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ABSTRACT
With a lack of a comprehensive understanding of travel motivation toward
a food destination, this study aims to identify internal motives of potential
food tourists and their preferred destination attributes by adopting the
push–pull framework. A survey was conducted via online networks of
‘foodies’ yielding 335 valid responses. Results of exploratory factor
analyses and measurement model evaluations indicated three push
factors: taste of food, socialization and cultural experiences; and three
pull factors: core food-tourism appeals, traditional food appeals and
local destination appeals. The results contribute to our understanding of
food travel motivation from both a tourist and a destination perspective.
Practical managerial implications for Destination Management
Organizations (DMOs) are also provided.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 15 August 2018
Accepted 22 November 2018

KEYWORDS
Food tourism; foodies; travel
motivation; push factors; pull
factors

1. Introduction

In recent years, a significant number of the world’s millions of tourists have travelled in search of new
and unique cuisine and/or returned to familiar destinations to enjoy the dishes that they have tasted
during previous trips (UNWTO, 2012). This has given birth to a form of special interest tourism labelled
‘Gastronomic tourism’, ‘Food tourism’ or ‘Culinary tourism’. These terms have been presented by
various researchers and fall into two perspectives: (1) from a tourist motivation perspective (Boniface,
2003; Hall & Mitchell, 2001; Karim & Chi, 2010; UNWTO, 2012); and (2) and from a tourist experience
perspective (Green & Dougherty, 2008; Long, 2004; Ottenbacher & Harrington, 2010; Smith & Xiao,
2008). In this study, the definition of food tourism is based on the motivational approach where
food tourists are understood as those who are specifically motivated by ‘exploring and enjoying
the destinations’ food and beverages and savouring unique and memorable gastronomy experi-
ences’ (Kivela & Crotts, 2005, p. 42).

Food tourism has continued to be an area of special interest and research into the phenomenon
has grown (Su & Horng, 2012), however there are still research areas related to this topic that deserve
further scholarly attention. Previous studies have mainly focused on understanding the travel motiv-
ation of tourists whose food-related experiences (e.g. local food consumption, food and wine festi-
vals, food products) are considered as a core component of the travel experience, but not the
primary reason for their trip (Fields, 2002; Kim & Eves, 2016; Kim, Eves, & Scarles, 2013; Kim, Goh, &
Yuan, 2010). While food can be increasingly considered as the main travel motivation for foodies
who are defined as ‘people with a passion for food who will travel specifically because of their
special interest’ (Getz, Robinson, Andersson, & Vujicic, 2014, p. 5), understanding their intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations of these potential food tourists toward a food trip at a destination merits scho-
larly attention. In addition, there has been a lack of research identifying the extrinsic motivations of
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food tourist from the perspective of attractiveness of a food destination within the field of food
tourism. As a result, the purpose of this study is to contribute to the literature by drawing on
push-pull theory in order to identify foodies’motivations to take food trips and to uncover the attrac-
tive features of a food tourism destination. In essence, the study makes an original contribution to the
literature of food tourism by providing a deeper understanding of the multidimensionality of food
travel motivation from both a tourist and a food destination perspective. The results of this study
provide practical managerial implications for DMOs and policy makers that can assist in the develop-
ment of tailored destination marketing strategies in a manner that targets and motivates tourists to
visit their food tourism destination.

2. Food travel motivation

Travel motivation has been studied in the context of food and wine tourism. The extant literature
covered such topics as (i) motivations for local food and beverage consumption at a destination
(Kim et al., 2013; Kim & Eves, 2012; Kim & Eves, 2016; Kim, Eves, & Scarles, 2009; Mak, Lumbers,
Eves, & Chang, 2012; Son & Xu, 2013); (ii) motivations for food tourism products (Fields, 2002; Dimi-
trovski & Montserrat, 2016); (iii) motivations for food and wine festivals and events (Kim et al., 2010;
Park, Reisinger, & Kang, 2008; Smith, Costello, & Muenchen, 2010; Yuan, Cai, Morrison, & Linton, 2005);
or (iv) motivations for visiting wine regions (Alebaki, Menexes, & Koutsouris, 2015; Sparks, 2007). A
review of travel motivation research has shown that it is of significant academic interest among
researchers in the field of food tourism and has seen a substantial growth in recent years. It
seems, however, that there has been a lack of research on travel motivation toward visiting a food
tourism destination. Moreover, in order to broaden the knowledge of food tourists who travel for
their special interest, it is essential to have theory-based research on their motivation from both a
tourist and destination-based understanding. While previous studies mainly focused on the internal
psychological perspective of tourists, the attractive features of a food tourism destination also need
consideration as a supply-side approach to the research of travel motivation in the context of food
tourism. To highlight the current state of play, the push–pull framework representing the internal and
external stimuli respectively were found to be most appropriate (Klenosky, 2002). A comprehensive
literature review was conducted to identify constructs and content domain of push and pull factors of
food travel.

