ABSTRACT

As the Baby Boomer cohort (1946-1964) within the United States age, the hicdwstry
will demand a shift in services provided to the senior market. Although there argasaagch
studies on older adults and others on tourism behaviors, little research has corsédered t
influence of innovation in the travel behaviors of this generation as they age. Innovetory T
(Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007) considers the role of innovation as an opportunity to create a
challenging and meaningful life througtgeowth mechanism. In this study, innovation is
conceived as new experiences older adults acquire during international tourism.

In an effort to test the reliability of Innovation Theory, the current stddpi@d a
previous study (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010), which examined Israeli retiregdsin behaviors
with a sample of North Carolina Baby Boomers. The researcher collected 160rqaeses
completed by North Carolina residents who met the criteria of being boreded846 and
1964 and traveling internationally within the last three years. The cstratht confirmed
findings from the previous study resulting in three clusters of innovatorslleasveeipporting
Innovation Theory. The current study also included analyses of variance to eanyséers of
travelers according to the benefits of their travel as well as the fregoétheir participation in
destination activities.

Findings indicated that North Carolina Baby Boomers were similar to oldes aadlult
Israel related to innovation in international travel behaviors. Findings fronuttentresearch
expand the literature on theories of aging to consider the emergent gendratdar adults.
Further, findings may inform the tourism industry about appropriate services\wraarket

segmentation of senior travelers.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Overview

The United States population is aging. There are currently more than 89 million
Americans 50 years of age and older (US Census Bureau, 2000). Within this senegmnagyet s
(Dann, 2007, p. 1), demographers have identified multiple cohorts including the Losai®ener
the Silent/Swing Generation, and the Baby Boomers (Gillon, 2004; Howe & Strauss, 2060).
Silent or Swing Generation consists of approximately 33 million Americans wiebaen
between 1930 and 1945 (Gillon, 2004), who were 64 to 79 years old in 2009. The Baby Boomer
cohort accounts for more than 78 million Americans including adults born between 1946 and
1964, and aged 45 and 64 years old in 2009 (American Community Survey Table B01001, 2005-
2007). This increase in population from the Silent generation to the Baby Boomextigener
will have impacts on many areas of society including leisure and touretter@®dn, 2006).

Researchers have suggested that the Baby Boomer generation is uniquedaontber
aging populations of America’s past (Lehto, Jang, Achana, & O'Leary, 2008 Mulleaver,

2000). This large cohort was born after World War 1l into a booming economy andpaaetici

in political and social movements while becoming the most highly educated ancaweli:dr
generation to reach older age (Lehto et al., 2008; Patterson, 2006; Smart, 2001). dn &dditi
education and travel experience, Baby Boomers are health conscious as wékissadee
adventure and self-fulfillment in their travels compared to previous generdiems €t al.,

2008). The combination of education, health and income has contributed to a changing face of
middle to later life in America that appears much different from the presenisr cohort

(Gillon, 2004).



With these changes come changes to senior travel. The senior travel market is
demanding a shift to accommodate the travel patterns of Baby Boomers. Towfessipnals
are realizing that current services aimed at the senior market aratebimg the desires and
needs of the new generation approaching their later years (Elderhostela2@@ry; National
Tour Association, January 2002). AARP (2005) reported that within the last three yea
approximately one-quarter of the 78 million Baby Boomers traveled outside of tteel Gtates.
The Mature Traveler Report (Travel Industry of America, 2008) expanded on the travel patterns
of Baby Boomers indicating that this cohort spends more money on their travelltbaags
groups. According to Cochran, Rothschadl & Rudick (2009), Baby Boomers work hard and play
hard which requires a shift in mindset for researchers and practitionerotoraodate this
demanding generation. With a lifetime devoted to working hard for retirement amadisemi
devoted to self-fulfillment, the travel patterns of Baby Boomers will Bekedly different from
previous generations.

Within the changing patterns of Baby Boomer tourism, the role that innovationiplays
travelers’ destination activities and the benefits they gain from travebmadifferent from past
generations (Lehto et al., 2008; Nimrod & Rotem, 2010; Shoemaker, 2000). As sudigdthis s
relied on Innovation Theory, a newer theory of successful aging.

Description of the Theory

Theories of successful aging (e.g., disengagement theory, actiaty tikentinuity
theory, socialization optimization and compensation model) have been used to explaiorbehavi
changes associated with aging. Disengagement theory posits thapkesaue, it is inevitable
that they will become withdrawn from social networks (Cumming & Henry, 1961). Inasont

activity theory explains that older adults do not want to disengage from sdoeetynal-life, but



rather desire to stay active (Havinghurst, 1963). Continuity theory explatresthaople age
they attempt to maintain internal and external continuity such as identity asdaeewithin a
community (Atchley, 1989). Baltes and Baltes (1990) suggest the socializatiomzapbn

and compensation (SOC) model to demonstrate how older adults adjust their panicipati
activities by choosing an activity they can perform, doing that activity tbekeof their ability
and adjusting their participation due to possible constraints of aging. Howevethtmses

have proven unsuccessful in accounting for older adults’ continued personal develapmment a
desire for new experiences.

Innovation Theory builds on these previous theories of successful aging to describe,
“...when and how change contributes to elders’ well-being” (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007, p. 17).
According to Innovation Theory, as adults age they may seek two types of innosefion:
preservation andself-reinvention. Self-preservation innovation offers an opportunity for
maintenance from previous life stages through renewal, refreshment anltl gfamterests. In
contrast, self-reinvention innovation allows a chance for re-creatingioveating oneself.
Individuals continue with either preservation or re-invention innovation throughout their live
which positively influence older adults’ well-being. A significant role of inniowvais the
opportunity to create a challenging and meaningful life througtoath mechanism (Nimrod &
Kleiber, 2007) which separates Innovation Theory from previous theories (e.gatjsement,
activity, continuity and SOC).

Researchers posit that international travel provides a mechanism for grkbmtiod &
Rotem, 2010). According to research on the tourism behaviors of retirees irfris2@8), the
older tourism segment may be divided into three categories: absolute innovatams)avators

and external innovators according to their unique combination of new experienceskamderta



during travel, their participation in activities at a destination and the bemefytseport from
their last travel experience (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010).

To help older adults achieve their potential for growth and innovation and “to reach this
important market in the coming years, marketing messages will likétyfreimn a youth-oriented
focus to a greater concern for the needs, problems, and dreams of middle-aged auhhilbéier
(Travel Industry of America, 2008). Researching the tourism behaviors oftRedoyers will
provide a better understanding of the role of innovation in the overall tourism experfeiae
large portion of the population, an understanding of the market segmentation of sfmizailzy
Boomers will aid the tourism industry with the services provided.

Description of North Carolina Baby Boomers

The southern region of the United States (which includes North Carolina) hagytst la
population of Baby Boomers of all regions (American Community Survey Table B01001, 2005-
2007). The North Carolina chapter of the American Association of Retired PersoRP)AA
reported 1.1 million members within the state of North Carolina in 2009. As of 2008, 25.6% of
the North Carolina population was Baby Boomers with a nearly even divide betwesrandhle
females. The majority of Baby Boomers residing in North Carolina in 2008meamged, with
at least a high school education and a median household income of $52,852 (American
Community Survey, 2005-2007, Tables B12002, B15001, B19049,). As of 2008, most North
Carolina Baby Boomers were still in the labor force, but over 100,000 were born outside of t
United States (American Community Survey, 2007, Table B23001). In a recent neqa@rt
North Carolina Baby Boomers (N=6456) reported their general health as “gobary good”
compared to “fair” or “poor” (Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance SysteraeyuResults: North

Carolina Health Status, 2008).



Statement of the Problem

Travel is a popular activity during later life (Moschis & Belgin, 2008), yettieelittle
research to understand the changing travel patterns associated withddabgr® With a
growing number of active older adults in the United States (AARP, 2005; LeHtp2&08), it
is important for the travel industry to gain an in-depth understanding of this populatawels
patterns in order to effectively tailor travel programs to this market. GémdeePrideaux (2009)
suggest that as a new generation approaches later life, modificatioveedeal in the travel
industry to avoid a gap in products including merchandise and services.

An understanding of new experiences sought during travel related to wejl+hay
assist in the provision of needed modifications for the new cohort of older internatawedets.
Therefore, innovation during travel may be an appropriate consideration for theuadusrand
self-fulfilling cohort of Baby Boomers. A more thorough understanding of w&at
experiences Baby Boomers are seeking will be advantageous to both the toduistry and
tourism research.

Tourism service providers can gain a more accurate view of this market segimeht
will allow for more meaningful and appropriate tourism experiences. AcgptdiEvans,
Campbell and Stonehouse (2005), markets are usually heterogeneous yet inocluple 6§r
customers with requirements that are similar” (p.125) known as market segrientism
providers have the potential to gain a competitive advantage in the market if thestamdla
segment such as Baby Boomers who seek new experiences as a benefitaifantd travel.

