving/renovating the present 
home and one for improving/renovating a second property. If the income is spent on improving/renovating the 
present home, ‘renovating one or more rooms’ obtains the highest allocation (38%), followed by installing of a 
rainwater tank and painting and recarpeting. Spending the income on improving/renovating a second property 
was only applicable for 34% of the sample (66% do not own or rent a second property). Where these respondents 
spend the extra income on their second property, it is ‘renovating one or more rooms’ that receives the highest 
allocation. Their next highest allocations are for painting and installing a rainwater tank. Recarpeting would be 
receiving relatively less than the amounts observed for the present home.  

Looking at home entertainment equipment, the purchase of a wide screen or digital TV is by far the most 
popular item, attracting 51% of the allocated amount. The next most popular is a home computer. Regarding 
leisure, the most popular leisure item is ‘going out’, with expenditure of 39% of the total allocation to leisure. 
This is followed by tickets for cultural offers such as concerts, sports equipment or sports gear and sports club or 
gym membership. 

For income allocated to domestic holidays it was first asked what holiday type the money would be spent on 
and next what destination would be selected. The largest spend is on resort holidays (17%) followed by driving 
tours and visiting relatives or friends. City/ town trips attract 12% of the allocated amount and ‘rest and 
relaxation’ holidays attract 10%. The destination that is selected most if income is allocated to domestic holidays 
is The Coast (35%), followed by Tasmania and The Outback.  
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Table 4: Income allocation across all spending subcategories 

Category Category 
Total % 

Overall 
% 

% Within 
Category    

Reducing household debt 41.90%      
Mortgage  16.64% 39.71%    
Credit card  19.37% 46.23%    
Car loan  2.86% 6.82%    
Student loan  1.41% 3.36%    
Mobile phone debt  0.21% 0.51%    
Other means of reducing debt  1.41% 3.36%    
TOTAL   100%    

Financial investment 11.31%      
Contribution to super  2.03% 17.94%    
A savings deposit  2.58% 22.85%    
Shares  4.81% 42.48%    
Property  1.10% 9.72%    
Insurance  0.00% 0.00%    
Other financial investment  0.79% 7.01%    
TOTAL   100%    

Home improvement 10.42%      

If spent on own home    
If spent on investment 
property   

Painting  1.07% 10.31% Painting 2.32% 22.30% 
Decorations  0.03% 0.30% Decorations 0.48% 4.59% 
Renovate one or more rooms 
or kitchen  3.92% 37.64% 

Renovate one or more 
rooms or kitchen 2.77% 26.56% 

Expand the size of the house  0.72% 6.91% Expand the size of the house 0.44% 4.26% 
Improve the garden  0.81% 7.81% Improve the garden 1.06% 10.16% 
Recarpet the house  1.00% 9.61% Recarpet the house 0.79% 7.54% 
Replace curtains  0.18% 1.70% Replace curtains 0.00% 0.00% 
Build pool  0.04% 0.40% Build pool 0.14% 1.31% 
Install rainwater tank, solar 
cells or other sustainable 
measures  1.85% 17.72% 

Install rainwater tank, solar 
cells or other sustainable 
measures 2.29% 21.97% 

Other home improvement  0.79% 7.61% Other home improvement 0.14% 1.31% 
TOTAL   100%   100% 

Home entertainment 5.36%      
Audio equipment  0.44% 8.12%    
Home computer  1.04% 19.46%    
Video camera  0.31% 5.72%    
Digital camera  0.37% 6.92%    
DVD player or recorder  0.32% 5.92%    
Wide screen or digital TV  2.73% 51.05%    
Other home entertainment 
equipment  0.15% 2.81%    
TOTAL   100%    

Leisure 2.93%      
Sports club or gym 
membership  0.39% 13.38%    
Sports equipment or sports 
gear  0.49% 16.61%    
Tickets for cultural offers  0.56% 19.02%    
Membership of cultural 
organisation  0.06% 2.19%    
Going out  1.21% 41.17%    
Pets  0.06% 2.19%    
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Table 4 (continued): Income allocation across all spending subcategories 
Other leisure activity  0.16% 5.43%    
TOTAL   100%    

Domestic holiday 8.11%      
Holiday types    Destinations   

Culture  0.05% 0.60% The Coast 2.87% 35.44% 
Trip to a Town / City  0.97% 11.91% The High Country 0.37% 4.60% 

Organised tour  0.32% 3.90% An Australian city 0.81% 10.01% 
Driving tour  1.31% 16.12% The Outback 1.06% 13.11% 
The outdoors  0.28% 3.40% Rural Australia 0.47% 5.81% 
Adventure  0.26% 3.20% Tasmania 1.96% 24.22% 
Sporting holiday  0.03% 0.40% Other destination 0.55% 6.81% 
Skiing  0.14% 1.70%   100% 
Hiking holiday  0.08% 1.00%    
Holiday for health / at a spa  0.02% 0.30%    

Resort experience  1.37% 16.92%    
The beach  0.80% 9.91%    
Rest and relaxation  0.81% 10.01%    
Visiting relatives or friends  1.15% 14.21%    

Visiting an event  0.27% 3.30%    
Other domestic holiday  0.25% 3.10%    

TOTAL   100%    
Overseas holiday 11.03%      
Holiday types    Destinations   

Culture  1.33% 12.10% Europe 4.60% 41.70% 
Trip to a Town / City  1.49% 13.50% Africa 0.33% 3.00% 
Organised tour  1.15% 10.40% Asia 2.35% 21.30% 
Driving tour  0.40% 3.60% North America 1.58% 14.30% 
The outdoors  0.39% 3.50% Latin or South America 0.58% 5.30% 
Adventure  0.39% 3.50% Pacific 0.88% 8.00% 
Sporting holiday  0.12% 1.10% Other destination 0.71% 6.40% 
Skiing  0.33% 3.00% TOTAL  100% 
Hiking holiday  0.09% 0.80%    
Holiday for health / at a spa  0.06% 0.50%    

Resort experience  1.30% 11.80%    
The beach  0.28% 2.50%    
Rest and relaxation  0.62% 5.60%    
Visiting relatives or friends  2.82% 25.60%    

Visiting an event  0.00% 0.00%    

Other overseas holiday  0.28% 2.50%    

TOTAL   100%    
Charity 1.80%      

AIDS foundation  0.10% 5.73%    
Amnesty international  0.04% 2.21%    

Church / temple  0.34% 18.71%    
Greenpeace  0.10% 5.43%    
Red Cross  0.12% 6.74%    
Salvation Army  0.33% 18.41%    
Smith Family  0.12% 6.54%    
Unicef  0.02% 1.31%    
Other  0.63% 34.91%    
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Table 4 (continued): Income allocation across all spending subcategories 
TOTAL   100%    
Personal 5.66%      

Clothes  3.04% 53.70%    
Shoes  0.20% 3.50%    
Cosmetics  0.33% 5.80%    
Jewellery  0.70% 12.30%    
Health and wellbeing  0.35% 6.10%    
Books  0.67% 11.80%    
Gift items  0.23% 4.00%    
Other personal purchase  0.16% 2.80%    
TOTAL   100%    

Other 1.50% 1.50%     
Total 100% 100%     
 
 When selecting an overseas holiday, the largest spend is on visiting friends and relatives (26%), followed by 
trip to a town/city, culture trips and resort experiences. The most popular overseas destination is Europe (42%), 
followed by Asia and North America. 
 Of the income donated to charities, the ‘other’ charities would receive the largest amount (37%), followed by 
donations to a church or temple and the Salvation Army. Finally, the expenditure on personal purchases went 
largely to clothes (54%), with a smaller part going to jewellery and books.  

Choice Modelling Results  
The results so far have provided insight into the competition between expenditure categories as based on the 
final allocation question (question 2.9), which asked to allocate $2,000 across all main categories including 
personal expenditure and ‘other’. This section will provide choice model results regarding the effects of 
restricting the allocation task to fewer options. When fewer options are available respondents are forced to make 
different trade-offs and particular patterns of substitution can be observed that are not visible from a single 
allocation question such as question 2.9. The choice model can incorporate these different trade-offs, and 
measures the level of substitution between different expenditure categories. 

Many conventional stated choice modelling studies pertain to discrete choices between different products 
described by product attributes. However, the current income allocation experiment, represented in questions 2.1 
to 2.8, elicits households’ preferences regarding the allocation among expenditure groups in the context of 
additional discretionary income. Two key objectives of the study are to obtain a picture of the relative 
importance of each of the expenditure categories and to estimate the substitution patterns between the categories. 
To that end the data was organised to allow the estimation of the own and cross effects between each of the 
spending categories by way of the universal or mother logit model (McFadden, Tye & Train 1977). The mother 
logit model is a model specification that deals with the independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) condition 
that is implicit in, for instance, the multinomial logit model. The IIA property refers to the condition that the 
relative probabilities of options A and B are independent of the inclusion of other options in the decision maker’s 
choice set. In other words, if option C is introduced into the choice set, the probability of options A and B will 
decrease in proportion with their current probabilities. This assumption is violated if option C is similar to option 
A and dissimilar to option B. In that case, one would expect differential effects on the probabilities of options A 
and B. These different cross-effects are the substitution (or complementarity) effects that are estimated using the 
mother logit model (for worked examples see Oppewal & Timmermans 1991).  

The survey included various socio-demographic and attitudinal variables. These can be inserted as covariates 
in the model. Based on an evaluation of the predictive power of each of these variables, only age and the annual 
before-tax household income were included in the mother logit model estimations. Note that a more detailed 
investigation of the heterogeneity in the data is provided in the segmentation analysis later in the chapter.  

The availability of the options as determined by the 2N experimental design matrix was coded as a set of 
indicator dummies. Age and income data were mean-centred, with means being calculated relative to their 
respective category midpoints. For age and income quadratic terms were specified in addition to the linear term 
to capture possible non-linear effects.  

The utility of each of the options i in the total choice set of j options is hence specified as: 
 

U(Oi) = dj * Oj  + b1*Age + b2*Age2 + b3*Inc + b4*Inc2    (1) 
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where: dj is the presence-absence dummy for each of the options Oj (coded -1 for absent and +1 for present) 
and Age and Inc are the mean-centred age and income variables. 
The usual random utility assumption that respondents prefer the option that offers the highest utility applies. 

Since the response data represent stated income allocations instead of mere choices, the mother logit model was 
estimated in the following manner. The choice option in each choice set was used as the dependent variable. In 
the estimation, a weight equal to (1 + the allocated amount)/$2,000 was used, which is equivalent to weighting 
the responses by the allocation proportions, with a slight adjustment such that none of the weights equal zero. 

A maximum likelihood procedure was used to estimate the model. Results are shown in Appendix D. The 
likelihood ratio test and McFadden’s pseudo-R2 show that the model fit is good. For each alternative, the  
estimated parameters are the own and cross effects of the presence/absence of the options in the choice sets (with 
the base case being the situation in which all are present in each set) and the age and income effects at the 
sample means. The expenditure category ‘Charity’ is the reference case. The presence/absence effects are more 
easily interpreted if the parameters are re-organised in a matrix as depicted in Table 5 (effects that are 
statistically significant at the alpha is 5% level are printed in bold). The parameters on the diagonal are the own 
effects while the off-diagonals are the cross effects.  

As expected, all own presence effects are positive (and highly statistically significant) which implies that 
when a category is present in a choice set, it attracts allocations relative to the average preferences in the sample. 
All significant cross effects are negative which implies that the probability, or odds, of a choice option (for 
instance, ‘Domestic holiday’) relative to the base option (Charity) is lower if the other option (for instance, 
‘Overseas holiday’) is also available in the choice set. The more negative the parameter, the more similar are the 
two expenditure categories relative to the Charity base option. In other words, larger negative parameter values 
indicate greater levels of substitution. The matrix shows that the mother logit model allows the cross effects to be 
asymmetric. That asymmetry is due to different segments having different preferences and is related to the 
heterogeneity issue investigated in the next section. Consider the interaction occurring between financial 
investment and household debt reduction. The first row in table 5 indicates that when the choice set contains the 
option of reducing household debt, allocating discretionary resources to financial investments is significantly 
negatively impacted (i.e. -0.17). However, the converse is not true; that is, when the option of financial 
investment is available in the choice set (second row in the table), there is no significant effect on household debt 
reduction (i.e. 0.02). That asymmetry is due to different segments having different preferences and is related to 
the heterogeneity issue investigated in the next section.  

The pattern of results displayed in Table 5 shows that the largest substitution effects are observed between 
the Domestic and Overseas holidays options and for Leisure. The table furthermore shows large substitution 
effects between Reducing household debt, Financial investment and Home renovations. This latter group also 
includes Home entertainment expenditure. So, the main distinction is not between savings and consumption 
related expenditures but it is between home versus non-home based expenditures, where ‘home-based’ includes 
savings and investments.  
 