2.1. Push factors

Crompton (1979, p. 412) argued that ‘push factors may be useful not only in explaining the initial
arousal, energizing, or “push” to take a vacation, but also have directive potential to direct the
tourist toward a particular destination’. Regarding push factors of food travel, previous studies com-
monly identified dimensions of motivation such as escape, change, excitement, taste of food/wine,
socializations, interpersonal relationship, social status, family togetherness, relaxation, enjoyment,
cultural experience, novelty, knowledge and learning. Although these factors seemed to be similar
in most studies, their importance and measurement items were different within various studies. As
a result, the most critical push factors were identified in the food and wine tourism literature.

First, taste of food, the sensory experience tends to be a primary motivation for travelling (Boni-
face, 2003). It was also considered to be a key consideration for travellers to involve in food tourism
settings such as traditional/ local food consumption, food festivals and events, culinary tourism or
gourmet tourism (Kim & Eves, 2012). In a study of wine tourism destination choice, Brown and
Getz (2005, p. 267) found that ‘tasting quality motivates visits to wineries’. Similarly, tasting and
buying wine were the most prevalent motivations in the study of motivations for wine regions
and cellar doors by Alant and Bruwer (2004). In addition, food and wine tasting is also the most impor-
tant reason for visitors to attend food festivals and events (Park et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2010; Yuan
et al., 2005). Tourists are provided with opportunities to taste new and different food and experience
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food and wine in an overseas country. Therefore, the taste of food can play a crucial role in tourists’
appreciation of a food tourism destination.

Second, ‘socialization’ can be seen as a desire to meet new people in different locations (Cromp-
ton, 1979). More generally, people make travel decisions for interpersonal motivators which are the
demand to make friends, share experiences, exchange ideas with others (Fields, 2002). At food
tourism destinations, people with a common interest in food and tourism including food tourists,
local people, chefs, food and wine experts and caterers are gathered together, which is a great oppor-
tunity to travel for socialization (Park et al., 2008). In a study by Warde and Martens (2000), United
Kingdom people acknowledged the importance of the sociability function of eating contributing
to their experience. Therefore, it is not surprising that socialization has been indicated as a dimension
in travel motivation in food tourism studies (Kim et al., 2013; Park et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2010; Yuan
et al., 2005).

Third, ‘cultural experiences’ has been studied in the context of tourism as the desire to experience
the cultures of different countries or learn about history (Kim & Eves, 2012). Thus, it is considered as a
key motivator for visiting heritage attractions and destinations (Kerstetter, Confer, & Graefe, 2001), for
participating in local leisure activities (Funk & Bruun, 2007) and for attending festivals and events
(Crompton & McKay, 1997). These existing studies have indicated that the cultural experience
includes a thirst to gain knowledge and engage in an authentic experience. Crompton and McKay
(1997) also pointed out that travel can help people satisfy a demand for knowledge enhancement
and cultural experience enrichment. In the field of food tourism, tourists have opportunities to
learn about local wine culture and gain knowledge about the way local people eat and drink
through local food experiences (Getz, 2000). Similarly, tourists are motivated to attend food events
to learn about culinary performance and skills, and increase food knowledge (Kim et al., 2010). In
addition, food culture, including the art of ingredients selection, preparation and cooking, or food
preservation is different between countries. Consequently, tourists can experience food culture at
destinations that provide them with unique cultural attributes referred to as ‘authentic culture’
(Fields, 2002; Kim et al., 2009). The study by Kim et al. (2013) concluded that ‘gaining knowledge’
and ‘authentic experience’ were grouped in ‘cultural experience’ and that is the main reason for tour-
ists to consume food at destinations in South Korea, Spain and the UK. They seek to understand local
cultures, see how local people live, gain special experience and increase their knowledge about
different cultures (Kim et al., 2013). Understandably, cultural experience should be considered as
the primary consideration for travellers in making decisions to visit a destination, especially a food
tourism destination.

2.2. Pull factors

What motivates people to travel is not only their internal motives but also motives related to the
attractions of a tourism destination (Swarbrooke & Horner, 2007). Until now, there has been a lack
of empirical studies about the appeal of food tourism destinations as well as the factors shaping
their attractiveness from a demand perspective. Hence, the theoretical approach to pull factors
influencing the visit to a food tourism destination was mainly based on the suggestions of previous
studies for wine tourism regions (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Brown, Havitz, & Getz, 2007; Getz & Brown,
2006). Although wine tourism is a separate field of research, wine and food tourism in particular
have a strong association with each other (Getz et al., 2014).

The first dimension, ‘food tourism appeals’ is considered to be the main feature related to food
events, food fairs, food trails and tours, markets, restaurant and cooking schools, food producers
and staff (UNWTO, 2012). In a wine tourism context, core wine products were identified in all
three studies by Getz and Brown (2006), Alant and Bruwer (2004) and Brown et al. (2007) under
three different constructs named as ‘core wine product’, ‘wine-related wineries’ and ‘the wineries’,
respectively. Moreover, in another study in a food tourism context, Smith et al. (2010) found that
the food product was one of three pull factors motivating tourists to attend a culinary tourism
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event. Similarly, food variety emerged as a pull factor attracting tourists to a food event in the south-
western United States (Kim et al., 2010). From a deliberate browse of practical literature in food and
wine tourism, the report on selected wine and food regions of Queensland, South Australia and Vic-
toria by Sparks et al. (2007) identified core products which constitute a successful food and wine
region. As a result, food tourism appeals need to be considered as a pull factor of a food tourism des-
tination in this study.