As a result of this study, tourism researchers will gain a better taneirsg of this large
portion of the American population. As suggested by Shoemaker (2000), an understanding of

the benefits realized may provide a key to the benefits sought by travkéeasnew theory of



successful aging, the reliance on Innovation Theory in this study mayteeernpe literature for
future studies considering the new cohort approaching later life related texpevwences
sought. Therefore, this study will allow both tourism providers and researchers tlggter
understanding of what Baby Boomers consider benefits of international tsawvellas the role
of innovation in their travels.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the benefits aging adults gain from
international travel. This study relied on Innovation Theory as its foundation arzhtegla
recent Israeli study of retiree travel behavior (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010y \anth Carolina
Baby Boomers. As such, the researcher examined outcomes of travédieiddrytimen and
women born between 1946 and 1964 living in North Carolina and determined if the tenets of
Innovation Theory are useful for the market segmentation by travel style efiicam adult
travelers. Findings pinpointed benefits that adults gain during internatianel and are
expected to assist travel agents and destination marketing organizatiogis development of
opportunities for this emerging market. Researchers have shown that |leigal@lays a role
in life satisfaction (Neal, Sirgy, & Uysal, 1999). Further, Nimrod (200&eld leisure
innovation during later life to increased life satisfaction.
Study Objectives

This study replicated previous research by Nimrod and Rotem (2010) and exdmined t
travel behaviors of North Carolina Baby Boomers who have traveled interalyiwithin three
years prior to February 1, 2010. The relevance of three classificatiomswhtors (absolute
innovators, non-innovators, and external innovators) to North Carolina Baby Boomesrsavel

was determined. In addition, results described participation in destinatiatiescand benefits



gained according to each style of innovation. Finally, the relevance of Inmovdieory to this
cohort of North Carolina residents was determined.
Study Hypotheses
H1: The international tourism market for North Carolina Baby Boomers éactieély be
segmented into three categories of innovators (absolute innovators, non-innovatortgraiadl ex
innovators).
H2: There will be a significant difference in the benefits of travebiing to the type of
innovator (absolute, non-innovator and external innovator).
H3: There will be a significant difference in the frequency of partiopat destination
activities according to the type of innovator (absolute, non-innovator and exterogfor).
Limitations

The study population included North Carolina Baby Boomer residents ages 45 to 63
years old (born between 1946 and 1964; Gillon, 2004) who have traveled internationally once
within the last three years prior to February 2010. A mailing list of Ncatiol@a AARP
members born between 1946 and 1964 was purchased, and then the researcher utilized the
Dillman’s (2000) mail survey methodology. Purchased mailing lists limitggaation, in this
case to North Carolina residents who were AARP members. Thus, non-AARP esid€ntth
Carolina were excluded. Although this research design and sampling tecimitgpckthe
population, there is no finite list of suitable participants.
Assumptions

The researcher made several assumptions related to this study. Shesedneher used
a self-administered questionnaire, she assumed that participants wable beread and

understand the questions. In addition, it was assumed that participants answertty] hones



accurately and without outside influences with the understanding that their espangd
remain confidential. The researcher also assumed that participanés’was freely chosen
without any outside influences. The benefits of travel scale includedealsel questions that
did not allow respondents include other possible benefits. In addition, the itemelitere s
defined and self-actualized by each respondent potentially creatingg/eggponses.
Definition of Terms

In order to understand the major concepts presented in this study the following
definitions are provided.
Baby Boomerdescribes a cohort of Americans born between 1946 and 1964 (Gillon, 2004).
Benefits of international travel in previous studies have included quality of life, satisfaction,
general benefits, pre-travel, social, health-related, meetingxpée&tions and challenge (Neal,
Sirgy & Uysal, 1999; Nimrod & Rotem, 2010).
Categories of innovators(Nimrod & Rotem, 2010)

Absolute innovators traveled independently more often than the other innovators and

indicated the most frequent participation in both internal and external innovation

experiences.

External innovators refer to the largest group of travelers who seek innovation related to

new environments or destinations most often in Europe.

Non-innovators experienced the least amount of new experiences of the three categories

of innovators yet indicated the most travel experiences.
International tourism is the activity of people visiting destinations outside their own country's

boundaries (Pearson, 2009).



Innovation Theory: (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007, p. 17)
Growth mechanism: “Enables one to broaden and deepen the sense of meaning in life, a
sense that leads to greater well-being and satisfaction with life”.
Self-preservation innovation: “an opportunity for renewal, refreshment and growth that
IS continuous in some respects from earlier interests and capacities”
Sdlf-reinvention innovation: “An opportunity for reinvention of self’
Tourism is defined by the World Tourism Organization (1995)tas activities of persons
travelling to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than one
consecutive year for leisure, business and other purposes” (p. 1).
Types of travel innovation (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010, p. 11)
I nternal innovation: “Associated with some internal processes and with new
understandings of more personal issues such as learning something new about one’s
relationships, oneself and about life in general”.
External innovation: “Associated with the external environment visited, and involves
learning about unfamiliar cultures, visiting new places, gaining new knowledgénme

new people and so forth”.



CHAPTER IlI: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The largest cohort in American history is approaching later life (Ame@ommunity
Survey, 2005-2007) and will be placing increasing demands on the travel industry to
accommodate their interests (Glover & Prideaux, 2009). There is limitedalessaBaby
Boomer tourism. Studies related to travel in later life have focused on di#erbatween
generations of tourists (Lehto et al., 2008), motivations for tourism (Sellick, 2004) and
constraints to travel among older adults (Fleischer & Pizam, 2002). Howeleregkearch has
considered the outcomes of international travel for this market segment.tublyisacuses on
this gap in literature and explores the concept of innovation as a part of Baby Bdoongsm
experiences. Further understanding of how this generation is integratingpeverces into
their international travel will benefit both tourism professionals and tourisearehers.
Tourism professionals may transform the findings into more meaningful travel oppestdo
this unique generation through market segmentation. Tourism researchdysnmafilyfrom this
study through expanded knowledge of the applicability and reliability of Inrtov@tieory
related to Baby Boomers.
Theoretical Perspectives

Several theories have provided the framework for research of older alitbeing as
they age. These theories include disengagement theory, activity theonyyitptiteory as well
as the socialization, optimization and compensation (SOC) model. More receetychess
have developed Innovation Theory applied to older adults in an effort to explain a possible way

of enhancing well-being in later life.



Cumming and Henry (1961) developed disengagement theory and posited that as people
age it is inevitable that they will become withdrawn from social networksordog to this
theory, either the individual or society can initiate withdrawal from saci€he process
included three changes: a) a reduction in the number of people one interacts witgwara re
basis; b) changes in the qualitative style of interaction; and c) petgarieinges that result in
decreased interactions with others and increased focus on self.

In stark contrast to disengagement theory is activity theory (Havighurst, 19&3) whi
explains that older adults do not want to disengage from society after middle dge adlits
without restrictions of poor health or disability have the same psychological aabrssxs of
younger cohorts. Optimal aging according to activity theory includes gtagtive and
involved in social environments from middle age as long as possible and then repttcingsa
one can no longer perform.

Another theory of aging is continuity theory (Atchley, 1989), which posits tha@de
reach middle and older age they “attempt to preserve and maintain existingliated external
structures and that they prefer to accomplish this objective by using corit{puit83). On one
hand, matters of internal continuity include self and identity such as megilatget issues
including preferences, skills, temperament and affect. External continuity, othérehand,
includes one’s role in a social environment such as a community or a role incanséligti
Continuity may be explained in three degrees including too little, optimum and too much. Too
little continuity results in unpredictability whereas too much continuity ineléctitere is not
enough change, which results in one feeling stagnant. Although continuity implreaimag
roles of self and identity as well as roles within social circles, it doesi@eah sameness.

Continuity is knowledge of doing something well and continuing to succeed in thatidescipl

11



For example, politics or art change with society but provide a context for oldes srdoifintain
success throughout senescence.

As people age and continue to participate in activities from earlier sthlifes ib often
becomes necessary to adjust participation. How older adults adjust their gasticipa be
explained through the selection, optimization and compensation model. Baltes an@1B8b¢s
explained the selection, optimization and compensation model (SOC) as the probessioigc
an activity that one can perform, doing that activity to the best of one’yamtl making
alterations in participation due to constraints created by age. OnesuiliXe throughout the
lifespan, but it plays a more significant role in the lives of older adults wha@rgfbiological
and social constraints due to the aging process. SOC explains how “individuals seek to
simultaneously maximize gains while minimizing losses over time” (M& &oyd, & Tedrick,
2004, p. 38). Baltes and Baltes (1990) offered an example of a marathon runner to desmonstrat
SOC. If someone who has run marathons throughout her adult life wanted to continue into old
age at the same level, she would have to stop other activities (selection) andteaoiten
with a focus on learning additional information about topics such as dieting (optonjzati
Finally, she must focus on specializing in reducing her loss of functioning (osatp).

As suggested by Gibson (2006), leisure and tourism research in later liftidtheme
theories such as disengagement, activity, and continuity from parent disciplihessuc
gerontology, sociology, and social psychology. Gibson (2006) established that dnsrgpc
increasingly necessary for leisure sciences to develop theoriéscjodeisure in later life to
progress the body of knowledge on this topic beyond the findings that meaningful actigities ar
beneficial in later life as often concluded in the field of gerontology. Nimrod &iddf (2007)

developed Innovation Theory which can be related to leisure and aging. Innovation Theory
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builds on disengagement theory (Cumming & Henry, 1961), activity theory (Hawistg 1963),
continuity theory (Atchley, 1989), and the socialization, optimization and compensatioh mode
(Baltes & Baltes, 1990).