Table 5: Matrix of estimated own and cross effects 

 ReHHDebt FinInvest HomeReno HomeEnt LeisAct DomHol OverHol 
ReHHDebt 4.04 -0.17 -0.16 -0.08 -0.04 -0.14 -0.09 
FinInvest 0.02 2.89 -0.09 -0.18 -0.11 0.01 -0.07 
HomeReno -0.01 -0.08 2.96 -0.12 -0.07 -0.15 -0.03 
HomeEnt -0.14 -0.09 -0.17 2.14 -0.14 -0.09 -0.03 
LeisAct -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.08 1.68 -0.05 -0.13 
DomHol -0.09 -0.10 -0.14 -0.06 -0.20 2.73 -0.23 
OverHol 0.10 0.07 0.06 -0.09 -0.15 -0.17 2.85 

 
The estimated parameters for age and income (see Appendix D) show the significant curvilinear relationship 

of these co-variates with the propensity to spend among the various categories (except in the case of ‘Home 
entertainment’). The relationship suggests that the odds of allocating amounts to the respective spending 
categories (relative to charity) are lower for younger and older people and for household with lower and higher 
incomes than for middle aged people and for medium income households. Using the maxima of the parabolas 
specified by the estimated parameters, it can be inferred that the propensity to allocate windfall income to, for 
example, a domestic holiday peaks at the age of 54 and a pre-tax household income of $143,000. 

The utility functions (1) can be used, in the conventional way, to calculate the aggregate probabilities for 
each of the options: 
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(2) 

 
 

The resulting aggregate probabilities can be interpreted as the share for each of the options at the sample 
means for age and income as shown in Table 6. The figures in the table show that 49% of the expenditure is 
allocated to reducing household debt, with another 12% being allocated to financial investment and 11% to home 
renovations. In total, 72.6% would be used for savings related expenditure. The majority of the remaining 27.4% 
goes to overseas holidays (10.4%), followed by domestic holidays (9.2%). Leisure takes only 3% and the 
reference category Charity takes 1%. 

We can assess the reliability of the category allocations by calculating the correlations of the mean dollar 
allocations across the eight constrained experimental choice sets (questions 2.1 to 2.8) with the mean allocations 
for the same item in the full unconstrained choice set (question 2.9). The latter includes two additional spending 
categories (expenditure on personal items and a general category ‘Other expenditure’). The mean dollar 
allocations per expenditure category for both settings are shown in Table 7. 
 

Table 6: Share predictions, mother logit 

Category Aggregate shares 
ReHHDebt 48.6% 
FinInvest 11.8% 

HomeReno 11.2% 
HomeEnt 4.9% 
LeisAct 2.9% 
DomHol 9.2% 
OverHol 10.4% 
Charity 1.1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Table 7: Expenditure amounts 

Constrained setting Mean Std. Deviation 
1) ReHHDebt $1008.01 $701.35 
2) FinInvest $496.66 $500.22 
3) HomeReno $465.89 $490.45 
4) HomeEnt $288.99 $347.23 
5) LeisAct $182.49 $216.08 
6) DomHol $448.41 $390.26 
7) OverHol $452.28 $528.00 
8) Charity $58.61 $117.28 
Unconstrained setting   
1) ReHHDebt $837.49 $790.58 
2) FinInvest $226.11 $485.67 
3) HomeReno $208.35 $451.72 
4) HomeEnt $107.02 $303.57 
5) LeisAct $58.53 $179.02 
6) DomHol $161.99 $363.83 
7) OverHol $220.49 $544.63 
8) Charity $35.92 $121.65 
9) Personal $113.08 $286.69 
10) Other $29.57 $184.32 
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The correlations of both sets of mean allocations are shown in the diagonals of Table 8. Most correlations are 
high, with a maximum of .84 for reducing household debt (suggesting a test-retest reliability of .71) and values 
between .75 and .59 for all other categories except leisure (reliabilities of .56 and .35). These findings show the 
consistency between the choices in the constrained and unconstrained settings. The outlier is leisure, which has a 
correlation of only .37. However, as can be observed in the table, the mean leisure allocation in the experimental 
task has also a positive correlation (.24) with personal purchases. So, the personal purchase category in the full 
choice set competes more than proportional with the leisure alternative. This is not a perfect substitution effect 
however because if the amounts allocated to leisure and personal purchases are added up into one new ‘any, 
leisure’ variable, the correlation of this redefined leisure variable with the mean leisure allocation is still rather 
low (.39). 

The validity of the model is further illustrated by comparing the predicted allocated amounts from an extra 
$2,000 income as derived from the mother logit model with the sample mean of the income allocations in 
question 2.9 of the questionnaire. The mean allocated amounts derived from question 2.9 (after excluding those 
responses that did not sum to $2,000) were weighted by the frequency of the two questionnaire versions. The 
resulting amounts are shown in the third column of Table 9 while the predicted allocations from the mother logit 
model (re-calculated to account for the two additional spending categories that were not estimated in the mother 
logit model) are in the second column. The figures show that the amounts predicted from the allocation 
experiment and estimated using the mother logit model overestimate spending on reduction of household debt 
and domestic holidays and underestimate the spend on most other categories. 
 

Table 8: Correlations of constrained (column) and unconstrained (row) allocations 

Category 1) 2) 3) 4) 5) 6) 7) 8) 9) 
Personal 

10) 
Other 

1) ReHHDebt .843 -.252 -.204 -.215 -.160 -.282 -.351 -.137 -.133 -.053 
2) FinInvest -.156 .743 -.109 -.086 -.083 -.154 -.127 -.061 -.034 -.021 
3) HomeReno -.118 -.130 .706 -.082 -.086 -.023 -.153 -.026 -.072 -.035 
4) HomeEnt -.247 -.008 -.086 .673 .145 .020 -.059 -.021 .105 .028 
5) LeisAct -.225 -.041 -.082 .125 .366 .114 .031 .000 .241 .027 
6) DomHol -.253 -.102 -.062 -.019 .058 .594 .057 -.028 .096 .018 
7) OverHol -.323 -.100 -.162 -.036 .046 -.012 .737 -.050 -.055 .032 
8) Charity -.165 -.009 .024 -.043 .074 .047 -.018 .759 .053 .049 

 
Table 9: Mother logit model predictions and comparison with question 2.9 

Category Implied amounts 
mother logit 

Mean allocations 
derived from Q. 2.9 

ReHHDebt $     902.34 $    839.50 
FinInvest $     219.75 $    227.46 
HomeReno $     207.32 $    207.59 
HomeEnt $       91.22 $    106.09 
LeisAct $       53.04 $      57.47 
DomHol $     171.30 $    161.10 
OverHol $     192.34 $    221.94 
Charity $      19.83 $      36.00 
Personal n.a. $    113.33 
Other n.a. $      29.52 
Total $  2,000.00 $  2,000.00 

 
The estimated model can be used to estimate the aggregate shares (and expenditure amounts) in cases where 

not all options are present in the scenarios. For instance, Table 10 shows the results for the scenario in which 
households are considering the choice between leisure activities, a domestic holiday and an overseas holiday. 
The predicted share of the extra $2,000 income to be spent on a domestic holiday is around 41% or the 
equivalent of just over $820.  

Predictions can also be derived from the amounts observed in question 2.9 by proportionally redistributing 
the amounts that were allocated to the other categories. This procedure assumes uniform levels of substitution 
between all categories. As shown in Table 10, this procedure results in a 4.3% point lower prediction for 
domestic holidays than the one based on the experimental tasks and choice model.  
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Table 10: Predicted shares and amounts for choice between three spending categories 

Spending Categories Observed in 
question 2.9 

Derived from 
question 2.9 

Predicted from 
experimental tasks 
and choice model 

Predicted 
Amount 

Leisure 2.9% 13.2% 12.7% $   254.59 
Domestic holiday 8.1% 36.8% 41.1% $   822.21 
Overseas holiday 11.0% 50.0% 46.2% $   923.20 
All other 78.0% n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% $ 2,000.00 

 
While the above modelling results account for the effects of age and income, the findings are only based on 

the aggregate sample. As noted earlier, the heterogeneity within the sample could have implications, for instance, 
for the substitutions patterns. The heterogeneity issue is now further discussed in the context of a segmentations 
analysis. 

Market Segmentation 
Windfall segments are constructed on the basis of the average allocations of windfall money amounts to each 
one of the eight available options in the choice tasks of the questionnaire. No pre-processing of the data is 
necessary given the low number of variables and the fact that all variables are scaled in the same way with the 
minimum value being zero and the maximum 2,000 (Arabie & Hubert 1994).  

In order to determine the optimal number of windfall segments to construct, 50 replications of the 
partitioning analyses were conducted, for segments numbering between two and 12, in order to investigate which 
number of segments would render the most stable results over these replications. The findings indicated that five 
segments or multiples of five lead to strongly increased stability values as opposed to any other numbers of 
clusters. As a consequence, five segments were constructed. Their profiles with regard to windfall allocation 
preferences are provided in Figure 5. The columns in the charts indicate the average allocated amount of money 
to each category by each respective segment. The grey horizontal bar indicates the average allocation across the 
entire sample of respondents. A multinomial logistic regression was computed with the average allocation sums 
as covariates indicating that all expenditure categories significantly discriminate between the segments at the 
99% significance level.  

The segments demonstrate very distinct preferences regarding the spending of an additional amount of 
money made available to them. Debt-reducers represent the largest group with one third of all respondents being 
assigned to this segment. Debt-reducers are characterised by below-average allocations of windfall to all 
categories except those concerned with the reduction of debt. Only small amounts of the $2,000 windfall are 
used for anything else but debt reduction. In contrast, Entertainment-seekers, who comprise 26% of the sample, 
do not tend to spend all the money at once for any one particular expenditure category. They distribute the 
windfall more evenly and show above average allocations for Home Entertainment, Leisure, and Domestic 
Holidays. The small segment of Investors (10% of the respondents) allocates a large amount of the windfall to 
make Financial Investments. Home-improvers (15% of the respondents) are found to have average expenditures 
on domestic holidays, and spend more than the average to improve their homes. Finally, Holiday-makers, 
consisting of 15% of the sample, allocate a large amount of the windfall to an overseas holiday with domestic 
holidays and leisure also being higher than average.  
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Figure 5: Windfall segment profiles 
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Regarding the additional information available about members of these segments, a number of significant 
socio-demographic characteristics discriminate well between these windfall groups (significant at the 95% 
significance level using Chi-square tests for nominal and ordinal and analyses of variance for metric variables). 
Home-improvers and Holiday-makers consist of 59% and 56%, respectively, females whereas Debt-reducers and 
Investors are more frequently male (52% and 72%). Entertainment-seekers, Investors and Holiday-makers have 
the highest proportion of young members. Home-improvers have the highest proportion of members between the 
ages of 36 and 55. Ten percent of Investors are own account workers. Two thirds of Debt-reducers and Holiday-
makers are employees, which is a higher proportion in this employment group than among other windfall 
segments. Investors are also most frequently single adults without children; 28% of them describe their 
household situation in this way. Slightly more than one third of the Holiday-makers state that they are married or 
partnered without children, which represents a significantly higher proportion in this household situation than is 
the case in other windfall groups. The highest proportion of partnered or married couples with children is found 
in the Home-improvers segment, and the highest average number of children in families live in Debt-reducer and 
Home-improver households. One fifth of all Investors state that they earn more than $1,500 per week, followed 
by Holiday-makers and Debt-reducers at 19% each.  

Besides socio-demographic characteristics the windfall segments also demonstrate significant differences 
with regard to some of the travel motivations listed in the questionnaire. Debt-reducers, Entertainment-seekers 
and Home-improvers state that rest and relaxation is important to them more frequently (between 82% and 89% 
agree with that statement), Entertainment-seekers and Holiday-makers are more frequently interested in fun and 
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entertainment during their vacation, Holiday-makers most frequently express their interest in having everything 
organised whereas changing the surroundings matters to members of the Holiday-maker, Entertainment-seeker 
and Home-improver segments more frequently than this is the case for other windfall segments. Finally, safety is 
stated by more than half of the Home-improvers to be important, whereas only 38% of Debt-reducers find that 
factor important.  

In terms of regular (not windfall) expenditure of the segments discussed, Debt-reducers and Home-improvers 
spend the largest amounts on reducing household debt and Investors and Holiday-makers spend most on 
holidays.  

From a tourism perspective one segment appears to be particularly interesting, namely Holiday-makers. The 
question is, how can the tourism industry target this segment effectively without having the information on how 
out-of sample households would allocate their windfall? A multinomial logistic regression was computed to 
investigate how well simple statistics available from the ABS and easily usable as variables for selecting target 
markets can be used to reveal those underlying segments. The following variables were included: gender, age, 
household situation and household income. Gender, age and household situation were all significant at the 99% 
significance level. Thirty-seven percent of the original segment assignments could successfully be predicted by 
only the four included socio-demographic variables. This is an encouraging result indicating that it might be 
possible to characterise interesting segment by non-spending information for marketing purposes. 

Summing up, the main characteristics of Holiday-makers leads to the following prototypical representative of 
this segment: an employee that could be of any age group and is more likely to be female, married or partnered 
without children. The main motivations for the Holiday-maker to go on vacation are to rest and relax, to change 
the usual surroundings and be entertained and have fun. Safety plays an important role. When searching for 
information about the destination, the Holiday-maker will spend a lot of time on the internet, listen to friends and 
relatives giving travel advice, get input from travel agents and study brochures of states, towns, regions, as well 
as guide books. The Holiday-maker, who will generally undertake two to three holidays per year, will be found 
at a tourist destination staying at a hotel or in an apartment or with friends and relatives. 