The second dimension was ‘destination appeals’ associated with the features of the cultural attrac-
tiveness as described by Getz and Brown (2006). Clearly, food tourists are considered as primary cul-
tural tourists, hence they tend to look for destinations with an abundance of cultural and heritage
features. Getz and Brown (2006, p. 114) observed that ‘the elements of culture and heritage go
together best with the food experience’. In Brown et al.’s study (2007), the appeal of a wine region
was also confirmed by the ‘personal touches’ construct, which was similar to the cultural factor.
Accordingly, destination-related appeals, that encompasses features such as unique specialty
shops and markets selling local farm produce, cultural events, rural environment, farmers’ market
was utilized for the discussion of the pull factors.

In summary, the above discussion indicated that push factors and pull factors of food travel motiv-
ation were conceptualized as multi-dimensional constructs. While push factors were proposed to
include three dimensions, ‘taste of food’, ‘socialization’ and ‘cultural experiences’, ‘food tourism
appeals’ and ‘destination appeals’ were formulated as two dimensions of pull factors. Accordingly,
the two following hypotheses were formed in this study.

H1: Push factors of food travel motivation is a multi-dimensional construct comprised of three dimensions, taste of
food, socialization and cultural experience.

H2: Pull factors of food travel motivation is a multi-dimensional construct comprised of two dimensions, food tourism
appeals and destination appeals.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Measurement item generation

The initial measurement items for measuring three dimensions of push factors and two dimensions of
pull facotrs were extracted and chosen from the most relevant studies on travel motivation in the
literature of food and wine tourism. In particular, fifteen items measuring push factors were obtained
from relevant studies on tourists’ motivation towards visiting wine regions, attenting food and wine
festivals and events, and enjoying traditional food in a destination (Alant & Bruwer, 2004; Kim et al.,
2013; Kim & Eves, 2012; Park et al., 2008). In addition, eigth items measuring pull factors were mainly
derived from the research of wine tourism regions and literature of the attractiveness of a food and
wine region (Brown et al., 2007; Getz et al., 2014; Getz & Brown, 2006; Sparks et al., 2007).

After developing an initial pool of literature-generated measurement items for push and pull
factors, a web-based content analysis was also conducted in this step. The purpose was to further
validate the measurement items determined from the literature, and to identify other items for
each dimension of push and pull factors toward food travel. The extant literature indicated that
travel blogs have been increasingly utilized to provide a deeper understanding of travel behaviour
of tourists (Bosangit, Dulnuan, & Mena, 2012). As a result, food travel blogs were used to look for refer-
ences related to motives for food travel and attractions of a food destination in this study. Five food
travel blogs, which won in the Best Readers’ Choice New Media Award for Best Travel and Food
Blogger in 2014 and won 2015 Saveur Blog Award for Best Culinary Travel Coverage, were chosen
for the content analysis in this step. They are A Global Kitchen, The Travel Bite, Behind the Food
Carts, Misadventures with Andi, and The Funnelogy Channel. Five blogs were selected because
they shared amazing travel adventures through food and inspired the reader with food travel.
Posts of food travel toward a destination from January 2015 to May 2016 were captured for

4 D. N. SU ET AL.



Nvivo11. These posts were recorded and analyzed based on the guideline of literature-based dimen-
sions of push and pull which were identified in the previous literature. The items generated from the
web-based content analysis were found to be consistent and overlapped with items identified from
the literature review. After this step, one more item was added to measure push factors and four more
items was used to measre pull factors. As a result, after combining measurement items from both
literature and content analysis, a list of 16 items using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) was generated to measure push factors. In addition, 12 items using a
seven-point scale ranging from very unimportant (1) to very important (7) were generated to
measure attractive features of a food destination that motivate respondents to visit it.

To check the content validity, the list of measurement items generated from the previous steps
were sent to ask for opinions or comments from six academic experts who have expertise and
research experience in the field of hospitality and tourism. They were asked to assess the applicability
and representativeness of each measurement item towards the associated constructs of food travel
motivation. A five-point scale (1 = ‘totally inapplicable’/ ‘totally unrepresentative’ and 5 = ‘totally
applicable’/ ‘totally representative’) was used to rate each item. In addition, the experts were
requested to provide comments and recommend alternatives where applicable. As a result, the
measurement scale items of push factors and pull factors were logically and accurately modified
on the summed score of each item and the basis of the experts’ opinions and comments. For
example, some wording was changed, and duplicated questions were removed if they were found
to be inappropriate. Ultimately, one item was eliminated, which was ‘To exchange ideas with food
experts through food-related activities at destination’. The reason was argued by the experts that
this item was not suitable for common food travellers. It should be applied for travellers who had
professional qualifications or skills related to food and might work in food-related sectors such as
chefs, cooks, food producers. Another item ‘To meet other people who have same interest in food
at a destination’ was revised to ‘To increase friendship in a food tourism destination’ according to
the experts’ comments for fully comprehensive meaning.