Existing aging theories have not been successful in including opportunitiesvfor ne
experiences whereas Innovation Theory describes, “when and how change cortriblades’
well-being” (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007, p. 17). Innovation is a result of triggers whial be
intrinsically motivated, extrinsically motivated, or a combination of both. Two fafms
innovation includeself-preservation andself-reinvention. Self-preservation innovation offers an
opportunity for “renewal, refreshment and growth” of interests maintdinedprevious stages
of life whereas self-reinvention innovation allows a chance for re-creatireginventing
oneself. Individuals continue with either preservation or re-invention innovation throughout
their lives and this theory posits that both forms of innovation tend to positively influetiee w
being of older adults on a continuum.

A significant role of innovation is the opportunity to create a challengidgreeaningful
life through agrowth mechanism (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007) which separates Innovation Theory
from previous theories (e.g. disengagement, activity, continuity and SOQ)ughhthe growth
mechanism of innovation, one is able to find a more profound meaning in life that may
contribute to well-being and satisfaction with life. On one hand, self-reioveimnovation may
assist in the transition into retirement, especially for people unhappy witisehes or who are
dissatisfied with their accomplishments. On the other hand, self-preservationtiomaovay

provide a sense of continuity such as volunteering throughout the transition into retirement
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Support for Innovation Theory

To date only a few studies have applied Innovation The®rgvious research testing
Innovation Theory compared retired adults (N=378) who had innovated with those who had not
innovated (Nimrod, 2008). The researcher observed significant differencessatisfiaction
between innovators and non-innovators. Results indicated a significant diffeetwee
innovators and non-innovators according to their personal choices, occupation hiseosmten
retirement and satisfaction. Innovators had higher life satisfaction ikeléood of innovating
was associated with work, retirement histories, pre-retirement occupatidgheaability to
determine time of retirement. Self-rated health, area of origin, andcphiysiitations were
factors related to innovation. Further, findings indicated that older adults who ieddzat
longer retirement durations implying that innovation is a process, not an event.fifidings
indicated that it was not the quantity of new activities but the quality that wersnilednt of
innovators’ life satisfaction.

As the first study to consider tourism abroad as a growth mechanism oftionova
Theory, Nimrod and Rotem (2010) identified innovations of Israeli retireesdeiatbenefits
gained and participation in destination activities. Using a national mail s(kv&98)
participants’ new experiences such as trying new food, learning somethiraboat oneself
and meeting new people were classified as either new internal innovgiemeaces or new
external innovation experiences. The researchers suggested internal innoysr@nees
allowed for a type of self-discovery, which mirrors self-reinvention-- drieeotwo archetypes
of Innovation Theory. In contrast, new external innovation experiences ecipoesafvation

due to its lack of internal discovery.
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Recent studies (Nimrod, 2008; Nimrod & Rotem, 2010) have shown that innovation in
later life is not as rare as previously reported (Iso-Ahola & Jackson, 19%hpugh researchers
have considered innovation in leisure (Szmigin & Carrigan, 2001) and tourism (Hjdla§&)
outside the realms of Innovation Theory, there is growing support for the recemt tAsahe
next generation approaches later life, Baby Boomers serve as an auatimoglfor study of
tourism trends related to innovation.

Cohort Differences

Before attempting to understand Baby Boomers as the emerging sermidy coh
researchers have primarily considered the previous cohort of senior satiedeBilent
Generation. Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter (2001) suggested the importandgiofjstavel
by cohort membership in a study of older Canadians travel preferences.tiésthvat seniors
select during travel are one area of difference among traveleuss&YO'Leary, 2000).
Shoemaker’s (2000) study of Pennsylvania’s mature travel market ideniifigar patterns
over a 10-year period and suggested the applicability of continuity theory tbamnavieurism.

According to Lehto et al. (2008), significant differences existed betive@ cohorts (the
Silent Generation and the Baby Boomers) related to travel experiences deingirgs
included Baby Boomers’ preference of travel for intimacy/romance and adefnicitement
more than the Silent Generation. These results demonstrate that sepiergrare not a
homogenous group, but rather that cohorts should be considered independently.

Muller and Cleaver (2000) further imply heterogengitthin cohorts. In a study of
adventure travel among Baby Boomers, differences in lifestyles of Batayers were
identified even though this cohort has a shared past experiences. Therefomnaiffieelated

to travel may exist between cohorts as well as within cohorts.
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Baby Boomer Tourism

Although previous research has considered innovation related to retirees (Nimrod, 2008;
Nimrod & Rotem, 2010) there has not been a study focusing on innovation of American Baby
Boomers who are approaching retirement age. According to some, this cohorepigiseon
for travel whether it is with a history of joining the Peace Corps, studysegn@ster abroad or
backpacking around the world on a budget as well as being influenced by Jack Kebouhe's
Road or Robert Pirsing’&en and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance (Elderhostel, 2005). Baby
Boomers were the first to have mass-market travel available throughaonaghety of their
lives including air travel at a younger age than their parents did. “@su#t,rthey’ve had the
opportunity to visit far off destinations at an earlier age than previous gensrdderegulation,
the break-up of airline monopolies and an influx of low cost air carriers only servect¢ase
boomers’ opportunities for travel and adventure” (AARP, 2005, p. 3).

In addition, researchers have suggested travel as a long-range gloar @dults as well
as a rite of passage into a new life stage such as retirement (Gibson, 2@} & Rotem,
2010; Staats & Pierfelice, 2003) which may also be true for Baby Boomers. Auagtydh\ARP
(2005), there was an increase Baby Boomers with passports from 10% in 1985 to 28% in 2005.
Researchers also observed nearly a twofold increase in internatawehldy Baby Boomers
from 1985 to 2005 including a 25% increase in leisure travel alone among boomeenbetwe
2003 and 2005 (AARP, 2005). In 2005, there was an increase in travel to the international
destinations of Mexico, Central or South America compared to the Caribbean or to. Europe
Although more Baby Boomers were visiting certain international destitgtihe most popular
international travel destinations were Mexico, Caribbean, Canada and EuARE,(2005). As

a more educated and adventurous generation than previous older adults, Baby Boorbers may
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interested in more self-fulfilling and active leisure pursuits includiagel during their later
years (Lehto et al., 2008; Muller & Cleaver, 2000).
View of Baby Boomers within the Industry

Research of Baby Boomer travel has been emerging within the field afrtoutihe
tourism industry is recognizing the diversity within the Baby Boomer cohatiltireg in such
reports as th€urrent Assessment Report for the Baby Boomer Market (National Tour
Association, 2002). This report discusses the importance of considering more tlaan just
generation but age, lifestyle and career to understand sub-groups of thisige heratavel
industry needs. Baby Boomers consider travel a priority and prefer inbeadalestinations
such as the Caribbean, Europe and Mexico (National Tour Association, 2002). The National
Tour Association (2002) also identified continuing trends of Baby Boomers such asttreist
in adventure and intergenerational travel, simplification and use of intarpatine package
deals. Finally, new trends in travel experiences of Baby Boomers inclodecdrease in
experiential and travel to historical military destinations. The regentified Baby Boomers as
caregivers to their aging parents, which led to adjustments in Baby Btrawersuch as
traveling with parents or being limited by their caregiving respons#silit

Elderhostel, another tour company serving seniors, has also considered the upcoming
needs associated with Baby Boomer travel behaviors. In their report ofiedactavel shifts
for Baby Boomers (2007), researchers identified issues such as the need fexpeoiential or
behind the scenes tours, smaller groups, more free time built into the schedige, acti
opportunities and shorter trips. Finally, the U.S. Travel Association identifiedAhdericans

as valuing the benefits of travel during the holidays more than other age segmergarvéie
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reported the creation of memories and connection with family as bewefitef55 and older
population.
Benefits of Travel

In addition to research within the tourism industry, researchers have studieh#iis
of travel realized by the senior segment in general (not exclusively Baomers) such as
higher life satisfaction (Neal et al., 1999), life enrichment (Teaffugpin, 1996), and healthy
lifestyles (Van Harssel, 1995). Pennington-Gray and Kersetter (20@tjmieed that
university-educated women seek rest/relaxation, action and family beneftsritravel.
Benefits identified by American travelers to Hawaii included a unique exjgerian
opportunity for learning, and participation in adventurous activities (Woodsidea%gat985).
A qualitative study of older adult tourism discovered themes such as new peespentthings
known, a changed sense of self, disruption of assumptions because of new experiences and a
deepened sense of understanding (Roberson, 1999). In a study based on the hierarchy of life
satisfaction model, researchers suggested that overall life satisfesults from travel
experiences (Neal, et al., 1999).