Unfortunately, no differences between the windfall segments could be identified with regard to their travel 
behaviour. This is surprising given the evident differences in allocating discretionary expenditure and travel 
motivations. This finding could be due to the fact that only a limited number of travel-related behavioural 
variables were included in the questionnaire (i.e. the number of (short and long) holidays, the kind of 
accommodation used, and the information sources used in the decision making phase). Differences between 
Holiday-makers and other groups could, however, be present in variables such as travel expenditures, duration of 
vacations or destinations chosen. These and other behavioural items will consequently be included in follow-up 
studies based on this pilot investigation.  
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Chapter 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Allocations of Discretionary Expenditure 
This study aimed to identify how tourism competes against other main categories of discretionary expenditure. It 
was found that tourism attracts 19% of discretionary income, when measured as the average amount that 
respondents would spend on domestic and overseas holidays if they could spend a $2,000 windfall. The results 
indicate that a larger amount would be spent on overseas holidays than on domestic holidays. 

The largest portion of discretionary spending (42%) went to reducing household debt, in particular to credit 
card and mortgage repayments. This is understandable given that the survey was conducted in October 2004 at a 
time when interest rates were historically relatively low but economic forecasters were predicting that rates were 
likely to rise. More particularly, levels of household debt in Australia were historically high at a time when 
house prices had been growing rapidly for several straight years resulting in high mortgages. At this time also, 
house prices in Australia were cooling, adding to concerns about the level of mortgage debt in relation to house 
values. On the other hand, the Australian economy has been very strong for a number of years and 
unemployment rates have been historically low. Combined with high levels of consumer confidence, these 
circumstances have given Australians confidence that they would be able to service their level of debt. 

The next most important items, attracting approximately equal amounts on average, were financial 
investments, home improvements, overseas holidays, and domestic holidays, each accounting for about 8% to 
12% of discretionary expenditure. Home entertainment and personal items each account for about 5% to 6%. 
Leisure activities and donations to charity were each under 3%. 

No doubt economic circumstances at the time of the survey will have had a significant impact on these 
findings. At the time of writing of this report, interest rates have risen one quarter of a percentage point since the 
survey was conducted and there is a general expectation that some further increase is likely. There have also 
been signs of a slowing economy, and some inflationary trends. Yet employment seems to be holding up well. A 
worsening of these economic factors could lead to an even greater desire to reduce household debt than is 
evident from these survey results. On the other hand, a stabilisation of, or even decline in, house prices will 
lower mortgages for first-time buyers but for those with high mortgages already and flat property values, 
household debt levels are unlikely to improve for some time. Thus the desire to allocate discretionary resources 
to the reduction of household debt levels seems likely to be a feature for the foreseeable future. 

Implications for Tourism  
The survey results indicate that Australians would spend approximately 8% of windfall discretionary resources 
on domestic tourism and about 11% on overseas tourism. The greatest desire, however, was to reduce household 
debt. Our survey and choice experiment did not study how discretionary expenditure would change if levels of 
household debt were different or if interest rates varied. That is, from the results of this study we can not 
conclude (although it might be argued to be a reasonable assumption) that people would choose to allocate more 
(less) to debt reduction if the levels of household debt and/or interest rates were to increase (decrease). But the 
results do indicate how discretionary expenditure might be reallocated if individuals were to decide to allocate a 
different proportion of discretionary expenditure to servicing debt since the choice experiment allowed an 
examination of cross effects between discretionary expenditure categories. Any significant change in the desire 
or need to reduce household debt would be expected to have a significant change on all other discretionary 
expenditure categories, including both domestic and overseas tourism. The analysis shows that the option to 
reduce household debt has a disproportionately greater negative impact on financial investments and home 
renovations (as measured by the analysis of cross effects) than domestic and overseas tourism spending (and the 
other expenditure categories). This means that although changes in the prominence or importance of debt as a 
category of discretionary spend will affect tourism, the effects on tourism will be smaller than on non-travel 
expenditure categories such as financial investment or home renovation. The study however also showed that the 
relative sizes of these effects are small. Hence, there is substantial competition between tourism and other 
expenditure categories.  

The results show that international tourism expenditure competes more with domestic tourism expenditure 
than with other expenditure types. This is not at all surprising but it does highlight the fact that the Australian 
domestic tourism industry competes globally for a share of discretionary household expenditure. Various tourism 
marketing campaigns in the past have endeavoured to encourage Australians to holiday within Australia. The 
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recent strengthening of the Australian dollar, however, has decreased the competitiveness of domestic versus 
international tourism. 

Further work using hypothetical budget allocations as demonstrated here could investigate how sensitive 
households are to changes in debt or interest rates. Due to resource limitations the current study did not vary debt 
or interest rates as factors in the design. Hence, the respondents’ allocations are only observed for the current 
levels of debt and interest. By adding information to the scenarios, such as hypothetical changes to interest rates, 
and then observing how consumer allocations change, it will be possible to answer these questions. Although 
complicating the experimental design, adding such factors in principle is straightforward and would constitute a 
novel approach to the study of tourism expenditure. A similar approach has shown promising results in the 
context of entrepreneurial decision making (see Oppewal et al. 2000).  

Market Segments  
Windfall segments were found to reveal a stable grouping of respondents into five segments; namely, Debt-
reducers (the largest group comprising one third of respondents), Entertainment-seekers (26%), Investors (10%), 
Home-improvers (15%), and Holiday-makers (15%). These segments demonstrate distinct profiles with regard to 
their allocation of windfall income. These segments were found to be highly associated with socio-demographic 
characteristics, which could be used in marketing strategies to target specific windfall segments. Of these 
segments, Holiday-makers seem most attractive from a tourist point of view. Holiday-makers are characterised 
as being more often employees, younger, and people in families. They prefer having things organised. 
Surprisingly however, there were no indications that their actual travel behaviour has been different from other 
segments indicating that observed past travel behaviour is not a good indication of the likelihood that someone 
will spend windfall income on tourism products. These are only tentative results. However, further research is 
needed to investigate how the motivational differences identified between windfall segments translate into 
differences in actual travel behaviour. 

Limitations  
The analysis of trade-offs between categories of discretionary spending has been based on a choice experiment 
in which respondents were asked to allocate a windfall income of $2,000 across various constrained categories. 
The results therefore provide important information as to how Australians are likely to allocate this sum of 
money under these conditions, and how they broadly feel about, and value, various discretionary spending 
options in general. It is important to note, however, that the results may have been somewhat different had the 
amount of windfall income been significantly larger or smaller. For example, much larger amounts are likely to 
result in a lower proportional allocation to household debt reduction (since debts are finite) and a higher 
proportional allocation to financial investment. Spending behaviour in relation to windfall income may not 
necessarily be the same as spending behaviour when real salaries and wages increase (decrease), tax burdens 
change, inflation or interest rate changes affect real incomes, etc. as these changes apply over some future period 
rather than as a one-off event such as a windfall. Nevertheless, the results from this study may broadly indicate 
attitudes and behaviours in relation to discretionary spending in general. In addition, it would not be correct to 
infer from these results that a fall in income would necessarily result in reverse, symmetric effects. That is, a 
reduction in the allocation of discretionary resources across each category may not occur in the same 
proportions. 
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APPENDIX A: ONLINE SURVEY 

Dear respondent: 

Thank you for participating in our research on how households are likely to spend extra income. 

Many Australian households recently have benefited from changes to their income due to the 
government’s new ‘baby bonus’ payments (a one-off payment for children born after the 1st of July 
2004) or tax breaks. Additionally, some household’s incomes may have risen due to other reasons like 
wage increases, promotions, spouses or partners taking new jobs, inheritances, or similar changes in 
individual or household financial situations.  

The purpose of our research is to better understand how different households would use extra income 
that comes available. Specifically, we want to know how households would spend such extra income, 
and how much of it they would spend it on leisure, travel and tourism.  

Our research is funded by the Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism, which is a 
research collaboration of several universities, industry and the Federal government. This study is 
being conducted by a team of researchers from five universities: La Trobe, Monash, UNSW, University 
of Technology, Sydney and Wollongong.  

Most people can complete the survey in about 20 minutes. Please complete all questions. 

The survey also asks some general questions about household income and other household 
characteristics. The purpose of these questions is to check that we have a proper cross section of the 
population, and to compare the answers of different types of people, such as males with females, 
younger people with older people, etc. So, your answers to these questions are only used for 
university research purposes, no one will call you or follow up, and your identity will be protected so 
that not even the university research team will know who you are. All your answers are treated 
confidentially and will not be associated with your name, address or other identifying data. Any 
academic papers or reports will contain only summary information of findings, and there will not be 
information on any individual’s answers.  

The following section contains details about the project that might interest you:  

Name of the researchers (in alphabetical order):  
Professor Geoffrey Crouch, School of Business, La Trobe University 
Professor Timothy Devinney, Australian Graduate School of Management, University of New South 
Wales 
A/Prof Sara Dolnicar, School of Management & Marketing, University of Wollongong 
Dr Twan Huybers, Australian Defence Force Academy, University of New South Wales 
Professor Jordan Louviere, School of Marketing, University of Technology Sydney  
Professor Harmen Oppewal, Department of Marketing, Monash University  

Aims of research: Understand how different people and households would spend extra income.  

Procedure used: Written questionnaire. The information you will be giving will be entered into an 
electronic data set and analysed. Your anonymity and/or confidentiality as well as the anonymity of 
your organisation will be maintained at all times.  

Time required: approximately 20 minutes.  
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Benefits: If you would like to see a summary of the research findings, you can log on to our website at 
http://surveys.buseco.monash.edu.au/income/results/ after January 2005, when the results should be 
available. Or, you can send an empty email to CRCexpenditurestudy@buseco.monash.edu.au with 
the header of the email stating: ’Requesting summary’. We will the respond by emailing you the 
summary of results in due course.  

Your participation will be taken as consent to participate (in order to preserve anonymity). You are free 
to refuse to participate.  

Should you have any concerns or complaints regarding the way in which the research is or has been 
conducted, please contact the Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics 
Committee on (02) 4221 4457 or on email eves@uow.edu.au.  

Thank you very much for your participation! 

 

SECTION 1: EXPENDITURE TYPES 
 
Suppose by January 1 2005, your household receives $2,000 as a one-off payment from the federal 
government. This extra income is tax-free but it can be spent only on the expenditure items listed 
below.  

 Financial investments (like superannuation contributions, payments into savings accounts or 
investment schemes)  

 Reducing household debt (like mortgages, car loans or credit cards)  
 Home improvements or renovations (like replacing curtains or renovating kitchens)  
 Home entertainment equipment (like TVs or video cameras)  
 Leisure activities (like sports club memberships, going to concerts, movies or museums)  
 Domestic holidays (travel and/or accommodation)  
 Overseas holidays (travel and/or accommodation)  
 Donations to charity (like Salvation Army, Heart Foundation, RSPCA or Greenpeace)  

Please answer the questions below to indicate for each item how you would spend the extra $2,000 if 
you could only spend the money on this item.  

Question 1.1  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to reduce household debt, which of the following would 
be your most likely choice (select only one)? 

Mortgage 

Credit card 

Car loan 

Student loan 

Mobile phone debt 

Other means of reducing household debt (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
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Question 1.2  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a financial investment, what would be your most likely 
choice (select only one below)? 

Contribution to a superannuation scheme 

A savings deposit 

Shares 

Property 

Insurance 

Other financial investment (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  

 

Question 1.3  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to improve/renovate your present residence/home, which 
of the following would be your most likely choice (select only one)?  

Painting 

Decorations 

Renovate one or more rooms or kitchen 

Expand the size of the house 

Improve the garden 

Recarpet the house 

Replace curtains 

Build pool 

Install rainwater tank, solar cells or other measures to support sustainable resources 

Other home improvement/renovation (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
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Question 1.4  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to improve/renovate property, such as an investment 
property or holiday home, which of the following would be your most likely choice (select only one)?  

I do not own or rent a second property 

Painting 

Decorations 

Renovate one or more rooms or kitchen 

Expand the size of the house 

Improve the garden 

Recarpet the house 

Replace curtains 

Build pool 

Install rainwater tank, solar cells or other measures to support sustainable resources 

Other home improvement/renovation (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  

Question 1.5  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on home entertainment equipment, which one of the 
following would you be most likely to choose (select only one)?  

Audio equipment 

Home computer 

Video camera 

Digital camera 

DVD player or recorder 

Wide screen or digital TV 

Other home entertainment equipment (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
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Question 1.6  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on leisure activities, which of the following would you 
most likely choose (select only one)?  

Sports club or gym membership 

Sports equipment or sports gear 

Tickets for cultural offers (concerts, etc.) 

Membership of cultural organisation (museums, etc.) 

Going out 

Pets 

Other leisure activity (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  

Question 1.7  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a domestic holiday, which on a domestic holiday, 
which of the following would be your most likely choice (select only one)?  

Culture 

Trip to a Town / City 

Organised tour 

Driving tour 

The outdoors 

Adventure 

Sporting holiday 

Skiing 

Hiking holiday 

Holiday for health / at a spa 

Resort experience 

The beach 

Rest and relaxation 

Visiting relatives or friends 

Visiting an event 

Other domestic holiday (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
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Question 1.8  

If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a domestic holiday, which type of destination region 
would you most likely choose for that domestic holiday (select only one)?  

The Coast 

The High Country 

An Australian city 

The Outback 

Rural Australia 

Tasmania 

Other destination (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  

Question 1.9  

If you were to spend the $2,000 extra income on an overseas holiday, what would be your most likely 
type of holiday (select only one)?  