A pilot study with a convenience sample of 50 respondents from online networks of foodies was
conducted to check possible weaknesses, ambiguities, missing questions and the reliability of the
measurement scale. The Cronbach’s alpha values of socialization, cultural experiences and destina-
tion appeals were well above 0.7, indicating an acceptable level of internal consistency (Kline,
2005). The Cronbach’s alpha of taste of food and food tourism appeals were 0.665 and 0.684, respect-
ively. However, they could be acceptable as Nunnally (1978) suggested that the value could be as low
as 0.5 in the early stages of research. In summary, after the procedure of measurement item gener-
ation, push factors and pull factors were measured by fifteen and twelve items, respectively.

3.2. Data collection and analysis

A self-administered online survey was conducted to collect data from the world’s largest online social
networks of foodies and food travel on Linkedin and Facebook, two of the most popular social
network platforms. The groups of foodies were selected based on the description provided on the
groups’ homepage. Each group was required to have a minimum of 1000 members. The survey
respondents were limited to people who have intentions toward a food tourism vacation in the
near future. The survey was conducted from September 2016 to January 2017. A total of 352 valid
questionnaires were collected, however only 335 were used for data analysis after a data screening
process (i.e. the examination of missing data, unengaged responses and extreme multivariate out-
liers). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using the extraction method of principal axis factoring
and varimax rotation was applied on the data collected to identify the dimensions of the scales.
Field (2009) suggested to retain items with factor loading values of 0.4 and above. Items should
be deleted to avoid cross loadings if they loaded on more than one factor (Hair, Black, Babin, & Ander-
son, 2010). To check the internal reliability of each factor, a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7–0.8 was
considered an acceptable value (Kline, 2016). The Partial Least Square (PLS) approach was applied
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to test the proposed hypothesis in this study. The PLS model has been described from the perspec-
tive of two models: the measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model dis-
plays the relationships between constructs and the indicator variables and the structural model
displays the relationships between the constructs (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). As a result,
for the purpose of investigating the multi-dimensionality of push factors and pull factors of food
travel motivation, the study applied the measurement model evaluation using Smart PLS 3.0 to
confirm the reliability and validity of indicator variables of these two motivational constructs.

4. Findings

4.1. Demographic profile

The sample of 335 respondents, who plan to travel for food – related experiences as the primary
reason in the future, represented a diversity of demographics in terms of age group, marital
status, occupation, educational and economic levels and country of origin. There were more
female respondents (60%) than male respondents (40%) participating in the survey. Nearly half of
respondents were aged from 25 to 35 years old, making up the highest percentage of the total
(43.9%). By contrast, the lowest percentage of respondents (3.9%) was recorded for the elderly
group from 65 years old and above. However, if the age groups of 36–44 years old, 45–54 years
old, 55–64 years old and above 65 years old were combined into one group of above 36 years, it con-
stituted nearly half of total respondents (46.8%). This implies that there was a fair division of groups of
younger and older respondents in this study.

The proportion of people, who reported that they were married, was highest at 49%, followed by
the single group (31.9%). More than 90% of respondents had an undergraduate or postgraduate uni-
versity degree, implying that food tourists have high levels of education. The majority of respondents
were employed or self-employed (73.7% of total). Very few people were retired or jobless, making up
2.7% and 3.3% of the total, respectively. Regarding annual income, the highest income earners, with
over USD 50,000 per year, were the largest group making up one-fifth of the respondents (21.8%). The
second largest group were the lowest income earners (16.7%) who earned less than USD 5000 per
year. Other groups fairly shared the remaining percentage of respondents. Noticeable, a high pro-
portion of respondents (26.2%) did not report their income.

4.2. Factor analysis of push and pull factors

4.2.1. Push factors
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to identify the dimensions of push factors. The initial
analysis of the original scale of push factors with fifteen items indicated that three dimensions were
extracted with eigenvalues >1. However, one item ‘To develop an interest in food’, which had the
factor loading lower than 0.4, was eliminated. A second EFA analysis was then conducted on the
remaining fourteen items (Table 1). The criteria for conducting EFA were carefully examined. First,
KMO value (KMO= 0.873) and Bartlett’s test (χ2= 2007.110, p < 0.001) satisfied the criteria suggested
by Kaiser and Rice (1974) and Bartlett (1954), respectively. It was, therefore, concluded that the
sample size was sufficient for factor analysis. A principal axis factoring method with varimax rotation
was undertaken. The fourteen push motivational items with factor loadings greater than 0.4 were
extracted into three components (Table 1), which have eigenvalues greater than 1 and explain
48.868% of the variance. The three factors were labelled as socialization, cultural experiences, and
taste of food. The Cronbach alphas were then computed for testing the internal consistency of
these factors. Although Cronbach alpha of 0.7 or higher was suggested by Nunnally (1978), in such
an exploratory study, a value of 0.6 was deemed as acceptable reliability (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson,
& Tatham, 2006). Accordingly, the Cronbach’s alpha of socialization, cultural experiences, and taste of
food were 0.868, 0.800 and 0.608, respectively meeting the requirements for internal consistency.
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A procedure for measurement model evaluation using SmartPLS 3.0 was conducted for the three
push factors which were formed by 14 items after an EFA. The purpose was to evaluate the reliability
and validity of measurement scales. The results were concluded based on the criteria set for reflective
measurement model evaluation. First, composite reliability (CR) was examined for internal consist-
ency reliability. It can be seen from Table 1, the CR value for each of three reflective constructs, socia-
lization, cultural experiences and taste of food was higher than the recommended value 0.7 (Nunnally
& Bernstein, 1994). Second, the outer loading and average variance extracted (AVE) are two criteria
used to assess the convergent validity. Accordingly, the results shown in Table 1 indicate that
most outer loadings of measurement items were greater than the threshold value of 0.7 (Hulland,
1999). In addition, the AVE values of all three constructs were higher than the minimum value of
0.5 as suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Noticeably, the item ‘To increase food knowledge’
had very low outer loading of 0.525 and its removal could help to increase the AVE of socialization
construct from 0.561 to 0.643. Therefore, this item was deleted from the measurement model that