Shoemaker (2000) suggested that it may be more useful to consider past travel ehavior
of older adults rather than travel motives to determine what tourists’ desirein future travel.
This was suggested because it may be more accurate to determine whtst Wwenerfealized as
opposed to what is thought to be desired. The researcher (Shoemaker, 2000) cla$sified ol
travelers into three segments according to the benefits they sougipe @sal learn, retirees, and
active storytellers. Shoemaker then related these findings to the beadiitgreup sought
compared to an earlier study (1989) which identified benefits realized thremghitrcluding

getaway/family travelers, adventurous/educational travelers, andeyaffinh oriented
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suggesting that the mature market remained similar over time. Anothewusingymixed
methods researched the leisure travel patterns and the meaning of taigelrm tiater life
identified a theme among respondents as being a busy traveler duringerti(&ibson, 2002).
According to Lehto et al. (2008), members of both the Silent Generation and Baine s
sought rest/relaxation/recuperation, visiting friends/relatives and ytialg with family away
from home in their travels. The Baby Boomers differed from the older gemenatinterest in
intimacy/romance and adventure/excitement while traveling. In a stutlg psychological
well-being of senior travelers, Milman (1998) suggested that travelmsg not be a factor in
traveler happiness, but rather participation in destination activities.
Destination Activities of Older Travelers

Similar to research on benefits of travel, there is limited research on threaties
activities of aging Baby Boomers. Therefore, an understanding of previousdides’
participation in destination activities and Baby Boomers’ participation ebdiroughout their
lifespan is included in this section. Oppermann (1995) suggested that even though one cohort
visited a destination it does not imply that the next cohort will visit that totaecause they
have a different past travel experience. According to Pennington-Gray,i-addestynes
(2003), “different cohorts may be attracted to different activities atrdiftdimes” (p. 358)
which supports the notion of continued cohort research. The findings also indicated Baby
Boomers interests in visiting national and provincial parks, shopping and visiting nsuaedm
galleries during their pleasure travel. A study by AARP identifietbfadnfluencing leisure
travel among Baby Boomers identified the following: “a beautifulnscéestination that
promotes relaxation has good weather, and presents no pressure of schedules(foAREet”

2005, p. 1).
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Conclusion

The number of Americans reaching later life in the coming yeargngisant (US
Census, 2007). This aging market is not only different from the previous generationpbut als
heterogeneous. Today’s mid-life population is healthier, wealthier, more nuk@gemore
educated and has fewer obligations than previous generations (ZimBrayi®y, 1995). Baby
Boomers are different than other seniors because they have previous tpavieree related to
work as well as traveling for pleasure (Hayslip, Hicks-Patrick, & Ra2@07). The travel
industry must prepare fulfilling experiences for this generation as ¢ae later life.
According to the Travel Industry Association, “to reach this important markie¢ ioadming
years, marketing messages will likely shift from a youth-oriented focagteater concern for
the needs, problems, and dreams of middle-aged and older adults” (TIA, 2000, p. 1).
Understanding benefits realized through international travel particuéated to innovation and
destination activities for Baby Boomers will be essential of travekpsidnals and future

research.
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CHAPTER Ill: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the role that innovation plays in
travelers’ participation in destination activities and benefits gainedifrtemational travel.
This study relied on Innovation Theory (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007) as its foundatioeplicated
and expanded upon a recent Israeli study of retiree travel behavior (Nimroe& R8110) with
Baby Boomers currently living in North Carolina. As such, analysis exahoutcomes of
travel identified by men and women ages 45 to 63 years old and determined if theftenets
Innovation Theory are useful for the market segmentation of North Carolina BainyeB
travelers. Findings pinpointed benefits that Baby Boomers say tiveggang international
travel, which may assist travel agents and destination marketing orgamszatitheir
development of opportunities for this emerging market.
Population and Sampling

The population for this study was North Carolina residents born between 1946 and 1964
who traveled internationally within the three years prior to Februdt§.2@.ccording to the July
1, 2008 census projections, most Baby Boomers resided in the southern region of the United
States. North Carolina is home to approximately 2,594,871 individuals born between she year
1946 and 1964 (US Census, 2007). As of 2008, 25.6% of the North Carolina population was
Baby Boomers with a nearly even divide between males and females. jonigyméBaby
Boomers residing in North Carolina in 2008 were married, with at least a high sclugalion
and a median household income of $52,852. In 2007, most North Carolina Baby Boomers were
still in the labor force. Over 100,000 North Carolina Baby Boomers were born outside of the

United States (American Community Survey, 2005-2007).
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The researcher utilized two sampling methods simultaneously. For one sampling
method, the researcher purchased a mailing list of 1,000 North Carolina AARP s émivea
marketing service (Macromark, Inc.) and collected data using a moBifietan’s (2000) mail
survey method. The marketing service delimited participants by location tanchigle North
Carolina residents but were not stratified to represent the various regiess RAdmont and
East) of the state. The list was further delimited to North Carolina AA&Rbmars born
between 1946 and 1964. Finally, the marketing service identified only those AARRIserisscr
who had indicated an interest in travel.

In addition to the purchased mailing list, data were collected using snowhalirsg
with an electronic questionnaire. The electronic questionnaire was idetdita paper
guestionnaire. The researcher identified initial points of contact servirig 8arolina Baby
Boomer travelers through telephone and email. These outlets included univarany taavel
programs, senior centers and a Baby Boomer publication. The instrument includexdians
for participants to complete only one questionnaire to avoid potential duplicate respomses
the two sampling methods.

Study Design

The design of this study was cross-sectional and non-representative. Tiigtiizet a
non-probability mail survey method and snowball sampling to identify participgmtsrder to
be included in the research, participants had to meet the following critgie l@rn between
the years 1946 and 1964, (b) be residents of North Carolina, and (c) have travatediontly
within the last three years. The researcher chose the study desigmafidgsenethods since
no finite list existed of North Carolina Baby Boomers who have traveled abrdad thie last

three years.
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Data Collection Procedures

The researcher mailed the questionnaires (Appendix B) with postagesphid r
envelopes directly to 1,000 potential participants identified by the mailingNlisth Carolina
AARP Travelers) followed by a reminder post card eight days later. Emgtsses after the
initial mailing, the researcher sent a second invitation to participatelingla second
guestionnaire. Each questionnaire was numbered (1-1,000) which corresponded to a spreadsheet
of 1,000 potential participants. When a participant returned a questionnaire, thehessear
identified the participant on the spreadsheet from the number indicated on the questenmshai
noted it on a spreadsheet to avoid duplication. Participant identities remainiele ribauf
Upon completion of data collection, the spreadsheet identifying the participamshredded.
Finally, the researcher entered data into SPSS software and includectibat dcldicated a
paper questionnaire was used

For the snowball sampling method, the researcher asked participatingeadershare
an email call for participation in the study (Appendix C) with any Noglolina residents born
between 1946 and 1964 who had traveled internationally within the last three yeacsings
potential participants to contact the researcher by email. Once at&cgontacted the
researcher by email, she shared a link to the electronic survey and then inreczarita
snowball sampling, asked the participant to suggest any other potential paisiciphe
researcher maintained a log including the number of questionnaires distribctedirzg to
agency through which the participant was recruited to determine the respensésat
participants completed the electronic survey, data were entered int@&&nfiHncluding a
code to indicate that person completed the electronic questionnaire. The resmantiieed

the two SPSS documents for analysis.
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Instrumentation

Since this study is an adaptation of a previous study but used a unique study population,
it was important to use the same questionnaire instrument used in previous resiearath €N
Rotem, 2010). For use in this study, Ruth Dobres, the Librarian Assistant aiutfaeand Alvin
Siegal College of Judaic Studies, translated the questionnaire from Hebweanglish and then
the original researcher (Dr. Galit Nimrod) validated it. The question(&meendix B) included
open-ended and close-ended questions to measure participants’ most recetibimaétravel
experience, the destination activities they participated in, the benefitgaheed from the
overall tourism experience, new experiences during travel and demographictetistics.
Demographic questions included gender, age, foreign born, retirement statli$jstang
education, marital status, children/grandchildren, health status, and income. EsicnGunel
section had been pilot tested for validity, readability and has establishe@vetgdf internal
reliability (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010). Variables had a high level of reliab{lidymrod & Rotem,
2010) with correlations between the first and second responses higher than 0.7.

The instrument began with six questions related to the participant’s laabtoad. Four
open-ended questions included country/countries visited, length of stay, purpose ahdfforma
travel as well as two questions related to travel companions (number and aesofipt
relationship). At the end of the questionnaire, there were also three open-endedgasking
respondents about their past travel (number of trips within North Carolina, witHimttesl
States outside of North Carolina and abroad during the last year).

Another section of the instrument (beginning with question seven, see Appendix B)
included activities adopted from a study by You and O’Leary (2000) that asgesseigpants’

engagement in destination activities (e.g., sightseeing in big cities, sgopisiting local
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festivals) during their last travel abroad. Twenty-six questions used-pdinequasi-interval
(Likert-type) scale ranging from one to five where one indicated “rait’aand five represented
“very often”. Three opportunities were provided for participants to indicate athieitias not
listed and then respond to their other responses with the five-point quasi-intervatiiplegr
scale. The items were slightly modified following pilot testing by Nimnod Rotem (2010).