Culture 

Trip to a Town / City 

Organised tour 

Driving tour 

The outdoors 

Adventure 

Sporting holiday 

Skiing 

Hiking holiday 

Holiday for health / at a spa 

Resort experience 

The beach 

Rest and relaxation 

Visiting relatives or friends 

Visiting an event 

Other overseas holiday (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
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Question 1.10  

If you were to spend the $2,000 extra income on an overseas holiday, which continent or country 
would be your most likely destination choice (select only one)?  

Europe 

Africa 

Asia 

North America 

Latin or South America 

Antarctica 

Pacific 

Other (please specify country name):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  

 

Question 1.11  

If you would spend the $2,000 on a donation to charity, what organisation would receive most of your 
money (select only one)?  

AIDS foundation 

Amnesty international 

Church / temple 

Greenpeace 

Red Cross 

Salvation Army 

Smith Family 

Unicef 

Other charity or purpose of charity (please specify):  

I would NEVER give money to any charity  
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Question 1.12  

If you would spend the $2,000 on personal purchases, which purchases would you be most likely to 
make (select only one)?  

Clothes 

Shoes 

Jewellery 

Health and wellbeing 

Books 

Gift items 

Other personal purchases (please specify):  

I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options  
 
 
 
SECTION 2: ALLOCATION OF EXTRA INCOME 
 
Now we will show you different combinations of expenditures. For each combination, please tell us 
how you would spend the money if it could only be spent on the types listed.  

To illustrate, the example below specifies a situation where the money can only be used for a 
domestic holiday, home improvement/renovation, or home entertainment equipment:  

Example situation  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 
Domestic holiday .. 
Home improvement/renovation .. 
Home entertainment equipment .. 
Charity donation .. 
Still to allocate:  $2,000 
Total:  $2,000 

Suppose someone had answered as follows: 

Example situation  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 
Domestic holiday $ 1,600 
Home improvement/renovation $ 300 
Home entertainment equipment $ 0 
Charity donation $ 100 
Still to allocate:  $ 0 
Total:  $2,000 

This would mean this person chose to spend $1,600 on a domestic holiday, $300 on home renovation 
expenditures, no extra money on home entertainment and $100 donation to charity. Now, please tell 
us how you would use the extra income in each of the following eight situations. Please allocate the 
total amount ($2,000). For your assistance each table will display how much is still left for you to 
allocate. If negative numbers appear please reduce the amounts in the table.  
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Situation 1  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Home entertainment $

Leisure activities $

Domestic holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
 

Situation 2  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Home renovation $

Home entertainment $

Overseas holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 

Situation 3  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Financial investments $

Leisure activities $

Overseas holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
 

Situation 4  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Financial investments $

Home renovation $

Domestic holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
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Situation 5  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Reducing household debt $

Domestic holiday $

Overseas holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
 

Situation 6  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Reducing household debt $

Home renovation $

Leisure activities $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
 

Situation 7  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Reducing household debt $

Financial investments $

Home entertainment $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
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Situation 8  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Reducing household debt $

Financial investments $

Home renovation $

Home entertainment $

Leisure activities $

Domestic holiday $

Overseas holiday $

Charity donation $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 

Now please consider Situation 9, which includes all the options you previously evaluated. Now you 
can spend money on any other item you wish. Please tell us how you would spend the money in this 
situation the same way that you did in the situations above.  

Situation 9  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend 

Reducing household debt $

Financial investment $

Home improvement/renovation $

Home entertainment equipment $

Leisure activities $

Domestic holiday $

Overseas holiday $

Charity donation $

Personal purchases $

Any other expenditure item* $

Still to allocate:  $
Total:  $2,000 
*If any income is allocated to ‘Any other expenditure item’, please specify as clearly as you can the 
nature of this expenditure type in the space provided below:  

  

 



TOURISM AND THE COMPETITION FOR DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURE 
 

 

 
 
 38

SECTION 3: SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD 

Question 3.1  

Are you 

Male 

Female 

Question 3.2  

Which age bracket best describes your age on your last birthday 

18-25 years 

26-35 years 

36-45 years 

46-55 years 

56-65 years 

over 65 years 

Question 3.3  

How many people, including yourself, live in your household (count yourself as '1')? 

 

Question 3.4  

How many of these are children under 13? 

 

Question 3.5  

How many of these are children between 13 and 18 years old? 
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Question 3.6  

What is your status in the labour force (please select the option that best describes your situation)? 

Not in the labour force 

Unemployed looking for full-time work 

Unemployed looking for part-time work 

Employee 

Employer 

Own account worker 

Contributing family worker 

Other (please specify):  

 

Question 3.7  

How many hours of paid work do you undertake per week (please select the option that includes the 
number of hours you work)? 

None 

1-15 hours 

16-24 hours 

25-34 hours 

35-39 hours 

40 hours 

41-48 hours 

49 or more hours  

 

Question 3.8  

Please select one option that best describes your current household situation. 

One adult without children 

One adult with children 

Partnered / married couple without children 

Partnered / married couple with children 

Other (please specify):  
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Question 3.9a  

Please tell us the income (annual, before tax) of your entire household. Remember that we do not 
know who you are, and will use this information only to compare the answers of people who fall into 
different income categories.  

Less than $20,000 

$20,001 - $40,000 

$40,000 - $60,000 

$90,001 - $120,000 

$120,001 - $150,000 

$150,001 - $180,000 

more than $180,000 

Question 3.9b  

Please tell us the net weekly income of your entire household? ‘NET’ income means the amount that 
you take home after taxes and other deductions (select one option below that best describes your 
NET weekly income).  

No income 

$10-$119 (approx. $ 500 - $ 6000 net annually) 

$120-$159 (approx. $ 6000 - $ 8000 net annually) 

$160-$199 (approx. $ 8000 - $10,000 net annually) 

$200-$299 (approx. $ 10,000 - $15,000 net annually) 

$300-$399 (approx. $ 15,000 - $ 20,000 net annually) 

$400-$499 (approx. $ 20,000 - $ 25,000 net annually) 

$500-$599 (approx. $ 25,000 – $ 30,000 net annually) 

$600-$699 (approx. $ 30,000 - $ 35,000 net annually) 

$700-$799 (approx. $ 35,000 - $ $40,000 net annually) 

$800-$999 (approx. $ 40,000 - $ 50,000 net annually) 

$1000-$1199 (approx. $ 50,000 - $ 60,000 net annually) 

$1200-$1499 (approx. $ 60,000 - $ 75,000 net annually) 

$1500 or more (more than $ 75,000 net annually) 
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Question 3.10  

Please estimate how much your household will be spending for the whole of 2004 on each item below. 
Please enter the approximate dollar amounts in the table below. For guidance on the total amount in 
the table you may wish to compare your total amount to the approximate net annual household 
income as listed next to your weekly income in question 3.9b.  

Expenditure type Amount 

Reducing household debt $

Financial investment $

Home improvement/renovation $

Home entertainment equipment $

Leisure activities $

Domestic holiday $

Overseas holiday $

Donation to charity $

Other expenditures $

Total $

 
SECTION 3 (continued): QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR HOLIDAY PREFERENCES 

Question 3.11  

What is your postcode? 

 

Question 3.12  

How many holiday trips do you usually make per year? Select only one option below. 

None 

1 

2-3 

4-5 

5-10 

more than 10 
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Question 3.13  

How many of the holiday trips you typically undertake each year are longer than 4 days, and how 
many less than 4 days? Please state the number of short and long holidays you typically undertake 
each year below:  

Short holidays (up to 4 days): (select only one option below) 

None 

1 

2-3 

4-5 

5-10 

more than 10 

Long holidays (longer than 4 days): (select only one option below) 

None 

1 

2-3 

4-5 

5-10 

more than 10 

Question 3.14  

Which type of accommodation would you typically choose when you are on holiday (select only one 
below)? 

Hotel 

Bed & Breakfast 

Holiday apartment 

Private room 

Camping site 

Youth hostel 

With friends / relatives 

Other (please specify):  
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Question 3.15  

What information sources would you typically use to learn about a particular holiday destination 
(Please check up to three boxes below to indicate the most likely sources of information that you 
would use)?  

Don't need any information 

Brochures of village / region / province 

Brochures from tour operator 

Information from travel agent 

Articles in the media 

Advertisements in the media 

Information / reports from friends, relatives 

Information from local or regional tourist office 

Information from tourist offices in my home country 

Brochures about places of accommodation 

Guide books 

Trade fairs 

Internet 

Others (please specify):  
 

Question 3.16  

What types of things do you do when you are on holiday? Please check as many items in the list 
below that represent things you really do when you are on holiday.  

I want to rest and relax 

I am looking for luxury and want to be spoilt 

I want to do sports 

This holiday means excitement, a challenge and special experience to me 

I try not to exceed my planned budget for this holiday 

I want to realise my creativity 

I am looking for a variety of fun and entertainment 

Good company and getting to know people is important to me 

I use my holiday for the health and beauty of my body 

I put much emphasis on free-and-easy-going 

I spend my holiday here, because there are many entertainment facilities 

Being on holiday I do not pay attention to prices and money 

I am interested in the life style of the local people 

The special thing about my holiday is an intense experience of the nature 
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I am looking for cosiness and a familiar atmosphere 

On holiday the efforts to maintain unspoilt surroundings play a major role for me 

It is important to me that everything is organised and I do not have to care about anything 

When I choose a holiday-resort, unspoilt nature and natural landscape plays a major role for me 

Cultural offers and sights are a crucial factor 

I go on holiday for a change to my usual surroundings 

When I chose a destination, I put much emphasis on a romantic and nostalgic atmosphere 

When I choose this destination, the overall offer of the village / town is a crucial factor 

When I choose a destination, it is important to me that there are offers and care for children 

When I choose a destination, it is important to me that I can feel safe 

When I choose a destination, it is important to me that there is little traffic in the village / town 

 

This was the last question of this survey. If you have any comments for the researchers please 
type them here:  

 



TOURISM AND THE COMPETITION FOR DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURE 
 
 

 
 
  45

APPENDIX B: SURVEY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

Responses per survey version 
  

 Survey version  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 547 51.9 51.9 51.9
2 506 48.1 48.1 100.0

Valid 

Total 1053 100.0 100.0  
 
Q1.1 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to reduce household debt, which of the following would 
be your most likely choice (tick only one)? 

 1 Mortgage 
 2 Credit card 
 3 Car loan 
 4 Student loan 
 5 Mobile phone debt 
 6 Other means of reducing household debt (please specify) 
 7 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 374 35.5 35.8 35.8
2 418 39.7 40.0 75.9
3 76 7.2 7.3 83.1
4 44 4.2 4.2 87.4
5 6 .6 .6 87.9
6 35 3.3 3.4 91.3
7 91 8.6 8.7 100.0

Valid 

Total 1044 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 9 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q1.2 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a financial investment, what would be your most 
likely choice (tick only one below)? 

 1 Contribution to a superannuation scheme 
 2 A savings deposit 
 3 Shares 
 4 Property 
 5 Insurance 
 6 Other financial investment (please specify) 
 7 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 191 18.1 18.3 18.3
2 359 34.1 34.4 52.7
3 295 28.0 28.3 80.9
4 120 11.4 11.5 92.4
5 5 .5 .5 92.9
6 25 2.4 2.4 95.3
7 49 4.7 4.7 100.0

Valid 

Total 1044 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 9 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   
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Q1.3 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to improve/renovate your present residence/home, 
which of the following would be your most likely choice (tick only one)?  

 1 Painting  
 2 Decorations 
 3 Renovate one or more rooms or kitchen  
 4 Expand the size of the house  
 5 Improve the garden  
 6 Recarpet the house  
 7 Replace curtains 
 8 Build pool 
 9 Install rainwater tank, solar cells or other measures to support sustainable resources 
 10 Other home improvement/renovation (please specify) 
 11 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 104 9.9 10.0 10.0
2 50 4.7 4.8 14.7
3 233 22.1 22.3 37.0
4 48 4.6 4.6 41.6
5 112 10.6 10.7 52.3
6 87 8.3 8.3 60.7
7 36 3.4 3.4 64.1
8 27 2.6 2.6 66.7
9 201 19.1 19.2 85.9
10 67 6.4 6.4 92.3
11 80 7.6 7.7 100.0

Valid 

Total 1045 99.2 100.0  
Missing 999 8 .8   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.4 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income to improve/renovate property, such as an investment 
property or holiday home, which of the following would be your most likely choice (tick only one)?  

 1 I do not own or rent a second  property.  
 2 Painting  
 3 Decorations 
 4 Renovate one or more rooms or kitchen  
 5 Expand the size of the house  
 6 Improve the garden  
 7 Recarpet the house  
 8 Replace curtains 
 9 Build pool 
 10 Install rainwater tank, solar cells or other measures to support sustainable resources 
 11 Other home improvement/renovation (please specify) 
 12 I would  NEVER spend the money on any of these options 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 610 57.9 58.4 58.4
2 70 6.6 6.7 65.1
3 14 1.3 1.3 66.4
4 86 8.2 8.2 74.6
5 24 2.3 2.3 76.9
6 30 2.8 2.9 79.8
7 37 3.5 3.5 83.3
8 10 .9 1.0 84.3
9 10 .9 1.0 85.3
10 75 7.1 7.2 92.4
11 8 .8 .8 93.2
12 71 6.7 6.8 100.0

Valid 

Total 1045 99.2 100.0  
Missing 999 8 .8   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.5 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on home entertainment equipment, which one of the 
following would you be most likely to choose (tick only one)? 