Table 1. EFA and measurement evaluation of push factors.

Push factors/ items

EFA CFA

Factor
loadings Eigen-values

Explained
variance

Cronbach’s
alpha

Outer
loadings CR AVE

Push factors’ dimension 1:
Socialization

5.195 31.392 0.868 0.898 0.561

To develop cooking skills through
food-related activities at a
destination

0.647 0.733

To increase food knowledge 0.457 0.525
To increase friendship 0.719 0.798
To familiarize myself with cooks
and food producers

0.779 0.821

To meet celebrity chefs at food
festivals and events

0.754 0.735

To exchange with local chefs
through food-related activities
at a destination

0.796 0.837

To share food experiences with
people in food tourism
destination

0.640 0.749

Push factors’ dimension 2: Cultural
experience

2.576 14.035 0.800 0.874 0.635

To understand the local culture of
a food tourism destination

0.614 0.808

To see how other people live in a
food tourism destination

0.636 0.789

To increase my knowledge about
different cultures

0.714 0.802

To have an authentic food
experiences in a food tourism
destination

0.465 0.788

Push factors’ dimension 3: Taste of
food

1.018 3.441 0.608 0.804 0.578

To taste local food in traditional
setting at destination

0.731 0.797

To experience a variety of
different types of food at a
destination

0.601 0.791

To find special food in a food
tourism destination

0.407 0.687

KMO = 0.873
χ2 = 2007.110,
p < 0.001

Note: EFA = Exploratory factor analysis; KMO = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure; χ2 = Bartlett’s test of sphericity; CFA = Confirmatory
factor analysis, CR = Composite reliability, AVE = Average variance extracted.
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reported the high levels of convergent validity of three reflective constructs, socialization, cultural
experiences and taste of food.

4.2.2. Pull factors
A similar procedure of EFA employing the extraction method of principal axis factoring and varimax
rotation method was also conducted on the twelve pull motivational items and the results were
shown in Table 2. First, KMO value (KMO = 0.827) and Bartlett’s test (χ2 = 1243.296, p < 0.001) indi-
cated that the sample size was sufficient for factor analysis. The communalities of all items
satisfied the minimum requirement, with all the values above 0.3 (Kaiser & Rice, 1974).

The twelve items with factor loadings greater than 0.4 were extracted into three components
which had eigenvalues greater than 1 and accounted for 45.156% of the total variance. The
number of sub-dimensions was found to be more than two as theoretically proposed. They were
labelled as core food-tourism appeals, local destination appeals and traditional food appeals. The
Cronbach’s alpha of two constructs (core food-tourism appeals and local destination appeals) were
higher than the threshold value of 0.7, indicating acceptable internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978).
The Cronbach’s α of traditional food appeals (0.625) was deemed as acceptable reliability as
suggested by Hair et al. (2006) as it was initially explored in the literature of food tourism.

Three of pull factors, which were formed by 12 items after an EFA were also checked for
reliability and validity. Table 2 presents the findings related to outer loadings, composite reliability
and average variance extracted of items and their associated constructs. The CR values and AVE
values of three constructs, core food-tourism appeals, traditional food appeals and local destination
appeals were greater than the threshold values of 0.7 and 0.5, respectively (Fornell & Larcker, 1981
Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994;). The outer loadings of most of the measurement items were higher
than the recommended value of 0.7 (Hulland, 1999). Three items, ‘Fine dining and gourmet

Table 2. EFA and measurement evaluation of pull factors.

Pull factors/ items

EFA CFA

Factor
loadings Eigen-values

Explained
variance

Cronbach’s
alpha

Outer
loadings CR AVE

Pull factors’ dimension 1: Local
destination appeals

4.361 31.872 0.759 0.841 0.517

Cultural events featuring food
and other traditions

0.504 0.737

Traditional farmers’ markets 0.739 0.823
Specialty shops and markets
selling local farm produce

0.628 0.770

Local artwork and crafts for sale 0.478 0.600
Authentic rural environment 0.570 0.643
Pull factors’ dimension 2: Core
food-tourism appeals

1.454 7.920 0.767 0.841 0.517

Fine dining and gourmet
restaurants

0.444 0.584

Food tours 0.542 0.781
Cooking classes 0.654 0.775
Food festivals and events 0.539 0.709
Celebrity chefs and
knowledgeable food
producers

0.769 0.730

Pull factors’ dimension 3:
Traditional food appeals

1.181 5.364 0.625 0.843 0.729

Traditional food villages 0.729 0.850
Visitor-friendly food markets 0.534 0.858

KMO = 0.827
χ2 = 1243.296,
p < 0.001

Note: EFA = Exploratory factor analysis; KMO = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure; χ2 = Bartlett’s test of sphericity; CFA = Confirmatory
factor analysis, CR = Composite reliability, AVE = Average variance extracted.