The next portion of the survey (questions 34-53) asked participants to indicate their
agreement or disagreement with statements about the benefits they gaiméukir last travel
experience. These 20 statements were based on Kelly's scale of lersefres [§£978). Each
guestion included a six-point quasi-interval scale with one representinggbtdisagree”, five
as “strongly agree” and nine as “not applicable”. Example statemehitdedc’l liked the trip”,
“It felt relaxed”, “I grew as a person” and “l enjoyed planning it".

The questionnaire then included a section related to new experiences (ques@dhs 54-
respondents participated in during their last travel experience based oné¢hweated by
Nimrod and Rotem (2010). Ten five-point quasi-interval (Likert-type) items gskidipants
about topics such as meeting new people, gaining new knowledge and trying new foods.
Response options were in a five-point quasi-interval (Likert-type) scalengaingm one to five
with one indicating “not at all” and 5 representing “very often”.

The final section (questions 64-76) asked participants for demographic ititorma
Open-ended questions were used to identify respondents’ age and number of
children/grandchildren. Close-ended questions were used to identify particgeamds’,
education, marital status, retirement status, health status and income. Adlgjttbe
researcher included two region specific questions to assess respondenysbtoesitience in

North Carolina and racial/ethnic background.

25



Study Hypotheses and Analysis Plan

With the data described above, the following three alternative hypothesegstede t

H1: The international tourism market for North Carolina Baby Boomers can efectively be
segmented into three categories of innovators (absolute innovators, nomavators, and
external innovators).

Independent Variable: New experiences (determined by an exploratory factor analysis
of the new experiences subscale, which included questionnaire items 54-68)al Int
experiences and External experiences were expected as outcome vaoabltég confirmatory
factor analysis.

Dependent Variable: Type of innovation (determined liymeans cluster analysis of
guestionnaire items 54-63. Absolute innovators, Non-innovators, and External innovators wer
expected as outcome variables fromkiraeans cluster analysis.)

Analyses:Analyses were descriptive and inferential. First, new experiences were
reduced to internal or external subscales using an exploratory factori@nalysn, hypothesis
one was tested usitkgmeans cluster analysis. Three categories of innovators (absolute
innovator, non-innovator or external innovator) were expected. Also, the demograpbigjn
education and travel history) characteristics of each cluster (aka maykedrgg were described
with measures of central tendency and crosstabs. Other study vanaldassed to describe
respondents assigned to each classification (age, gender, countries visitadyflémg format
of trip, purpose of travel, number of trips, health status, marital and retirentes).sta
H2: There will be a significant difference between the benefits @favel according to the
type of innovator (absolute, non-innovator and external innovator).

Independent Variable Type of innovator (determined usikgneans cluster analysis in
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H1)
Dependent Variable Benefits of travel (determined using questionnaire items 34-53).
Analysis: An analysis of variance with LSD post-hoc test identified the type of
innovation experienced according to benefits of travel.
H3: There will be a significant difference between the frequency gfarticipation in
destination activities and the type of innovator (absolute, non-innovator andxéernal
innovator).
Independent Variable Type of innovator (determined usikgneans cluster analysis in
H1)
Dependent Variable: Frequency of participation in destination activity (determined
using questionnaire items 7-33).
Analysis: An analysis of variance with LSD post-hoc test identified whether frequency
participation in destination activity was related to the type of innovator (gbsohovator, non-
innovator or external innovator) to evaluate hypothesis three.

Figure 1
Statistical Analysis

New experiences scale
Exploratory factor analysis-------| | | | - K means cluster

(testing H1)

Internal or External Innovation Travel Style (Absolute, External, Non)
ANOVA ANOVA
(testing H2 (testing H3)
Benefits of travel Frequency of participation

in destination activity
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceived benefits of North Cartljna Ba

Boomers related to innovation during international travel. The current studyhkgpsd that
travel style could be clustered according to innovation through internationdléx@egiences.
Other hypotheses included relationships between innovation style and benefits gamged du

international travel as well as participation in destination activities.

Response Rate
Data were collected using two survey methodologies: Dillman’s modifildsmmaeys

and snowball sampling with an electronic survey. Due to a lack of significasteditie in
participant demographics from chi square analyses with expected counisifefgd,
respondents from the two survey methodologies were combined. The mail survey methodology
included sending, 1,000 surveys to North Carolina Baby Boomers identified by a risiiling
purchased from Macromark, Inc. Twenty-two addresses were invalidmgsnl®78 possible
participants. One hundred and eighty one participants returned the survey resuatiryb
response rate. In addition to mailing questionnaires, 150 surveys were distributed in a
electronic format. Organizations serving the North Carolina Baby Boomergpiopushared a
call for participation with members asking potential participants to catfiiacesearcher through
email to request the survey link. The researcher maintained a log of the ruimdzprested
survey links from potential participants. Of the 150 potential participants, 142 matetifor a
95% response rate. In total, 1,128 surveys were distributed and 323 were returnedd36t).
323 surveys, 150 were considered usable for this study due to participants’ fotfidihtlee
following research criteria: year of birth between 1946 and 1964, residencytimGarolina,

and one or more international travel experiences in the last three yeastofithe unusable

guestionnaires were due to respondents having traveled domestically rathetethrationally.
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Characteristics
The majority of participants were female (n=102, 68.0%), married (n=113, 7518P6) a

born between 1946 and 1955 (n=107, 71.3%). More participants were not retired (n=95, 63.3%)
than retired (n=54, 36.0%) and had a spouse or partner who was also working (n=79, 52.7%).
The majority of participants reported having a college degree (n=63, 42.0%) ocedlkeyree

(n=49, 32.7%). Only 6.7 percent (n=10) were born outside of the United States. The median
household income of North Carolina Baby Boomers is $52,852, and participants reported having
slightly above (n=43, 28.9%) and a lot above (n=63, 42.3%) this income. The majority of
participants’ self-reported their health as either very good (n=60, 40.384eltent (n=48,

32.2%). The researcher did not stratify survey distribution by region ofatee stit a

distribution was achieved with 23.1% of participants residing in western coufdi®% in the

piedmont and 29.9% in eastern counties.

Table 1:

General Description of North Carolina Baby Boomer Participants

Respondents
N Percentage

Gender

Male 47 31.30

Female 102 68.00
Age

1946-1955 107 71.30

1956-1964 43 28.60
Marital Status

Single 14 9.40

Married/partner 113 75.80

Widowed 4 2.70

Divorced/separated 18 12.10
Retired

Yes 54 36.00

No 95 63.30
Retired Partner/Spouse

Yes 45 30.00

No 79 52.70
Highest Level of Education

< High School 2 1.30

High School 10 6.70

Some college 26 17.30

College degree 63 42.00

Advanced degree 49 32.70
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Table 2(Cont):

General Description of North Carolina Baby Boomer Participants

Foreign Born

Yes 10 6.70
No 140 93.30
Median Household Income
Much less 9 6.00
Less 12 8.10
Similar 16 10.70
Slightly above 43 28.90
A lot above 63 42.30
Health
Poor 1 0.70
Fair 4 2.70
Good 34 22.80
Very Good 60 40.30
Excellent 48 32.20

Participants responded to four open-ended and two close-ended questions relating to the
last trip outside of the United States. Participants wrote how many dagys/éne abroad and
the researcher grouped responses into three categories; 1-7 days, 8-4dddiy or more days.
To indicate destinations, the questionnaire included an opportunity to list up to ten countries
visited during their last trip abroad. The researcher placed responseseagtriestaccording to
region (See Table 2). Then, the researcher grouped participant responses of the ptrgese of
into eight categories such as vacation, visiting friends/relatives and busimeasy, the format
of travel resulted in six groups including on my own, group and package. DescriptiteEstatis
of North Carolina Baby Boomer participants’ last travel abroad are ddgiciTable 2. The
mean number of days spent abroad on participants’ last international trip was 12.Mekaysg.
half of the participants (n=70, 47.0%) visited European countries and 31.5% (n=47) traveled to
the Caribbean and Central America. The majority of participants idengieation (n=97,
64.7%) as the purpose of their travel and indicated that their travel forman wekependent

trip (n=76, 50.7%). Half (n=76, 50.7%) of the participants traveled alone or with one other
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person. Spouse or partner was the most frequently identified companion and wad tgporte

58.7% of participants as their travel companion.