 1 Audio equipment  
 2 Home computer 
 3 Video camera 
 4 Digital camera 
 5 DVD player or recorder 
 6 Wide screen or digital TV 
 7 Other home entertainment equipment (please specify)  
 8 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 99 9.4 9.5 9.5
2 180 17.1 17.3 26.7
3 100 9.5 9.6 36.3
4 126 12.0 12.1 48.4
5 55 5.2 5.3 53.7
6 367 34.9 35.2 88.9
7 18 1.7 1.7 90.6
8 98 9.3 9.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1043 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 10 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.6 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on leisure activities, which of the following would you 
most likely choose (tick only one)? 

 1 Sports club or gym membership 
 2 Sports equipment or sports gear 
 3 Tickets for cultural offers (concerts, etc.) 
 4 Membership of cultural organisation (museums, etc.) 
 5 Going out 
 6 Pets  
 7 Other leisure activity (please specify) 
 8 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 126 12.0 12.1 12.1
2 118 11.2 11.3 23.4
3 175 16.6 16.8 40.2
4 19 1.8 1.8 42.0
5 318 30.2 30.5 72.5
6 47 4.5 4.5 77.0
7 98 9.3 9.4 86.4
8 142 13.5 13.6 100.0

Valid 

Total 1043 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 10 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.7 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a domestic holiday, which of the following would be 
your most likely choice (tick only one)? 

 1 Culture 
 2 Trip to a Town / City 
 3 Organised tour 
 4 Driving tour 
 5 The outdoors 
 6 Adventure 
 7 Sporting holiday 
 8 Skiing 
 9 Hiking holiday 
 10 Holiday for health / at a spa 
 11 Resort experience 
 12 The beach 
 13 Rest and relaxation 
 14 Visiting relatives or friends 
 15 Visiting an event 
 16 Other domestic holiday (please specify): ………………………….. 
 17 I would NOT spend  the money on any of these options 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 9 .9 .9 .9
2 104 9.9 9.9 10.8
3 32 3.0 3.1 13.9
4 120 11.4 11.5 25.3
5 59 5.6 5.6 31.0
6 37 3.5 3.5 34.5
7 13 1.2 1.2 35.8
8 51 4.8 4.9 40.6
9 10 .9 1.0 41.6
10 34 3.2 3.3 44.8
11 161 15.3 15.4 60.2
12 89 8.5 8.5 68.7
13 114 10.8 10.9 79.6
14 135 12.8 12.9 92.5
15 23 2.2 2.2 94.7
16 25 2.4 2.4 97.1
17 30 2.8 2.9 100.0

Valid 

Total 1046 99.3 100.0  
Missing 999 7 .7   
Total 1053 100.0   
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Q1.8 
If you would spend the $2,000 extra income on a domestic holiday, which type of destination region 
would you most likely choose for that domestic holiday (select only one)?  

 1 The Coast 
 2 The High Country 
 3 An Australian city 
 4 The Outback 
 5 Rural Australia 
 6 Tasmania 
 7 Other destination (please specify) 
 8 I would NOT spend  the money on any of these options 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 427 40.6 40.9 40.9
2 57 5.4 5.5 46.4
3 129 12.3 12.4 58.7
4 143 13.6 13.7 72.4
5 52 4.9 5.0 77.4
6 178 16.9 17.0 94.4
7 31 2.9 3.0 97.4
8 27 2.6 2.6 100.0

Valid 

Total 1044 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 9 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.9 
If you were to spend the $2,000 extra income on an overseas holiday, what would be your most likely 
type of holiday (tick only one)?  

 1 Culture 
 2 Trip to a Town / City 
 3 Organised tour 
 4 Driving tour 
 5 The outdoors 
 6 Adventure 
 7 Sporting holiday 
 8 Skiing 
 9 Hiking holiday 
 10 Holiday for health / at a spa 
 11 Resort experience 
 12 The beach 
 13 Rest and relaxation 
 14 Visiting relatives or friends 
 15 Visiting an event 
 16 Other overseas holiday (please specify): ………………………….. 
 17 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 89 8.5 8.5 8.5
2 117 11.1 11.2 19.7
3 112 10.6 10.7 30.4
4 53 5.0 5.1 35.5
5 18 1.7 1.7 37.2
6 46 4.4 4.4 41.6
7 14 1.3 1.3 43.0
8 31 2.9 3.0 45.9
9 11 1.0 1.1 47.0
10 8 .8 .8 47.8
11 112 10.6 10.7 58.5
12 35 3.3 3.3 61.8
13 94 8.9 9.0 70.8
14 200 19.0 19.1 90.0
15 12 1.1 1.1 91.1
16 20 1.9 1.9 93.0
17 73 6.9 7.0 100.0

Valid 

Total 1045 99.2 100.0  
Missing 999 8 .8   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.10 
If you were to spend the $2,000 extra income on an overseas holiday, which continent or country 
would be your most likely destination choice (tick only one)?  

 1 Europe 
 2 Africa 
 3 Asia 
 4 North America  
 5 Latin or South America 
 6 Antarctica 
 7 Pacific 
 8 Other (please specify country name): …………………………………….. 
 9 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 425 40.4 40.9 40.9
2 21 2.0 2.0 42.9
3 180 17.1 17.3 60.2
4 135 12.8 13.0 73.2
5 34 3.2 3.3 76.4
6 14 1.3 1.3 77.8
7 113 10.7 10.9 88.7
8 56 5.3 5.4 94.0
9 62 5.9 6.0 100.0

Valid 

Total 1040 98.8 100.0  
Missing 999 13 1.2   
Total 1053 100.0   
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Q1.11 
If you would spend the $2,000 on a donation to charity,  
what organisation would receive most of your money (tick only one)? 

 1 AIDS foundation 
 2 Amnesty international 
 3 Church / temple 
 4 Greenpeace 
 5 Red Cross 
 6 Salvation Army 
 7 Smith Family 
 8 Unicef 
 9 Other charity or purpose of charity (please specify): ……………………………. 
 10 I would NEVER give money to any charity  

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 49 4.7 4.8 4.8
2 45 4.3 4.4 9.1
3 73 6.9 7.1 16.2
4 38 3.6 3.7 19.9
5 128 12.2 12.4 32.3
6 260 24.7 25.2 57.5
7 68 6.5 6.6 64.1
8 34 3.2 3.3 67.4
9 262 24.9 25.4 92.8
10 74 7.0 7.2 100.0

Valid 

Total 1031 97.9 100.0  
Missing 999 22 2.1   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q1.12 
If you would spend the $2,000 on personal purchases, which purchases would you be most likely to 
make (tick only one)? 

 1 Clothes 
 2 Shoes 
 3 Jewellery 
 4 Health and wellbeing 
 5 Books 
 6 Gift items 
 7 Other personal purchases (please specify): ……………………………. 
 8 I would NEVER spend the money on any of these options 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 469 44.5 44.9 44.9
2 25 2.4 2.4 47.3
3 62 5.9 5.9 53.3
4 156 14.8 14.9 68.2
5 75 7.1 7.2 75.4
6 118 11.2 11.3 86.7
7 50 4.7 4.8 91.5
8 89 8.5 8.5 100.0

Valid 

Total 1044 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 9 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   
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SECTION 2 CHOICE SCENARIOS 
 
Version 1 Statistics 
 
 
Q2.1 
Situation 1  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.1.1 Home entertainment  
Q2.1.2 Leisure activities  
Q2.1.3 Domestic holiday  
Q2.1.4 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.1.1 Q2.1.2 Q2.1.3 Q2.1.4 

Valid 522 522 522 522 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 635.84 286.63 975.45 102.08 
Std. Deviation 611.250 336.100 639.375 179.441 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.2 

Situation 2 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.2.1 Home renovation  
Q2.2.2 Home entertainment  
Q2.2.3 Overseas holiday  
Q2.2.4 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.2.1 Q2.2.2 Q2.2.3 Q2.2.4 

Valid 515 515 515 515 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 759.47 340.94 847.75 51.84 
Std. Deviation 824.653 590.582 871.150 129.721 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 1500 

 
 
Q2.3 

Situation 3 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.3.1 Financial investments  
Q2.3.2 Leisure activities  
Q2.3.3 Overseas holiday  
Q2.3.4 Charity donation   

 
  Q2.3.1 Q2.3.2 Q2.3.3 Q2.3.4 

Valid 515 515 515 515 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 949.67 242.71 745.28 62.34 
Std. Deviation 819.583 461.438 829.974 161.856 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 
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Q2.4 
 

Situation 4 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.4.1 Financial investments  
Q2.4.2 Home renovation  
Q2.4.3 Domestic holiday  
Q2.4.4 Charity donation   
  
  
  Q2.4.1 Q2.4.2 Q2.4.3 Q2.4.4 

Valid 516 516 516 516 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 669.26 624.29 637.02 69.43 
Std. Deviation 759.696 724.251 690.956 177.076 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.5 
 

Situation 5 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.5.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.5.2 Domestic holiday  
Q2.5.3 Overseas holiday  
Q2.5.4  Charity donation   
  

  
  Q2.5.1 Q2.5.2 Q2.5.3 Q2.5.4 

Valid 513 513 513 513 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1257.26 320.02 373.57 49.15 
Std. Deviation 815.408 568.576 685.163 129.208 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 1450 

 
 
Q2.6 
 

Situation 6  
Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.6.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.6.2 Home renovation  
Q2.6.3 Leisure activities  
Q2.6.4 Charity donation   
  

  
  Q2.6.1 Q2.6.2 Q2.6.3 Q2.6.4 

Valid 520 520 520 520 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1203.27 478.63 251.60 66.50 
Std. Deviation 783.615 659.147 481.063 179.499 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 
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Q2.7 
 

Situation 7 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.7.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.7.2 Financial investments  
Q2.7.3 Home entertainment  
Q2.7.4 Charity donation   

 
  

  Q2.7.1 Q2.7.2 Q2.7.3 Q2.7.4 
Valid 520 520 520 520 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1177.99 483.83 282.90 55.28 
Std. Deviation 772.881 664.758 499.752 145.620 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.8 
 

Situation 8 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.8.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.8.2 Financial investments  
Q2.8.3 Home renovation  
Q2.8.4 Home entertainment  
Q2.8.5 Leisure activities  
Q2.8.6 Domestic holiday  
Q2.8.7 Overseas holiday  
Q2.8.8 Charity donation  

 
  

  Q2.8.1 Q2.8.2 Q2.8.3 Q2.8.4 Q2.8.5 Q2.8.6 Q2.8.7 Q2.8.8 
N Valid 517 517 517 517 517 517 517 517
  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 853.32 271.53 216.21 121.32 62.22 192.14 247.12 36.15
Std. Deviation 779.689 525.160 467.791 314.181 153.347 391.029 579.534 121.649
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 1000 2000 2000 2000

 
 
Q2.9 
 

Situation 9 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.9.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.9.2 Financial investment  
Q2.9.3 Home improvement/renovation  
Q2.9.4 Home entertainment equipment  
Q2.9.5 Leisure activities  
Q2.9.6 Domestic holiday  
Q2.9.7 Overseas holiday  
Q2.9.8 Charity donation   
Q2.9.9 Personal purchases  
Q2.9.10 Any other expenditure item*  
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  Q2.9.1 Q2.9.2 Q2.9.3 Q2.9.4 Q2.9.5 Q2.9.6 Q2.9.7 Q2.9.8 Q2.9.9 Q2.9.10 
N Valid 512 512 512 512 512 512 512 512 512 512
  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 805.79 261.25 213.54 101.89 56.38 154.26 247.90 33.73 102.87 22.39
Std. Deviation 783.261 519.82

5 465.509 298.229 157.854 350.39
7 583.516 119.130 263.38

2 168.905

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000

 
 
 
 
Version 2 Statistics 
 
 
Q2.1 
 

Situation 1  

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.1.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.1.2 Financial investments  
Q2.1.3 Home renovation  
Q2.1.4 Overseas holiday  
Q2.1.5 Charity donation  

 
 

  Q2.1.1 Q2.1.2 Q2.1.3 Q2.1.4 Q2.1.5 
Valid 487 487 487 487 487 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1021.54 290.79 331.78 300.25 55.64 
Std. Deviation 794.631 514.249 555.619 560.289 145.220 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 1200 

 
 
 
Q2.2 
 

Situation 2 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.2.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.2.2 Financial investments  
Q2.2.3 Leisure activities  
Q2.2.4 Domestic holiday   
Q2.2.5 Charity donation  

  
  Q2.2.1 Q2.2.2 Q2.2.3 Q2.2.4 Q2.2.5 

Valid 482 482 482 482 482 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1002.46 325.50 148.71 476.76 46.57 
Std. Deviation 778.654 531.931 276.677 620.642 116.784 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 1000 
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Q2.3 
 

Situation 3 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.3.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.3.2 Home renovation  
Q2.3.3 Home entertainment  
Q2.3.4 Domestic holiday  
Q2.3.5 Charity donation  

  
  Q2.3.1 Q2.3.2 Q2.3.3 Q2.3.4 Q2.3.5 

Valid 476 476 476 476 476 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 955.02 343.07 287.06 360.39 54.46 
Std. Deviation 764.815 547.726 507.976 536.538 188.329 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.4 
 