8 D. N. SU ET AL.



restaurants’, ‘Local artwork and craft for sale’ and ‘Authentic rural environment’ had the outer
loading of 0.584, 0.600 and 0.643, respectively. However, the AVE values of the associated con-
structs, core food-tourism appeals and local destination appeals did not significantly increase
after the removal of these indicators. As a result, these measurement items were retained for
the scale of pull factors.

In conclusion, the factor analysis indicated three foodies’ internal motivations toward a food
tourism vacation including taste of food (3 items), socialization (4 items), and cultural experiences
(6 items). Core food-tourism appeals (5 items), traditional food appeals (2 items) and local destination
appeals (5 items) were also uncovered as three attributes of a food tourism destination which attract
foodies to travel for food in this study.

4.3. Hypothesis testing

In this study, both push factors and pull factors represents multidimensional constructs. Out of four
major types of hierarchical component constructs suggested by Hair et al. (2014), push factors and
pull factors were categorized into the reflective-formative constructs. Two commonly used
approaches to assess higher-order constructs are the repeated indicator approach and two-stage
approach. While the former is better with the same number of indicators per lower-order constructs,
the latter is suggested for the reflective-formative or formative-formative higher-order constructs
(Ringle, Sarstedt, & Straub, 2012). As a result, a two-stage approach was applied for the evaluation
of the two second-order constructs (push factors and pull factors) in this study. SmartPLS 3.0 was
used to estimate the scores of the first-order latent variables. Then, they were used as indicators
for measuring the second-order latent variable.

The evaluation of two multi-dimensional formative constructs, push and pull factors was to assess
the significance of the outer weight, which is the outcome of multiple regression of formative indi-
cators and the latent variable in the role of independent variables and the dependent variable,
respectively (Hair et al., 2010). The outer weights could be examined by means of a bootstrapping
procedure with 5000 samples as recommended by Hair et al. (2014). The empirical t-value was
achieved after running the bootstrap routine. If this t-value was greater than the critical t-value
1.65, 1.96 or 2.57 at the significance level of 0.1, 0.05, or 0.01, respectively, the outer weight would
be significant different from zero (Hair et al., 2014). Table 3 presents the evaluation results of the
measurement models, which indicate that the three dimensions of push factors had significant
path weights, with all the t-values above the critical t-value 2.57 at significant level of 1% (Hair
et al., 2014). As a result, hypothesis 1 was empirically supported, concluding that push factors is a
multi-dimensional construct comprised of three dimensions, taste of food, socialization and cultural
experiences.

In addition, after the above factor analysis, pull factors were explored with three dimensions
instead of two proposed dimensions. Results shown in table 3 also indicate that the three dimensions
of pull factors had significant path weights, with all the t-values above the critical t-value 1.65 at sig-
nificant level of 10% (Hair et al., 2014). As a result, the hypothesis 2 was partially supported. Pull
factors was confirmed as a multi-dimensional construct comprised of three dimensions core food-
tourism appeals, traditional food appeals and local destination appeals.

Table 3. Results of hypothesis testing.

Second- order construct First – order construct Outer weights t-value p-value

Push Factors Taste of food 0.672 7.116 0.000
Socialization 0.294 2.955 0.003
Cultural experiences 0.314 3.564 0.001

Pull Factors Core food-tourism appeals 0.224 1.875 0.061
Traditional food appeals 0.482 4.984 0.000
Local destination appeals 0.534 5.089 0.000
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4.4. ANOVA analysis

To further examine the nationality variable that differentiate the push and pull factors of food travel
motivation, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied. The foodies, who participated in the current
research, came from 47 countries and territories. From a wide range of responses of living country,
they were regrouped into five major regions. The respondents of each region, Europe, America
(North and South America), Asia, Oceania (Australia and Pacific) and Africa are 69, 67, 118, 69 and
5, respectively. Table 4 presents the results of comparison of food travel motivation across groups
coming from four different regions, including Asia, Europe, America (North America and South
America) and Australia/ Oceania. The Africa group was not included in the ANOVA as only 5 respon-
dents were recorded in this group. The results showed that the only significant difference that was
found was in the intrinsic motive for taste of food between the four groups (F (4330) = 3.987, p =
0.004). There was an equality of mean score for other push and pull factors between groups
coming from different regions of residences (p > 0.05). In general, the Asian group has the lowest
food travel motivation of the four groups.

5. Discussion

The approach of food travel motivation from the push–pull framework provides an understanding of
destination attributes as motivational factors alongside tourists’ intrinsic motives that are considered
new elements of motivation in the context of food tourism. In particular, the study identifies three
dimensions of intrinsic motives for food travel including taste of food, socialization and cultural
experience.