Table 3

Last Travel Abroad Patterns of North Carolina Baby Boomer Participants

n= Percentage
Country/Region visited
Europe 70 47.00
Caribbean/Central America 47 31.50
Canada 9 6.00
South America 6 4.00
Oceania 6 4.00
Africa 5 3.40
Asia 4 2.70
Middle East 1 0.70
Russia 1 0.70

Format of travel

On my own 76 50.70
Group 40 26.70
Package 7 4.70
Cruise 13 8.70
Family group 5 3.30
Other 9 6.00

Relationship of travel companions*

Spouse/partner 88 58.70
Friend/friends 33 22.00
Other family members 31 20.70
Sons/daughters 26 17.30
People in group tour 9 6.00
Other 7 4.70
Grandsons/granddaughters 4 2.70

*Values do not equal 100% since respondents could indicate no answer or multiple answers.
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Key Variables

Benefits of International Travel

The first key variable was benefits of international travel to North Carokty B
Boomers. Participants were asked to indicate their agreement or disagtedath statements
about the benefits they gained from their last travel experience. Theseeh@esiiat were based
on Kelly’'s scale of leisure benefits (1978). Each question consisted of a sixgpasiinterval
scale with 1 representing “strongly disagree”, 5 as “strongly agrek9 as “not applicable”.
Not applicable responses were recoded as system missing for anabsuists Bf benefits of
international travel of North Carolina Baby Boomers are depicted in Tablet@igzants did not
have mean scores that indicated strong disagreement or strong agregimany of the twenty
benefits of travel items. The majority of participants was neutralreedgvith the benefits of
travel questions. Participants indicated that they “agreed” with twelnesiincluding the three
highest items,” | liked the trip” (M=4.73, SD =0.48), “I enjoyed the companidis4(80, SD
0.63) and “I enjoyed sharing my stories with others upon return” (M=4.51, SD =0.77). n$sx ite
had mean scores of “neutral” including the three highest means of “gawalsfor my health”
(M=3.99, SD=1.01), “I liked developing a skill” (M=3.94, SD =1.49), and “It was restful”
(M=3.73, SD =1.06). Two items had mean scores of “disagree”; “I| was expededy my

friends” (M= 2.99, SD =2.04) and “It was my duty” (M=2.82, SD =1.98).
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Table 3

Benefits of International Travel

Benefits of travel

% of the sample that reported ech degree

Strongly
disagree
1
| enjoyed the companions 0.00
(n=145)
| liked the trip (n=148) 0.00
| enjoyed sharing my 0.70
stories with others upon
return (n=146)
It strengthened 0.70
relationships (n=145)
It was exciting (n=145) 2.10
| enjoyed anticipating it 1.40
(n=144)
| felt relaxed (n=147) 0.00
It was active (n=145) 0.70
| grew as a person (n=147) 0.70
| liked being of help to 2.80
others (n=145)
| enjoyed planning it 1.40
(n=146)
| belonged (n=145) 2.10
It was good for my health 2.00
(n=147)
| liked developing a skill 3.40
(n=145)
It was restful (n=147) 2.00
It had an opportunity for 4.10
self expression (n=145)
| liked the competition 26.40
(n=144)

| was expected to go by m  29.80
family (n=141)
| was expected to go by my  39.00
friends (n=141)
It was my duty (n=145) 40.70

Disagree

2
0.70

0.00
0.70
0.00

1.40
0.00

3.40
0.70
1.40
4.10
3.40

2.10
3.40

11.00

11.60
11.00

9.70
13.50
12.80

13.80

Neutral

3
3.40

1.40

6.80

13.10

6.90
11.10

7.50
7.60
22.40
25.50
22.60

28.30
25.90

35.20

25.90
29.00

18.10

13.50

12.10

14.50

Agree

4
17.20

24,30
34.20
31.70

32.40
36.10

36.70
46.20
34.70
29.00
35.60

35.90
34.70

13.80

33.30
30.30

4.90
11.30
7.80

5.50

Strongly

agree
5
72.40

74.30
53.40

51.70

56.60
45.80

52.40
40.70
.5039
22.10
30.80

23.40
30.60

11.70

26.50
22.80

1.40

12.10

3.50

4.80

N/A

6.20

0.00

4.10

2.80

0.70
5.60

.000
4.10
1.40
16.60
6.20

8.30
3.40

24.80

0.70
2.80

39.60

19.90

24.80

20.70

4.80

4.73

451

4.42

4.42
4.42

4.38
4.38
4.15
4.13
4.10

4.01
3.99

3.94

3.73
3.65

3.64

3.22

2.99

2.82

SD

0.63
0.48

0.77
0.81

0.86
0.87

0.77
0.77
0.88
1.24
1.02

1.06
1.01

1.49

1.06
1.15

2.11
1.92
2.04

1.98

Participation in Destination Activities

The next key variable considered in this study was the frequency of respondents

participation in destination activities. The scale included activities adajedaf study by You

and O’Leary (2000) to assess participants’ engagement in destinationesc(sightseeing in

big cities, shopping, visiting local festivals) during their last travedadh Twenty-six questions

used a five-point quasi-interval (Likert-type) scale ranging from 1 to Senheepresented “not
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at all” and 5 represented “very often”. Table 4 illustrates the frequencytafijpation in
destination activities among this sample of North Carolina Baby Boomers.dfltdme questions
resulted in a mean score of “very often”. The only destination activity ireguita mean score
of “often” was taking pictures or filming (M= 4.15, SD =1.09). Eight destinatiaries had
mean scores of “sometimes” including the three highest rated items whiatieddining in
restaurants (M=3.84, SD =1.11), visiting small towns and villages (M=3.55, SD =1.19), and
visiting historical sites or archeological sites (M=3.47, SD =1.31).

Participants identified eight destination activities that they lyaparticipated. These
included the three highest means scores of “sitting in coffee shops” (M=2.53,.58),
“walking or riding bicycles on nature trails” (M=2.31, SD =1.33) and “visitingomal parks or
forests” (M=2.26, SD =1.25). Nine destination activities had mean scores tltatt@wihat on
average, participants “never” participated in activities with the threestaweans of “visiting
amusement or theme parks” (M=1.34, SD =0.77), “table games such as carder bhnielge”

(M=1.35, SD =0.83) and “attending spectacular sporting events” (M=1.37, SD =0.82).

Table 4

Participation in Destination Activities

Destination activities % of the sample that reportd each degree M SD
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very
Often
1 2 3 4 5

Taking pictures or filming (n= 3.50 4.90 16.70 22.90 52.10 4.15 1.09
144)
Dining in restaurants (n= 148) 4.70 8.10 17.60 37.80 31.80 3.84 1.11
Visiting small towns and villages 9.90 3.50 31.90 30.50 24.10 3.55 1.19
(n=141)
Visiting historical sites or 13.00 7.50 26.00 26.70 26.70 3.47 1.31
archeological sites (n= 146)
Sightseeing in big cities (n= 145) 10.30 9.70 30.30 22.10 27.60 3.47 1.28
Shopping (n= 147) 2.70 17.70 38.10 25.90 15.60 3.34 1.03
Getting to know local people (n= 12.00 13.40 37.30 24.60 12.70 3.13 1.17
142)
Reading books , magazines, etc, 11.00 22.10 26.20 27.60 13.10 3.10 1.21
(n= 145)

34



Table 4 (cont)

Participation in Destination Activities

Destination activities % of the sample that reported each degree M SD
Never Rarely  Sometimes Often Very
Often
1 2 3 4 5
Visiting museums/galleries (n= 144) 20.80 11.10 705. 27.80 14.60 3.04 1.35
Sitting in coffee shops (n= 145) 25.50 20.00 37.20 10.30 6.90 2.53 1.18
Walking or riding bicycles on nature  39.90 18.20 22.40 10.50 9.10 231 1.33
trails (n= 143)
Visiting national parks or forests (n:  42.30 12.00 26.80 15.50 3.50 2.26 1.25
142)
Sunbathing or other beach activities 51.00 11.70 14.50 7.60 15.20 2.24 151
(n=145)
Taking cruises (n= 145) 54.50 9.00 15.20 9.00 12.40 2.16 1.47
Watching television (n= 144) 36.80 28.50 20.80 00.4 3.50 2.15 1.14
Visiting friends or relatives (n= 147 59.90 4.10 12.90 8.20 15.00 2.14 1.55
Attending local festivals (n= 145) 48.30 12.40 7.6 9.00 2.80 2.06 1.17
Seeing plays or concerts (n= 144) 50.70 19.40 16.70 8.30 4.90 1.97 1.21
Physical activities (exercising, gyms, 57.50 13.70 13.00 11.00 4.80 1.92 1.26
or ball games) (n= 146)
Religious/Spiritual activities (n= 51.40 27.10 16.00 3.50 2.10 1.78 0.98
144)
Visiting night clubs (n= 144) 67.40 18.80 7.60 420 2.10 1.55 0.95
Casino/Other gambling (n= 143) 76.20 7.70 9.10 1.40 5.60 1.52 1.09
Visiting health spas (n= 146) 76.70 6.80 9.60 3.40 3.40 1.50 1.03
Attending spectacular sporting 78.60 11.70 5.50 2.80 1.40 1.37 0.82
events (n= 145)
Table games such as cards, chess, 80.90 9.20 5.70 2.80 1.40 1.35 0.83
bridge (h= 141)
Visiting amusement park or theme 79.50 10.30 7.50 2.10 0.70 1.34 0.77

park (n= 146)

New Experiences

The final descriptive study variable measured older adults’ frequency afipatiton in
new activities during participants’ last travel abroad. The scale asgpdrdents about new
experiences and was based on the scale created by Nimrod and Rotem (2009). Huade this
included ten five-point quasi-interval (Likert-type) questions ranging from5lwiith one as
“not at all” and 5 representing “very often”. Descriptive results are shownbile BaNone of
the items resulted in a mean score of “never” or “very often”. Four items hed sneres of
“often” including “visiting places never visited before” (M=4.38, SD =1.00), “gaimegy
knowledge or information” (M=4.18, SD=0.92), “meeting new people” (M=4.03, SD =0.96), and
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“being introduced to unfamiliar culture” (M=4.00, SD =1.10). Mean scores indicatefivthat

items were identified as “sometimes” experienced by participarts.tifee highest mean

scores for sometimes included: “trying new food” (M=3.88, SD =1.06), “legsomething

new about life in general” (M=3.45, SD =1.11) and “participating in an activityrriaken

before” (M=3.43, SD =1.25). “Gaining a new ability or skill” was the only qoestiith a mean

score of “rarely” (M=2.75, SD=1.30).