Situation 4 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.4.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.4.2 Home entertainment  
Q2.4.3 Leisure activities  
Q2.4.4 Overseas holiday  
Q2.4.5 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.4.1 Q2.4.2 Q2.4.3 Q2.4.4 Q2.4.5 

Valid 474 474 474 474 474 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1058.21 263.70 154.70 460.60 62.79 
Std. Deviation 798.918 472.358 312.722 703.882 198.872 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.5 
 

Situation 5 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.5.1 Financial investments  
Q2.5.2 Home renovation  
Q2.5.3 Home entertainment  
Q2.5.4 Leisure activities  
Q2.5.5 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.5.1 Q2.5.2 Q2.5.3 Q2.5.4 Q2.5.5 

Valid 475 475 475 475 475 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 679.12 632.69 335.78 270.09 82.32 
Std. Deviation 733.745 733.708 502.122 438.426 247.272 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 
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Q2.6 
 

Situation 6  

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.6.1 Financial investments  
Q2.6.2 Home entertainment  
Q2.6.3 Domestic holiday  
Q2.6.4 Overseas holiday  
Q2.6.5 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.6.1 Q2.6.2 Q2.6.3 Q2.6.4 Q2.6.5 

Valid 475 475 475 475 475 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 693.20 260.72 503.47 471.40 71.21 
Std. Deviation 769.221 456.976 661.839 732.053 238.307 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
 
Q2.7 
 

Situation 7 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.7.1 Home renovation  
Q2.7.2 Leisure activities  
Q2.7.3 Domestic holiday  
Q2.7.4 Overseas holiday  
Q2.7.5 Charity donation   

  
  Q2.7.1 Q2.7.2 Q2.7.3 Q2.7.4 Q2.7.5 

Valid 475 475 475 475 475 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 765.46 191.91 472.68 500.29 69.65 
Std. Deviation 786.138 344.446 635.565 739.779 199.069 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

 
 
Q2.8 
 

Situation 8 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.8.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.8.2 Financial investments  
Q2.8.3 Home renovation  
Q2.8.4 Home entertainment  
Q2.8.5 Leisure activities  
Q2.8.6 Domestic holiday  
Q2.8.7 Overseas holiday  
Q2.8.8 Charity donation  

  
  Q2.8.1 Q2.8.2 Q2.8.3 Q2.8.4 Q2.8.5 Q2.8.6 Q2.8.7 Q2.8.8 
N Valid 474 474 474 474 474 474 474 474
  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 931.37 221.27 223.07 122.59 74.38 181.39 203.15 42.79
Std. Deviation 790.408 475.539 463.961 319.269 215.464 396.112 505.309 148.806
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000
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Q2.9 
 

Situation 9 
 

Your only options are spending the $2,000 on: Spend  
Q2.9.1 Reducing household debt  
Q2.9.2 Financial investment  
Q2.9.3 Home improvement/renovation  
Q2.9.4 Home entertainment equipment  
Q2.9.5 Leisure activities  
Q2.9.6 Domestic holiday  
Q2.9.7 Overseas holiday  
Q2.9.8 Charity donation   
Q2.9.9 Personal purchases  
Q2.9.10 Any other expenditure item*  

  

  Q2.9.1 Q2.9.2 Q2.9.3 Q2.9.4 Q2.9.5 Q2.9.6 Q2.9.7 Q2.9.8 Q2.9.9 
Q2.9.1

0 
N Valid 474 474 474 474 474 474 474 474 474 474
  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 875.95 190.93 201.16 110.63 58.65 168.49 193.88 38.45 124.64 37.22
Std. 
Deviation 804.442 449.254 439.733 311.852 199.191 380.810 504.610 125.75

1 312.796 200.92
0

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 1000 2000 2000

 
Q3.1 
 
Are you  

 0 male 
 1 female 

  

 Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
male 530 50.3 50.6 50.6
female 518 49.2 49.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1048 99.5 100.0  
Missing 999 5 .5   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.2 
 
Which age bracket best describes your age on your LAST birthday  

 1 18-25 years  
 2 26-35 years  
 3 36-45 years  
 4 46-55 years  
 5 56-65 years  
 6 over 65 years  

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 194 18.4 18.5 18.5
2 247 23.5 23.5 42.0
3 218 20.7 20.8 62.8
4 218 20.7 20.8 83.5
5 101 9.6 9.6 93.1
6 72 6.8 6.9 100.0

Valid 

Total 1050 99.7 100.0  
Missing 999 3 .3   
Total 1053 100.0   
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Q3.3 
 
How many people, including yourself, live in your household (count yourself as ‘1’)?    ………… 
   

Valid 1050N 
Missing 3

Mean 2.95
Std. Deviation 1.350
Minimum 1
Maximum 8

  
 Number of people 
in household Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 122 11.6 11.6 11.6
2 346 32.9 33.0 44.6
3 252 23.9 24.0 68.6
4 174 16.5 16.6 85.1
5 118 11.2 11.2 96.4
6 26 2.5 2.5 98.9
7 11 1.0 1.0 99.9
8 1 .1 .1 100.0

Valid 

Total 1050 99.7 100.0  
Missing 999 3 .3   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.4 
 
How many of these are children under 13? ………… 
   

Valid 1047N 
Missing 6

Mean .50
Std. Deviation .896
Minimum 0
Maximum 5

 
  

 Children under 13 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
0 738 70.1 70.5 70.5
1 152 14.4 14.5 85.0
2 110 10.4 10.5 95.5
3 37 3.5 3.5 99.0
4 8 .8 .8 99.8
5 2 .2 .2 100.0

Valid 

Total 1047 99.4 100.0  
Missing 999 6 .6   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.5 
 
How many of these are children between 13 and 18 years old? ………… 
   

Valid 1041N 
Missing 12

Mean .25
Std. Deviation .583
Minimum 0
Maximum 4
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Children 13-18  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
0 840 79.8 80.7 80.7
1 150 14.2 14.4 95.1
2 39 3.7 3.7 98.8
3 11 1.0 1.1 99.9
4 1 .1 .1 100.0

Valid 

Total 1041 98.9 100.0  
Missing 999 12 1.1   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q3.6 
What is your status in the labour force (please tick the box that best describes your situation)? 

 1 Not in the labour force 
 2 Unemployed looking for full-time work 
 3 Unemployed looking for part-time work 
 4 Employee 
 5 Employer 
 6 Own account worker 
 7 Contributing family worker 
 8 Other (please specify): …………………………. 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 154 14.6 14.8 14.8
2 27 2.6 2.6 17.4
3 27 2.6 2.6 20.0
4 575 54.6 55.4 75.4
5 44 4.2 4.2 79.7
6 57 5.4 5.5 85.2
7 29 2.8 2.8 88.0
8 125 11.9 12.0 100.0

Valid 

Total 1038 98.6 100.0  
Missing 999 15 1.4   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q3.7 
How many hours of paid work do you undertake per week (please tick the box that includes the 
number of hours you work)?    

 1 None 
 2 1-15 hours 
 3 16-24 hours 
 4 25-34 hours  
 5 35-39 hours 
 6 40 hours 
 7 41-48 hours 
 8 49 or more hours 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 276 26.2 26.4 26.4
2 92 8.7 8.8 35.1
3 75 7.1 7.2 42.3
4 73 6.9 7.0 49.3
5 169 16.0 16.1 65.4
6 151 14.3 14.4 79.8
7 116 11.0 11.1 90.9
8 95 9.0 9.1 100.0

Valid 

Total 1047 99.4 100.0  
Missing 999 6 .6   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q3.8 
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Please tick one box that best describes your  current household situation. 
 1 One adult without children         
 2 One adult with children        
 3 Partnered / married couple without children      
 4 partnered / married couple with children       
 5 Other (please specify family status): ………………………… 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 151 14.3 14.5 14.5
2 65 6.2 6.3 20.8
3 288 27.4 27.7 48.5
4 408 38.7 39.3 87.8
5 127 12.1 12.2 100.0

Valid 

Total 1039 98.7 100.0  
Missing 999 14 1.3   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q3.9a 
Please tell us the income (ANNUAL, BEFORE TAX) of your entire HOUSEHOLD.  

 1 Less than $20,000 
 2 $20,001 - $40,000 
 3 $40,000 - $80,000 
 4 $80,001 - $120,000 
 5 $120,001 - $150,000 
 6 $150,001 - $180,000 
 7 more than $180,000 

  

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 111 10.5 10.7 10.7
2 214 20.3 20.5 31.2
3 320 30.4 30.7 61.9
4 240 22.8 23.0 84.9
5 72 6.8 6.9 91.8
6 40 3.8 3.8 95.7
7 45 4.3 4.3 100.0

Valid 

Total 1042 99.0 100.0  
Missing 999 11 1.0   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Q3.9b 
Please tell us the NET WEEKLY income of your entire household? ‘NET’ income means the amount 
that you take home after taxes and other deductions. Remember that we do not know who you are, and 
will use this information only to compare the answers of people who fall into different income 
categories. 
 (Tick one box below that best describes your NET weekly income) 

 1 No income 
 2 $1-$119  
 3 $120-$159 
 4 $160-$199 
 5 $200-$299 
 6 $300-$399 
 7 $400-$499 
 8 $500-$599 
 9 $600-$699  
 10 $700-$799  
 11 $800-$999  
 12 $1000-$1199  
 13 $1200-$1499 
 14 $1500 or more  
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 24 2.3 2.3 2.3
2 17 1.6 1.6 3.9
3 19 1.8 1.8 5.8
4 18 1.7 1.7 7.5
5 31 2.9 3.0 10.5
6 48 4.6 4.6 15.1
7 76 7.2 7.3 22.4
8 85 8.1 8.2 30.5
9 80 7.6 7.7 38.2
10 78 7.4 7.5 45.7
11 129 12.3 12.4 58.1
12 133 12.6 12.8 70.8
13 120 11.4 11.5 82.3
14 184 17.5 17.7 100.0

Valid 

Total 1042 99.0 100.0  
Missing 999 11 1.0   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.10 
Please estimate how much your household will be spending FOR THE WHOLE OF 2004 on each 
item below  
 
Either type the total dollar amounts or type as a percentage of your NET ANNUAL household income 
(this should equal the NET weekly income that you provided above x 52 weeks). 
 
Expenditure type Amount 
Q3.10.1 Reducing household debt $ 
Q3.10.2 Financial investment $ 
Q3.10.3 Home improvement/renovation $ 
Q3.10.4 Home entertainment equipment $ 
Q3.10.5 Leisure activities $ 
Q3.10.6 Domestic holiday  $ 
Q3.10.7 Overseas holiday  $ 
Q3.10.8 Donation to charity $ 
Q3.10.9 Other expenditures $ 

  
  Q3.10.1 Q3.10.2 Q3.10.3 Q3.10.4 Q3.10.5 Q3.10.6 Q3.10.7 Q3.10.8 Q3.10.9 
N Valid 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053 1053
  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 6140.88 10676.20 4550.21 1649.00 2901.32 1804.43 2116.90 929.60 9975.26
Std. 
Deviation 

22708.0
94 12962.817 17996.184 3194.570 4166.267 2697.718 4497.53

0 
2526.01

6 
13195.6

87
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 500000 140000 350000 50000 50000 15000 50000 25000 150000

 
 
Q3.12 
 
How many holiday trips do you usually make per year? Tick only one box below. 

 1 None 
 2 1 
 3 2-3 
 4 4-5 
 5 5-10 
 6 more than 10 
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 Trips per year Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 167 15.9 16.0 16.0
2 330 31.3 31.6 47.7
3 408 38.7 39.1 86.8
4 102 9.7 9.8 96.5
5 31 2.9 3.0 99.5
6 5 .5 .5 100.0

Valid 

Total 1043 99.1 100.0  
Missing 999 10 .9   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.13 
 
How many of the holiday trips you typically undertake each year are longer than 4 days, and  
how many less than 4 days? Please state the number of short and long holidays you typically 
undertake each year below:  

 
Short holidays (up to 4 days): (tick only one box below) 
 

 1 None 
 2 1 
 3 2-3 
 4 4-5 
 5 5-10 
 6 more than 10 

  
 

 Short holiday trips 
per year Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 293 27.8 28.3 28.3
2 317 30.1 30.6 58.9
3 332 31.5 32.0 90.9
4 66 6.3 6.4 97.3
5 20 1.9 1.9 99.2
6 8 .8 .8 100.0

Valid 

Total 1036 98.4 100.0  
Missing 999 17 1.6   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
Longer holidays (longer than 4 days):(tick only one box below) 
 

 1 None 
 2 1 
 3 2-3 
 4 4-5 
 5 5-10 
 6 more than 10 

  
 Longer holiday trips 
per year Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 283 26.9 27.4 27.4
2 456 43.3 44.1 71.5
3 238 22.6 23.0 94.5
4 28 2.7 2.7 97.2
5 13 1.2 1.3 98.5
6 16 1.5 1.5 100.0

Valid 

Total 1034 98.2 100.0  
Missing 999 19 1.8   
Total 1053 100.0   
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Q3.14 
 
Which type of accommodation would you typically choose when you are on holiday (tick only one 
below)?  