Taste of food is identified as the most important internal factor that motivates foodies to take a
food trip. Taste of food has been validated as an exciting part of experience related motivation in
previous studies. For example, Kim and Eves (2012) contended that the basic element to describe
the exciting experiences of food travel is to experience local food in its original place. However, in

Table 4. Comparison of food travel motivation across regions of residences.

Mean Std. Deviation F-value p-value

Push factors
Taste of food (TF) Asia 6.121 0.634

3.987 0.004
Europe 6.271 0.815
America 6.413 0.646
Australia 6.237 0.603

Socialization (SO) Asia 4.398 1.113
Europe 4.512 1.202
America 4.597 1.201 0.396 0.812
Australia 4.421 1.306

Cultural experiences (CE) Asia 6.051 0.760
Europe 6.225 0.837
America 6.239 0.757 1.793 0.130
Australia 6.095 0.832

Pull factors
Core food-tourism appeals (CA) Asia 4.786 1.060

Europe 4.804 1.016
America 4.821 1.131 0.202 0.937
Australia 4.717 1.153

Traditional food appeals (TA) Asia 5.903 0.752
Europe 6.072 0.900
America 6.007 0.947 0.526 0.647
Australia 5.928 0.799

Local destination appeals (LA) Asia 5.542 0.786
Europe 5.719 0.785
America 5.588 0.833 1.671 0.156
Australia 5.361 1.008
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this study, the taste of food emerges as a separate dimension of push factors that provide a full
understanding of food travel motivation. Taste of food is no longer seen as a component of physio-
logical motivator or exciting experience. The motive to travel for taste of food positions food travel
motivation as a sociological construct. That is, it relates to the two sociological tendencies in taste:
‘neophobic’ and ‘neophylic’ (Fischler, 1988). These terms have been adopted to explain tourist’
food consumption behaviour in the tourism literature where it was found that many tourists show
a neophobic tendency described as a fear of tasting unfamiliar food or trying local varieties of
food at a destination (Cohen & Avieli, 2004). On the other hand, a neophylic tendency which was
expressed as an interest in exploring new foods or traditional food (Fischler, 1988) provides an expla-
nation for the taste of food motivation among potential food tourists found in this study.

The second most important intrinsic motive is cultural experiences. The study identifies cultural
experience, which earlier research has found can be an integration of two nominated motivational
factors (authentic experience and learning) (Chang, Kivela, & Mak, 2010; Kim et al., 2009; Mak
et al., 2012). This finding is also consistent with past research into motivation for the consumption
of local food by Kim and Eves (2012). In this study, the motivation for cultural experience can be
explained based on the classification of types of foodies suggested by Getz et al. (2014). Accordingly,
foodies were classified into three segments, dynamic foodies, active foodies and passive foodies. Getz
et al. (2014) found that the segment, which had not previously travelled for food experiences were
categorized into passive foodies. Foodies who had past food travel experiences could be classified
into active or dynamic foodies. While passive foodies expressed interest in good food experiences,
dynamic foodies were previously found to have a passion for learning and authentic experiences
related to food activities (Johnston & Baumann, 2007). As a result, with most foodies in this study
(278 out of the 335 respondents) having past food travel experiences, the current study provides
empirical evidence to confirming that potential food tourists have the motivation not only for
local, new and special food consumption, but also for cultural experiences associated with food.
The food destination experiences they are seeking are found to be the combination of food and
food-related culture.

The third most important intrinsic motivation is socialization, which was described by respondents
as the desire to increase friendship in a food tourism destination. This finding of the study is in line
with previous research, such as Kim et al. (2013) who regarded the motive for interpersonal relation-
ships as increasing friendship or talking to everybody about local food experiences. However, the
current study reveals a new aspect of socialization motivation related to the needs of food tourists
to develop their cooking skills, increase their food knowledge, familiarize themselves with cooks
and food producers, meet with celebrity chefs and engage with local chefs through food-related
activities at a food destination. This finding emerges as a noticeable difference in our current under-
standing of food travel motivation when compared with travel motivation in general. While the
motive for socialization connects with previous work which has also shown that one of the key
dimensions of being a foodie is social bonding (Getz et al., 2014), the notion of bonding that
emerged in this thesis is enhanced not only by the cultural dimension of sharing meals and food-
related experiences with local people at a destination, but also by the connection between other
foodies and with food experts (i.e. cooks, food producers, chefs).

In addition to the three push factors discussed above, three pull factors, core food-tourism
appeals, traditional food appeals and local destination appeals were identified based upon respon-
dents’ consideration of the attractive attributes of a food destination. These three pull motivational
dimensions are unique to this present study, making a significant contribution to our knowledge of
food travel motivation from a destination perspective.

The first pull factor is core food-tourism appeals. For food travellers, culinary activities were not
only a key motivator for their food trip, but also a determinant for them to choose between potential
destinations. In this research, the destination-related motivational factor were similar to the conver-
gence of the ‘core wine product’ and ‘core wine experience’ identified in previous studies within the
literature on wine tourism (Getz & Brown, 2006; Sparks, 2007), although the wine tourism experience
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and wine regions are different. The dimension, core food-tourism appeals also differs considerably
from the findings related to ‘food product’ in a study on travel motivation toward a culinary event
(Smith et al., 2010). In the Smith et al.’s (2010) study, the main feature of the food product were
confined to food cooking techniques, product recipes and cooking demonstrations. In this paper,
the pull factor, core food-tourism appeals presents a more holistic approach to the attractiveness
of a food destination where the availability of various culinary activities was found to be important.