Table 5

Frequency of New Experiences during Last Travel Abroad

Experience Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often M SD
5

1 2 3 4
Visiting places never visited before (n= 3.40 2.70 8.90 22.60 62.30 4.38 1.00
146)
Gaining new knowledge or information 2.10 2.10 16.40 34.20 45.20 4.18 0.92
(n=146)
Meeting new people (n= 148) 0.70 6.80 19.60 34.50 38.50 4.03 0.96
Being introduced to unfamiliar culture (n=  4.10 5.40 19.70 27.90 42.90 4.00 1.10
147)
Trying new food (n= 148) 4.10 5.40 21.60 36.50 32.40 3.88 1.06
Learning something new about life in 3.40 17.10 31.50 26.70 21.20 3.45 1.11
general (n= 146)
Participating in an activity never taken 9.00 11.00 35.20 17.90 26.90 3.43 1.25
before (n= 145)
Learning something new about yourself 6.10 20.40 41.50 16.30 15.60 3.15 1.11
(n=147)
Learning something new about 6.20 20.50 40.40 18.50 14.40 3.14 1.10
relationships in your life (n= 146)
Gaining a new ability or skill (n=146) 20.50 24.70 28.10 13.00 13.70 2.75 1.30

Exploratory Factor Analysis of New Experiences

Innovative experiences in participants’ last travel abroad were explocedjthfactor

analysis, which determined what, if any, underlying structure existeddasuming the new

experiences scale. Following the same protocol that was adopted by Nimrod and Zdte),

procedures utilized principal components extraction and Varimax rotation witerKais
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normalization. To control the number of factors extracted from the data, adteo-galution
was specified in an attempt to replicate the previous study (Nimrod & Rotem, 2I16)
criteria used to determine the appropriate number of components included shaepduabnc
meaning, simple factor structure, eigenvalues greater than one, and Cronbachalipbdity
greater than 0.60.

In the first factor analysis iteration, three of the ten items had notalsie-lwading and
seven items single-loaded with acceptable values (coefficient <.60). AltHomaghitems cross-
loaded to some degree, “trying new foods” loaded similarly on both factors (.52 aadd50)
was removed from the analysis. When “trying new foods” was removed in the sactord f
analysis iteration, nine items remained and loaded on two distinct factbrace#@ptable values.
See Table 6 for the factor structure of new experiences.

The variance explained by both factors was then considered. The varianteeeXpja
each factor would not be improved with the addition or exclusion of questionnaire items. Thus,
the two-factor structure was accepted. The first component accounted for 3@et péthe
variance while the second component accounted for 34.21 percent of the variance. The two
factors mirrored those of the previous study and were labeled external ionaad internal
innovation in accordance with the previous study (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010). The Cronbach’s
alpha value for external innovation was 0.89 and internal innovation was 0.88.

In accordance with the previous study, the first fagdernal innovation, consisted the
following items and factor loadings: (a) “visiting new places never visiteudsef0.88), (b)
“being introduced to unfamiliar culture” (0.85), (c) “gaining new knowledge ormétion”
(0.77), (d) “meeting new people” (0.71) and (e) “participating in an activityrriaken before”

(0.68). The second factanternal innovation, included (a) “learning something new about
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relationships in your life” (0.88), (b) “learning something new about yoUr€e86), (c)

“gaining new ability or skill” (0.76) and (d) “learning something new about tifgeneral”

(0.73). This factor analysis confirmed the findings of Nimrod and Rotem (2010) with the firs
factor representing external innovation and the second component representiny interna

innovation.

Table 6

Factor Structure of New Experiences

Experience Mean Factor Eigenvalue Variance Cronbach’s
Loading Explained Alpha
External Innovation 59.11 38.47 0.89
Visiting places never visited 4.38 0.88
before
Being introduced to unfamiliar 4.00 0.85
culture
Gaining new knowledge or 4.18 0.77
information
Meeting new people 4.03 0.71
Participation in an activity never ~ 3.43 0.68
taken before
Internal Innovation 13.57 34.21 0.88
Learning something new about 3.14 0.88
relationships in your life
Learning something new about 3.20 0.86
yourself
Gaining new ability or skill 2.75 0.76
Learning something new about 3.45 0.73
life in general

Responses varied from 1-5 with 1 meaning nevefrfigadneaning very often
Item not included: Trying new foods

Notes: Only loadings of at least 0.3 were tabulated

These two factors explained 72.67% of variance.

Hypothesis Testing
With the factor analysis complete, it was then possible to test the three ghadlydses.

H1: The international tourism market for North Carolina Baby Boomers can efectively be
segmented into three categories of innovators (absolute innovators, nomavators, and
external innovators).
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To test this hypothesis,kameans cluster analysis was undertaken. Three categories of
innovators (absolute innovator, non-innovator or external innovator) were expected and
confirmed. Also, the demographic (income, education and travel history) chistaastef each
cluster (aka market segment) were described with measures of tamdency and crosstabs.
Other study variables used to describe respondents assigned to eachatiassificluded age,
gender, countries visited, length of trip, format of trip, purpose of travel, numbgrspfiealth
status, marital and retirement status.

In order to assess participants’ innovation, the researcher conducted rsaciabtsis to
sort individuals into groups. Cluster analysis is a statistical procedure udassityc
participants based on variables of choicé-means analysis requires researchers to input a
desired number of clusters for a solution. Then, the software package identiiret dases for
each cluster that have the most significant distance between groups.h8reds ho “correct”
cluster solution deemed acceptable, this study entered the number three foemonsigh the
previous study (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010). Researchers considered clusters of tvanddive
solutions but the clusters the centroid distance was greatest for the tistee @blution. This
indicates that when grouped into three categories, respondents were must diste clusters
also support Innovation Theory by indicating participation in new experiencestloypaants.
Through three distinct clusters, participants may also support the diffesetossersel f-
preservation andself-reinvention. The three clusters are described in Table 7 according to the

cluster means for the two factors.
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Table 7

Three Clusters of North Carolina Baby Boomer International Travelers

Cluster
Absolute Innovators Non Innovators External Innovators
Factor Cluster centroid
External Innovation 0.09 -2.04 0.33
Internal Innovation 1.28 -0.60 -0.44
Cluster size 40 17 93
Percentage of sample 26.67 11.33 62.00

Based on the cluster means, each of the three clusters may be described Ilydaridua
in contrast to the other two clusters. Since the data indicated the same pattsponflents as
the prior study, the three clusters were labeled the same names tomwintastency (Nimrod

& Rotem, 2010). The characteristics of the three clusters of innovators ane ishbable 8.

(1) Absolute Innovators: (n=40; 26.67%)

According to the cluster analysis, absolute innovators indicated both extednaternal
innovation on the new experiences scale. The majority of absolute innovatorsmwale fe
(74.4%), married (61.5%) and born between 1946 and 1955 (70.0%). More cluster members
were not retired (64.0%) and one-half had a spouse or partner who was working (50.0%). The
majority of absolute innovators reported having a college or advanced degree) (@nh0bive
percent indicated being born outside of the United States. The median household income of
North Carolina Baby Boomers is $52,852; absolute innovators indicated having sligivéy a
(28.2%) and a lot above (35.9%) this income. The self-reported their health of absolute

innovators was higher than the overall sample with 36.8 percent indicatingeaxbelalth.
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(2) Non Innovators (n=17; 11.33%)

Thek-means cluster analysis resulted in non innovators having negative chrdtercc
scores indicating the least participation in both external and internal innovatiomori-he
innovators’ group was the smallest of the three clusters with only 17 particigdr@snajority
of non innovators were female (64.7%), married (76.5%), and born between 1946 and 1955
(70.6%). There were more non-innovators who were not retired (76.5%) than retiré€d)(aB8cb
indicated a spouse or partner who was working (76.5%). The majority of non innovptotede
having a college degree (41.2%) or advanced degree (23.5%). This cluster had the mos
participants who indicated being born outside of the United States (23.5%). Non innovators
indicated having household incomes of slightly above (23.5%) and a lot above (47.1%) the
median income of $52, 852 of North Carolina Baby Boomers. The self-reported thigirofiea
non-innovators included 47.1 percent indicating excellent health and 23.5 percentgepsostin

good health.