 1 Hotel 
 2 Bed & Breakfast 
 3 Holiday apartment 
 4 Private room 
 5 Camping site 
 6 Youth hostel 
 7 With friends / relatives 
 8 Other (please specify): …………………… 

  
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 290 27.5 28.0 28.0
2 60 5.7 5.8 33.8
3 253 24.0 24.5 58.3
4 28 2.7 2.7 61.0
5 110 10.4 10.6 71.7
6 19 1.8 1.8 73.5
7 247 23.5 23.9 97.4
8 27 2.6 2.6 100.0

Valid 

Total 1034 98.2 100.0  
Missing 999 19 1.8   
Total 1053 100.0   

 
 
Q3.15 
 
What information sources would you typically use to learn about a particular holiday destination  
(Please tick up to three boxes below to indicate the MOST LIKELY sources of information that you 
would use)? 
 

 1 Don’t need any information 
 2 Brochures of village / region / province 
 3 Brochures from tour operator 
 4 Information from travel agent 
 5 Articles in the media 
 6 Advertisements in the media 
 7 Information / reports from friends, relatives 
 8 Information from local or regional tourist office 
 9 Information from tourist offices in my home country 
 10 Brochures about places of accommodation 
 11 Guide books 
 12 Trade fairs 
 13 Internet 
 14 Others (please specify): ……………………………….. 
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q3.15.1

941 89.4 89.4 89.4
112 10.6 10.6 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.2

819 77.8 77.8 77.8
234 22.2 22.2 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.3

944 89.6 89.6 89.6
109 10.4 10.4 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.4

776 73.7 73.7 73.7
277 26.3 26.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.5

895 85.0 85.0 85.0
158 15.0 15.0 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.6

891 84.6 84.6 84.6
162 15.4 15.4 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.7

717 68.1 68.1 68.1
336 31.9 31.9 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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q3.15.8

887 84.2 84.2 84.2
166 15.8 15.8 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.9

979 93.0 93.0 93.0
74 7.0 7.0 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.10

836 79.4 79.4 79.4
217 20.6 20.6 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.11

861 81.8 81.8 81.8
192 18.2 18.2 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.12

1033 98.1 98.1 98.1
20 1.9 1.9 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.13

291 27.6 27.6 27.6
762 72.4 72.4 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.15.14

1046 99.3 99.3 99.3
7 .7 .7 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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Q3.16 
 
What types of things do you do when you are on holiday? Please tick as many items in  the list below 
that represent things you really do when you are on holiday. 

 1 I want to rest and relax.  
 2 I am looking for luxury and want to be spoilt.  
 3 I want to do sports.  
 4 This holiday means excitement, a challenge and special experience to me. 
 5 I try not to exceed my planned budget for this holiday.  
 6 I want to realise my creativity.  
 7 I am looking for a variety of fun and entertainment. 
 8 Good company and getting to know people is important to me.  
 9 I use my holiday for the health and beauty of my body. 
 10 I put much emphasis on free-and-easy-going.  
 11 I spend my holiday here, because there are many entertainment facilities. 
 12 Being on holiday I do not pay attention to prices and money.  
 13 I am interested in the life style of the local people.  
 14 The special thing about my holiday is an intense experience of the nature.  
 15 I am looking for cosiness and a familiar atmosphere.  
 16 On holiday the efforts to maintain unspoilt surroundings play a major role for me. 
 17 It is important to me that everything is organised and I do not have to care about 

anything. 
 18 When I choose a holiday-resort, an unspoilt nature and a natural landscape plays a 

major role for me. 
 19 Cultural offers and sights are a crucial factor. 
 20 I go on holiday for a change to my usual surroundings.  
 21 When I chose a destination, I put much emphasis on a romantic and nostalgic 

atmosphere. 
 22 When I choose this destination, the overall offer of the village / town is a crucial factor. 
 23 When I choose a destination, it is important to me that there are offers and care for 

children. 
 24 When I choose a destination, it is important to me that I can feel safe.  
 25 When I choose a destination, it is important to me that there is little traffic in the 

village / town. 

q3.16.1

194 18.4 18.4 18.4
859 81.6 81.6 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.2

801 76.1 76.1 76.1
252 23.9 23.9 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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q3.16.3

936 88.9 88.9 88.9
117 11.1 11.1 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.4

847 80.4 80.4 80.4
206 19.6 19.6 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.5

639 60.7 60.7 60.7
414 39.3 39.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.6

1004 95.3 95.3 95.3
49 4.7 4.7 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.7

553 52.5 52.5 52.5
500 47.5 47.5 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.8

704 66.9 66.9 66.9
349 33.1 33.1 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.9

979 93.0 93.0 93.0
74 7.0 7.0 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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q3.16.10

631 59.9 59.9 59.9
422 40.1 40.1 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.11

923 87.7 87.7 87.7
130 12.3 12.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.12

924 87.7 87.7 87.7
129 12.3 12.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.13

766 72.7 72.7 72.7
287 27.3 27.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.14

909 86.3 86.3 86.3
144 13.7 13.7 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.15

924 87.7 87.7 87.7
129 12.3 12.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.16

872 82.8 82.8 82.8
181 17.2 17.2 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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q3.16.17

913 86.7 86.7 86.7
140 13.3 13.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.18

875 83.1 83.1 83.1
178 16.9 16.9 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.19

838 79.6 79.6 79.6
215 20.4 20.4 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.20

513 48.7 48.7 48.7
540 51.3 51.3 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.21

950 90.2 90.2 90.2
103 9.8 9.8 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.22

886 84.1 84.1 84.1
167 15.9 15.9 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.23

922 87.6 87.6 87.6
131 12.4 12.4 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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q3.16.24

595 56.5 56.5 56.5
458 43.5 43.5 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

 

q3.16.25

951 90.3 90.3 90.3
102 9.7 9.7 100.0

1053 100.0 100.0

0
1
Total

Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent
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APPENDIX C: RESPONDENTS VERSUS NON-RESPONDENTS 

Response Rate 
 Survey Respondent? 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
no 1717 62.1 62.1 62.1
yes 1049 37.9 37.9 100.0

Valid 

Total 2766 100.0 100.0  
Response rate = 1053/2766 = 38% 
 
 
Gender 
 
Respondents 
 Gender 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
female 520 49.6 49.6 49.6
male 529 50.4 50.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1049 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Non-Respondents 
 Gender 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
female 869 50.6 50.6 50.6
male 848 49.4 49.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1717 100.0 100.0  
 
Age 
 
Respondents 
 Statistics 
Age  

Valid 1047N 
Missing 2

Mean 41.17
Std. Deviation 14.780
Minimum 18
Maximum 78

 
 
Non-Respondents 
 Statistics 
 
Age  

Valid 1717N 
Missing 0

Mean 42.08
Std. Deviation 15.438
Minimum 18
Maximum 83
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Respondents 
 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Age

0

20

40

60

80

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y

Mean = 41.17
Std. Dev. = 14.78
N = 1,047

Histogram

 
 
Non-Respondents 
 

20 40 60 80

Age

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y

Mean = 42.08
Std. Dev. = 15.438
N = 1,717

Histogram

 
 



TOURISM AND THE COMPETITION FOR DISCRETIONARY EXPENDITURE 
 

 

 
 
 74

 
Relationship Status 
Respondents 
 Relationship status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 5 .5 .5 .5 
  living with a partner 133 12.7 12.7 13.2 
  married 501 47.8 47.8 60.9 
  separated or divorced 94 9.0 9.0 69.9 
  single 292 27.8 27.8 97.7 
  widowed 24 2.3 2.3 100.0 
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0   

 
Non-Respondents 
 Relationship status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 7 .4 .4 .4 
  living with a partner 216 12.6 12.6 13.0 
  married 780 45.4 45.4 58.4 
  separated or divorced 185 10.8 10.8 69.2 
  single 482 28.1 28.1 97.3 
  widowed 47 2.7 2.7 100.0 
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0   

 
 
State of Residence 
 
Respondents 
 State 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
#N/A 1 .1 .1 .1
ACT 22 2.1 2.1 2.2
NSW 369 35.2 35.2 37.4
NT 7 .7 .7 38.0
QLD 177 16.9 16.9 54.9
SA 106 10.1 10.1 65.0
TAS 14 1.3 1.3 66.3
VIC 257 24.5 24.5 90.8
WA 96 9.2 9.2 100.0

Valid 

Total 1049 100.0 100.0  
 
Non-Respondents 
 State 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
ACT 26 1.5 1.5 1.5
NSW 595 34.7 34.7 36.2
NT 15 .9 .9 37.0
QLD 275 16.0 16.0 53.1
SA 169 9.8 9.8 62.9
TAS 44 2.6 2.6 65.5
VIC 432 25.2 25.2 90.6
WA 161 9.4 9.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1717 100.0 100.0  
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Number of People in Household 
 
Respondents 
 Number of people in household 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 4 .4 .4 .4
  five 129 12.3 12.3 12.7
  four 204 19.4 19.4 32.1
  one (only 

me) 99 9.4 9.4 41.6

  seven or 
more 13 1.2 1.2 42.8

  six 30 2.9 2.9 45.7
  three 233 22.2 22.2 67.9
  two 337 32.1 32.1 100.0
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0  

 
Non-Respondents 
 Number of people in household 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 5 .3 .3 .3
  five 170 9.9 9.9 10.2
  four 321 18.7 18.7 28.9
  one (only 

me) 154 9.0 9.0 37.9

  seven or 
more 30 1.7 1.7 39.6

  six 66 3.8 3.8 43.4
  three 388 22.6 22.6 66.0
  two 583 34.0 34.0 100.0
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0  

 
 
Home Ownership 
 
Respondents 
 Home ownership status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
#N/A 37 3.5 3.5 3.5
owned 691 65.9 65.9 69.4
rented 321 30.6 30.6 100.0

Valid 

Total 1049 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Non-Respondents 
 Home ownership status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
#N/A 108 6.3 6.3 6.3
owned 1020 59.4 59.4 65.7
rented 589 34.3 34.3 100.0

Valid 

Total 1717 100.0 100.0  
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Whether Children Under 18 at Home 
 
Respondents 
 Children under 18 at home? 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
#N/A 4 .4 .4 .4
no 670 63.9 63.9 64.3
yes 375 35.7 35.7 100.0

Valid 

Total 1049 100.0 100.0  
 
Non-Respondents 
 Children under 18 at home? 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
#N/A 40 2.3 2.3 2.3
no 1052 61.3 61.3 63.6
yes 625 36.4 36.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 1717 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Number of Children Under 18 at Home 
 
Respondents 
 Number of children under 18 at home 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 150 14.3 40.7 40.7
2 136 13.0 36.9 77.5
3 65 6.2 17.6 95.1
4 18 1.7 4.9 100.0

Valid 

Total 369 35.2 100.0  
Missing System 680 64.8   
Total 1049 100.0   

 
 
Non-Respondents 
 Number of children under 18 at home 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 254 14.8 41.8 41.8
2 225 13.1 37.0 78.8
3 102 5.9 16.8 95.6
4 27 1.6 4.4 100.0

Valid 

Total 608 35.4 100.0  
Missing System 1109 64.6   
Total 1717 100.0   
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Respondents 
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Education 
 
Respondents 
 Education level 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 10 1.0 1.0 1.0
  higher school 

certif. 172 16.4 16.4 17.3

  other college 107 10.2 10.2 27.6
  school certif. 116 11.1 11.1 38.6
  Some second 

school 112 10.7 10.7 49.3

  TAFE 164 15.6 15.6 64.9
  University 

undergrad 368 35.1 35.1 100.0

  Total 1049 100.0 100.0   
 
 
Non-Respondents 
 Education level 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 85 5.0 5.0 5.0
  higher school 

certif. 316 18.4 18.4 23.4

  other college 156 9.1 9.1 32.4
  school certif. 199 11.6 11.6 44.0
  some second. 

school 205 11.9 11.9 56.0

  TAFE 242 14.1 14.1 70.1
  University 

undergrad 514 29.9 29.9 100.0

  Total 1717 100.0 100.0   
 
 
Employment Status 
 
Respondents 
 Employment status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 12 1.1 1.1 1.1
  full-time 613 58.4 58.4 59.6
  not  working 252 24.0 24.0 83.6
  part-time 172 16.4 16.4 100.0
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0  

 
Non-Respondents 
 Employment status 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 82 4.8 4.8 4.8
  full-time 880 51.3 51.3 56.0
  not working 466 27.1 27.1 83.2
  part-time 289 16.8 16.8 100.0
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0  
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Employment by Industry 
 