The second attribute of a food tourism destination that is considered to be attractive to foodies is
traditional food appeals including traditional food villages and visitor-friendly food markets. These
attributes were proposed as components of the core food-tourism product or the cultural product.
These attributes were also found to be critical success factors for wine tourism regions by Getz
and Brown (2006), for example, elements of tradition, authenticity and friendliness. However, the
findings in this study show that they grouped as a separate determinant of an attractive food desti-
nation. The traditional food appeals demonstrated that potential food tourists are motivated particu-
larly by the traditional features food-tourism attractions as opposed to food-related activities in
general. As a result, this dimension implies a differentiation of potential food tourist markets
based on food-related activities which they are motivated by.

The third dimension of pull factors uncovered in this study is local destination appeals, encom-
passing cultural events featuring food and other traditions of a food destination. The exploration
of this external factor was found to be consistent with marketing research of culinary traveller’s
profiles by the Travel Industry Association of America (2006), which mentioned the tendency of
food tourists to participate in a wide variety of activities at a destination including cultural and heri-
tage activities. In a previous study of wine tourism, Getz and Brown (2006) found that ‘core destina-
tion appeal’ and ‘the cultural product’were key features constituting a wine tourism region. However,
in this study, items relating to core destination appeal and the cultural product were grouped as one
factor, local destination appeals. This pull dimension demonstrated that diverse cultural activities
were an imperative element of a food destination, contributing to motivate a food tourism vacation.

6. Implications and conclusions

Adapting from the push–pull framework, the multi-dimensionality of food travel motivation was vali-
dated with three push factors (taste of food, socialization, and cultural experiences) and three pull
factors (core food-tourism appeals, traditional food appeals and local destination appeals). While
some aspects of intrinsic motivation have previously been studied, the pull factors provide a new
insight into food travel motivation from the perspective of food destination attractiveness. These
motivational factors therefore offer a solid foundation for future empirical studies into travel motiv-
ation toward visiting a specific food tourism destination.

In terms of practical and managerial implications, the empirical results of this study provide valu-
able information for food destination organizations to design strategies that can suit the needs and
motivations of food tourists. Food producers or providers at a destination should create a variety of
different food-related products and services to offer a package of benefits for food tourists. In particu-
lar, foodies can taste local food in traditional settings offered by authentic restaurants; or traditional
food villages. To dine with locals is another great experience for food tourists to taste home-cooked
food and experience local culture. Cooking classes, visitor-friendly food markets and packaged food
tours can help food tourists to increase friendship with other tourists; or familiarize themselves with
farmers, cooks and food producers or engage with local chefs. In addition, food festivals or events can
provide food tourists with a stimulating food tourism experience and food-related activities. It is also
important for destination management organizations to take actions that engage locals, food produ-
cers, food providers, and tour providers to work together. This co-operative strategy can also help
DMOs to design unique themes for tourist experiences which can be communicated with potential
food tourists to an attractive food destination image. Another implication for destination organiz-
ations is to enhance cultural experiences through the food and food-related activities offered by
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their destinations. Indeed, each destination has a unique story about the local culture, the people and
the food traditions that can be shared with visitors. Therefore, the strategy of storytelling can help
destination marketing organizations to promote great travel experiences and food tourists and to
develop a distinctive food destination brand and unique selling point. Finally, socialization was
also identified as the important motivator of food tourism, therefore the DMOs should pay attention
to providing opportunities for potential food tourists to communicate, exchange and connect not
only with food producers, food experts and chefs but also with other food enthusiasts and fellow
tourists. The strategy of establishing special food tours guided by celebrity chefs or cooking
classes organized by local chefs allows some time for participants to get to know each other in
various ways such as dining together can be used to attract potential food tourists.

Although the study makes significant contributions from both theoretical and managerial per-
spectives, several limitations should be acknowledged and therefore provide recommendations for
future research. The limitations are related to the sampling and data administration method.
Although the sample population of the study came from five different continents, there was not a
balanced number of participants in each region. In addition, the online survey was only conducted
on online networks of foodies where English is the main language used. Therefore, the study
omitted online groups of foodies where other languages (i.e. Chinese, Japanese, French, and
Italian) are used. In light of these limitations, future research should collect a larger sample that is
more representative of each cultural background with the purpose of examining the effect of cultural
differences on the formation of food travel motivation. Aside from the recommendations for further
research based on the limitations, several research ideas were raised from this study. First, a field
survey of food tourists travelling to a specific food destination is another suggestion for further
research. Second, due to the emerging of hundreds of foodies groups on social networking sites
such as Facebook and LinkedIn, the influence of social media or media communication channels
on food travel motivation is also an interesting future research idea. Third, as travel motivation is
the foundation of any effort to gain knowledge of travel behaviour (Hsu & Huang, 2012), the relation-
ships between food travel motivation and other variables such as tourists’ attitude, engagement or
intention toward food tourism can be a future research idea.
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