Respondents 
 Employment by industry 
 

  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 192 18.3 18.3 18.3 
  Accounting services 39 3.7 3.7 22.0 
  Administration and support 42 4.0 4.0 26.0 
  Advertising and marketing 2 .2 .2 26.2 
  Agriculture, forestry and fishing 11 1.0 1.0 27.3 
  Banking and finance 53 5.1 5.1 32.3 
  Biotechnology and pharmacy 5 .5 .5 32.8 
  Communication services 16 1.5 1.5 34.3 
  Construction 15 1.4 1.4 35.7 
  Consulting services 25 2.4 2.4 38.1 
  Cultural and recreational 

services 15 1.4 1.4 39.6 

  Customer service / call centre 16 1.5 1.5 41.1 
  Education 82 7.8 7.8 48.9 
  Electricity, gas and water supply 6 .6 .6 49.5 
  Employment services 2 .2 .2 49.7 
  Engineering / architecture 28 2.7 2.7 52.3 
  Government 43 4.1 4.1 56.4 
  Health care and community 

services 81 7.7 7.7 64.2 

  Hospitality 52 5.0 5.0 69.1 
  Insurance 5 .5 .5 69.6 
  IT 125 11.9 11.9 81.5 
  Legal services 15 1.4 1.4 82.9 
  Manufacturing 51 4.9 4.9 87.8 
  Media & communications 3 .3 .3 88.1 
  Mining 10 1.0 1.0 89.0 
  Personal services 16 1.5 1.5 90.6 
  Police / defence force 11 1.0 1.0 91.6 
  Property and real estate services 8 .8 .8 92.4 
  Real estate 4 .4 .4 92.8 
  Retail trade 5 .5 .5 93.2 
  Telecommunications  17 1.6 1.6 94.9 
  Transport and storage 36 3.4 3.4 98.3 
  Wholesale trade 18 1.7 1.7 100.0 
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0  
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Non-Respondents 
 Employment by industry 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 387 22.5 22.5 22.5 
  Accounting services 41 2.4 2.4 24.9 
  Administration and support 62 3.6 3.6 28.5 
  Advertising and marketing 1 .1 .1 28.6 
  Agriculture, forestry and fishing 26 1.5 1.5 30.1 
  Banking and finance 56 3.3 3.3 33.4 
  Biotechnology and pharmacy 5 .3 .3 33.7 
  Communication services 25 1.5 1.5 35.1 
  Construction 47 2.7 2.7 37.9 
  Consulting services 49 2.9 2.9 40.7 
  Cultural and recreational services 7 .4 .4 41.1 
  Customer service / call centre 44 2.6 2.6 43.7 
  Education 121 7.0 7.0 50.7 
  Electricity, gas and water supply 16 .9 .9 51.7 
  Employment services 4 .2 .2 51.9 
  Engineering / architecture 41 2.4 2.4 54.3 
  Government 76 4.4 4.4 58.7 
  Health care and community services 143 8.3 8.3 67.0 
  Hospitality 98 5.7 5.7 72.7 
  Insurance 4 .2 .2 73.0 
  IT 164 9.6 9.6 82.5 
 Journalism and public relations 2 .1 .1 82.6 
  Legal services 29 1.7 1.7 84.3 
  Manufacturing 79 4.6 4.6 88.9 
  Media & communications 4 .2 .2 89.2 
  Mining 15 .9 .9 90.0 
  Personal services 50 2.9 2.9 93.0 
  Police / defence force 12 .7 .7 93.7 
  Property and real estate services 13 .8 .8 94.4 
  Real estate 8 .5 .5 94.9 
  Retail trade 2 .1 .1 95.0 
  Telecommunications  17 1.0 1.0 96.0 
  Transport and storage 42 2.4 2.4 98.4 
  Wholesale trade 27 1.6 1.6 100.0 
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0  

 
 
Occupation 
 
Respondents 
 Occupation 
 

  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 88 8.4 8.4 8.4 
  Clerical or service worker 112 10.7 10.7 19.1 
  Home-duties 75 7.1 7.1 26.2 
  Labourer 28 2.7 2.7 28.9 
  Manager or administrator 175 16.7 16.7 45.6 
  Professional 274 26.1 26.1 71.7 
  Retired 81 7.7 7.7 79.4 
  Sales 54 5.1 5.1 84.6 
  Small business owner 67 6.4 6.4 90.9 
  Tradesperson 31 3.0 3.0 93.9 
  Transport worker 23 2.2 2.2 96.1 
  Unemployed 41 3.9 3.9 100.0 
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0   
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Non-Respondents 
 Occupation 
 

  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 227 13.2 13.2 13.2 
  Clerical or service worker 227 13.2 13.2 26.4 
  Home-duties 124 7.2 7.2 33.7 
  Labourer 59 3.4 3.4 37.1 
  Manager or administrator 255 14.9 14.9 52.0 
  Professional 356 20.7 20.7 72.7 
  Retired 135 7.9 7.9 80.5 
  Sales 72 4.2 4.2 84.7 
  Small business owner 83 4.8 4.8 89.6 
  Tradesperson 68 4.0 4.0 93.5 
  Transport worker 26 1.5 1.5 95.0 
  Unemployed 85 5.0 5.0 100.0 
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0   

 
 
Personal Income 
 
Respondents 
 Personal income 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 85 8.1 8.1 8.1 
  $100,001 - $150,000 25 2.4 2.4 10.5 
  $20,000 - $40,000 287 27.4 27.4 37.8 
  $40,001 - $60,000 220 21.0 21.0 58.8 
  $60,001 - $80,000 106 10.1 10.1 68.9 
  $80,001 - $100,000 55 5.2 5.2 74.2 
  over $150,000 16 1.5 1.5 75.7 
  under $20,000 255 24.3 24.3 100.0 
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0   

 
Non-Respondents 
 Personal income 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 207 12.1 12.1 12.1 
  $100,001 - $150,000 46 2.7 2.7 14.7 
  $20,000 - $40,000 471 27.4 27.4 42.2 
  $40,001 - $60,000 335 19.5 19.5 61.7 
  $60,001 - $80,000 118 6.9 6.9 68.5 
  $80,001 - $100,000 58 3.4 3.4 71.9 
  over $150,000 23 1.3 1.3 73.3 
  under $20,000 459 26.7 26.7 100.0 
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0   
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Household Income 
 
Respondents 
 Household Income 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 84 8.0 8.0 8.0 
  $120,001 to $150,000 59 5.6 5.6 13.6 
  $150,001 to $180,000 39 3.7 3.7 17.3 
  $180,001 to $210,000 25 2.4 2.4 19.7 
  $210,001 to $240,000 9 .9 .9 20.6 
  $30,001 to $60,000 280 26.7 26.7 47.3 
  $60,001 to $90,000 215 20.5 20.5 67.8 
  $90,001 to $120,000 158 15.1 15.1 82.8 
  Less than $30,000 158 15.1 15.1 97.9 
  more than $240,001 22 2.1 2.1 100.0 
  Total 1049 100.0 100.0   

 
Non-Respondents 
 Household Income 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid #N/A 203 11.8 11.8 11.8 
  $120,001 to $150,000 101 5.9 5.9 17.7 
  $150,001 to $180,000 47 2.7 2.7 20.4 
  $180,001 to $210,000 35 2.0 2.0 22.5 
  $210,001 to $240,000 8 .5 .5 22.9 
  $30,001 to $60,000 456 26.6 26.6 49.5 
  $60,001 to $90,000 337 19.6 19.6 69.1 
  $90,001 to $120,000 191 11.1 11.1 80.3 
  Less than $30,000 314 18.3 18.3 98.5 
  more than $240,001 25 1.5 1.5 100.0 
  Total 1717 100.0 100.0   
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APPENDIX D: ESTIMATED PARAMETERS – MOTHER LOGIT 
MODEL 

Alternative  b s.e Wald df Sign. 
ReHHDebt ReHHDebt 4.04 0.12 1175.49 1.00 0.00 
 FinInvest 0.02 0.09 0.05 1.00 0.82 
 HomeReno -0.01 0.09 0.02 1.00 0.89 
 HomeEnt -0.14 0.09 2.74 1.00 0.10 
 LeisAct -0.09 0.09 1.13 1.00 0.29 
 DomHol -0.09 0.09 1.12 1.00 0.29 
 OverHol 0.10 0.09 1.26 1.00 0.26 
 Agem 0.01 0.01 7.42 1.00 0.01 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 79.62 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.01 0.00 9.27 1.00 0.00 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 16.68 1.00 0.00 
FinInvest ReHHDebt -0.17 0.09 3.51 1.00 0.06 
 FinInvest 2.89 0.12 611.34 1.00 0.00 
 HomeReno -0.08 0.09 0.90 1.00 0.34 
 HomeEnt -0.09 0.09 1.11 1.00 0.29 
 LeisAct -0.12 0.09 1.72 1.00 0.19 
 DomHol -0.10 0.09 1.17 1.00 0.28 
 OverHol 0.07 0.09 0.59 1.00 0.44 
 Agem 0.01 0.01 6.90 1.00 0.01 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 20.84 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.01 0.00 9.29 1.00 0.00 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 10.29 1.00 0.00 
HomeReno ReHHDebt -0.16 0.09 2.92 1.00 0.09 
 FinInvest -0.09 0.09 0.98 1.00 0.32 
 HomeReno 2.96 0.12 640.09 1.00 0.00 
 HomeEnt -0.17 0.09 3.51 1.00 0.06 
 LeisAct -0.12 0.09 1.97 1.00 0.16 
 DomHol -0.14 0.09 2.48 1.00 0.12 
 OverHol 0.06 0.09 0.49 1.00 0.48 
 Agem 0.04 0.01 46.35 1.00 0.00 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 63.76 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.00 0.00 3.01 1.00 0.08 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 5.86 1.00 0.02 
HomeEnt ReHHDebt -0.08 0.09 0.75 1.00 0.39 
 FinInvest -0.18 0.09 4.23 1.00 0.04 
 HomeReno -0.12 0.09 1.68 1.00 0.19 
 HomeEnt 2.14 0.12 323.93 1.00 0.00 
 LeisAct -0.08 0.09 0.71 1.00 0.40 
 DomHol -0.06 0.09 0.47 1.00 0.49 
 OverHol -0.09 0.09 1.01 1.00 0.32 
 Agem 0.01 0.01 2.12 1.00 0.14 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 16.15 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.00 0.00 0.94 1.00 0.33 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 1.73 1.00 0.19 
LeisAct ReHHDebt -0.04 0.10 0.14 1.00 0.71 
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 FinInvest -0.11 0.10 1.23 1.00 0.27 
 HomeReno -0.07 0.09 0.57 1.00 0.45 
 HomeEnt -0.14 0.10 2.13 1.00 0.14 
 LeisAct 1.68 0.12 188.58 1.00 0.00 
 DomHol -0.20 0.10 4.06 1.00 0.04 
 OverHol -0.15 0.10 2.36 1.00 0.12 
 Agem 0.00 0.01 0.26 1.00 0.61 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 11.25 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.00 0.00 2.57 1.00 0.11 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 3.73 1.00 0.05 
DomHol ReHHDebt -0.14 0.09 2.35 1.00 0.13 
 FinInvest 0.01 0.09 0.01 1.00 0.91 
 HomeReno -0.15 0.09 2.77 1.00 0.10 
 HomeEnt -0.09 0.09 0.92 1.00 0.34 
 LeisAct -0.05 0.09 0.32 1.00 0.57 
 DomHol 2.73 0.12 552.80 1.00 0.00 
 OverHol -0.17 0.09 3.68 1.00 0.06 
 Agem 0.03 0.01 22.11 1.00 0.00 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 27.30 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.00 0.00 4.58 1.00 0.03 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 8.03 1.00 0.00 
OverHol ReHHDebt -0.09 0.09 0.97 1.00 0.32 
 FinInvest -0.07 0.09 0.50 1.00 0.48 
 HomeReno -0.03 0.09 0.13 1.00 0.72 
 HomeEnt -0.03 0.09 0.10 1.00 0.75 
 LeisAct -0.13 0.09 2.14 1.00 0.14 
 DomHol -0.23 0.09 6.76 1.00 0.01 
 OverHol 2.85 0.12 577.00 1.00 0.00 
 Agem 0.01 0.01 6.46 1.00 0.01 
 Agem2 0.00 0.00 12.87 1.00 0.00 
 Incm 0.01 0.00 12.61 1.00 0.00 
 Incm2 0.00 0.00 15.39 1.00 0.00 
 
Model Fitting Information   

Model 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 

 -2 Log Likelihood 
Chi-
Square df Sig. 

Null 17392.79    
Final 4758.772 12634.02 77 0 
     
Pseudo R-Square    
McFadden 0.41    
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The Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research Centre (STCRC) is established

under the Australian Government’s Cooperative Research Centres Program.

STCRC is the world’s leading scientific institution delivering research to

support the sustainability of travel and tourism - one of the world’s largest

and fastest growing industries. 

Research Programs

Tourism is a dynamic industry comprising many sectors from accommodation to hospitality, transportation to retail and many more.

STCRC’s research program addresses the challenges faced by small and large operators, tourism destinations and natural resource

managers.

Areas of Research Expertise: Research teams in five discipline areas - modelling, environmental science, engineering &

architecture, information & communication technology and tourism management, focus on three research programs: 

Sustainable Resources: Natural and cultural heritage sites serve as a foundation for tourism in Australia. These sites exist in

rural and remote Australia and are environmentally sensitive requiring specialist infrastructure, technologies and management. 

Sustainable Enterprises: Enterprises that adhere to best practices, innovate, and harness the latest technologies will be

more likely to prosper. 

Sustainable Destinations: Infrastructural, economic, social and environmental aspects of tourism development are

examined simultaneously.
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Postgraduate Students: STCRC’s Education Program recruits high quality postgraduate students and provides scholarships,

capacity building, research training and professional development opportunities. 

THE-ICE: Promotes excellence in Australian Tourism and Hospitality Education and facilitates its export to international markets. 

Education

Extension & Commercialisation

STCRC uses its research network, spin-off companies and partnerships to extend knowledge and deliver innovation to the tourism

industry. STCRC endeavours to secure investment in the development of its research into new services, technologies and

commercial operations. 

Australia’s CRC Program
The Cooperative Research Centres (CRC) Program brings

together researchers and research users. The program

maximises the benefits of research through an enhanced

process of utilisation, commercialisation and technology

transfer. It also has a strong education component

producing graduates with skills relevant to industry needs.
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