(3) External Innovators (n=93; 62.00%)

The third and final cluster included participants who indicated positive external framova
centroid scores and negative internal innovation centroid scores. Similar to tloeipsudy
(Nimrod & Rotem, 2010), the largest cluster was external innovators with 98ents. The
majority of participants were female (66.7%), married (81.7%) and bonebet1946 and 1955
(72.0%). More participants were not retired (61.3%) compared to the perceriragkaed most
cluster members had a spouse or partner who was also working (53.3%). The mfjority
participants reported having a college degree (43.0%) or advanced degrée.(39i8 cluster
had 4.3 percent who indicated that they were born outside of the United States. The median

household income of North Carolina Baby Boomers is $52,852. External innovators reported
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having slightly above (30.1%) and a lot above (35.9%) this income. Approximatelgftsth
absolute and external innovators indicated their health was very good wherea&08baiitnon-

innovators reported good health.

Table 8

Respondent Characteristics of Types of Innovators

% of group % of Sample
Absolute Non Innovators External Innovators N=150
Innovators (n=17) (n=93)
(n=40)

Gender

Male 25.60 35.30 33.30 31.30

Female 74.40 64.70 66.70 68.00
Age

1946-1955 70.00 70.60 72.00 71.30

1956-1964 30.00 29.40 28.00 28.60
Marital Status

Single 12.80 11.80 7.50 9.40

Married/partner 61.50 76.50 81.70 75.80

Widowed 7.70 5.90 0.00 2.70

Divorced/separated 17.90 5.90 10.80 12.10
Retired

Yes 35.90 23.50 38.70 36.00

No 64.10 76.50 61.30 63.30
Partner/Spouse Retired

Yes 20.00 23.50 35.90 30.00

No 50.00 58.80 53.30 52.70

N/A 30.00 17.60 10.90 16.70
Highest Education

Less than HS 0.00 5.90 1.10 1.30

High School 10.00 17.60 3.20 6.70

Some college 30.00 11.80 12.90 17.30

College degree 40.00 41.20 43.00 42.00

Advanced degree 20.00 23.50 39.80 32.70
Foreign Born

Yes 5.00 23.50 4.30 6.70

No 95.00 76.50 95.70 93.30
Median Household Income

Much less 5.10 17.60 4.30 6.00

Less 15.40 5.90 5.40 8.10

Similar 12.80 5.90 10.80 10.70

Slightly above 28.20 23.50 30.10 28.90

A lot above 35.90 47.10 35.90 47.10
Health

Poor 0.00 0.00 1.10 0.70

Fair 2.60 0.00 3.30 2.70

Good 33.30 41.20 15.40 22.80

Very Good 43.60 23.50 42.90 40.30

Excellent 20.50 35.30 37.40 32.20
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Travel Patterns of the Three Clusters

The six questions relating to last trip abroad including number of days abroadiesountr
visited, purpose and format of trip as well as number of and relationship to travel conspane
depicted by cluster in Table 9. Generally, the logistics of travel appetarsacross all three
clusters. Trips out of the country lasting seven or fewer days was the masbodnp length
for members of all three clusters (absolute 43.6%, non 68.8%, external 38.7%). Eurtpe was
most frequently visited area by external innovators (52.7%) while thbl@amn/Central
America was visited the most by absolute (40.0%) and non-innovators (43.8%). Moralthan h
of participants within each cluster reported vacation as the purpose of theli(atasolute
65.0%, non 58.8%, external 68.8%). The majority of absolute innovators (57.5%) and external
innovators (51.6%) indicated the format of travel as “on their own” whereas the feasa
distributed for non-innovators. One travel companion was the most common response for
number of travel companions for the three clusters (absolute 28.2%, non 35.3%, and external
37.0%). Spouse/partner was the most frequent relationship of travel companion ireall thre

innovator clusters (absolute 47.5%, non 58.8% and external 63.4%).
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Table 9

Travel Patterns by Cluster

% of iroui % of sample n=150

1-7 43.60 68.80 38.70 43.20
8-14 28.20 18.80 38.70 33.80
15+ 28.20 12.50 22.60 23.00

Days abroad

Purpose of travel

Vacation 65.00 58.80 68.80 66.70
Visiting Friends/Relatives 7.50 23.50 15.10 14.00
Business 15.00 11.80 7.50 10.00
Educational 7.50 0.00 3.20 4.00
Gift/Prize 0.00 0.00 3.20 2.00
Volunteer 0.00 0.00 2.20 1.30
Cruise 0.70 5.90 0.00 1.30

Religious Pilgrimage 0.70

0.00

0.00 0.70

Number of travel companions

0 20.50 17.60 15.20 16.90
1 28.20 35.30 37.00 34.50
2 7.70 5.90 13.00 10.80
3 15.40 23.50 13.00 14.90
4 7.70 11.80 5.40 6.80
5 7.70 0.00 1.10 2.70
6 5.10 5.90 2.20 3.40
7 0.00 0.00 2.20 1.40
8+ 7.70 0.00 10.90 8.80

Mean iear of birth 1953.73 1952.47 1952.55 1952.85

*Values do not equal 100% since respondents codidate no answer or multiple answers.
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In the next portion of the analysis, the second hypothesis was tested:
H2: There will be a significant difference between the benefits @favel according to the
type of innovator (absolute, non-innovator and external innovator).

Through an analysis of variance with LSD post-hot testing, the mean score® fifshef
international travel were compared. Findings were compared accordingter adf innovation
and are shown in Table 10. Twelve of the twenty indicators of benefits of traveyhdidant
differences (p<.05) between innovator clusters. Ten indicators werécatyiglifferent
between absolute and non innovators while seven questions were statisticaigntithr
respondents classified as non innovators and external innovators. Of the ten ttems wi
significant differences between absolute innovators and non innovators, differeamees w
observed for “I enjoyed planning it”, “I enjoyed sharing my stories witlerst upon return” and
“I had an opportunity for self expression”. Items identified as significamtdss non
innovators and external innovators included “I enjoyed anticipating it”, “Itexaging” and “I
enjoyed the companions”. There were no statistical relationships betwean@bsubvators
and external innovators. Eight questions were not significantly differamebeptclusters of

innovators and benefits of travel.

Table 10

Mean Scores of Benefits of International Travel by Innovation Clusters

Absolute Non External Overall
Innovators Innovators Innovators Sample F P
(n=40) (n=17) (n=93)
| enjoyed the companions 4.65, 4.06, 4.74, 4.80 3.05 .05
(n=145)
| liked the trip (n=148) 4.75 4.29 4.70 4.73 2.69 07 .

Responses varied from 1-5 with 1 meaning strongly disagree and five meaninty sigrag
Note: Items in the same row with different subscripts are significaritgreint from one
another.
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Table 10 (cont)

Mean Scores of Benefits of International Travel by Innovation Clusters

Absolute Non External Overall
Innovators Innovators Innovators Sample F P
(n=40) (n=17) (n=93)
| enjoyed sharing my stories wit 4.55, 3.53 4.48, 451 7.01 <.01
others upon return (n=146)
It strengthened relationships 4,68, 3.24, 4.29, 4.42 11.18 <.01
(n=145)
It was exciting (n=145) 4.55, 3.47%, 4.30, 4.42 5.58 .01
| enjoyed anticipating it (n=144) 4.25 3.35 4.40, 4.42 5.67 <.01
| felt relaxed (n=147) 4.47, 3.76, 4.3y, 4.38 3.27 .04
It was active (n=145) 4.38 3.88 4.24 4.38 1.21 .30
| grew as a person (n=147) 4.35 3.4%, 4.06,; 4.15 5.05 .01
| liked being of help to others 4.32 3.47 3.95 4.13 2.30 1.04
(n=145)
| enjoyed planning it (n=146) 4.30, 2.94 4.04, 4.10 8.68 <.01
| belonged (n=145) 4.17 3.53 3.82 4.01 1.87 1.58
It was good for my health 4.20, 3.35, 3.88,p 3.99 3.41 .04
(n=147)
| liked developing a skill 4.40, 2.88, 372 3.94 5.88 <.01
(n=145)
It was restful (n=147) 3.97 3.18 3.60 3.73 3.07 .05
I had an opportunity for self 4.02, 2.65, 3.47, 3.65 7.40 <.01
expression (n=145)
| liked the competition (n=144) 3.25 2.82 3.72 3.64 1.56 .21
| was expected to go by my 2.90 2.82 3.12 3.22 .26 77
family (n=141)
| was expected to go by my 2.70 241 2.92 2.99 .49 .61
friends (n=141)
It was my duty (n=145) 2.70 2.82 2.72 2.82 .02 .98

Responses varied from 1-5 with 1 meaning strongly disagree and five meaninty sigrag
Note: Items in the same row with different subscripts are significaritgreint from one
another.
Finally, a similar analysis was conducted to understand differences iedtueficy of
participation in destination activities according to each cluster of innovators
H3: There will be a significant difference between the frequency gfarticipation in
destination activities and the type of innovator (absolute, non-innovator andxéernal
innovator).

Through an analysis of variance with LSD post-hoc testing, differencks mean
scores of frequency of participation in destination activity by the threedusf innovation

were tested. Results are shown in Table 11. Of the 26 items, fifteen of thetestntvities
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had significant differences (p<.05) between one or two innovator clusters. Tndiv&ors had
statistically significant differences between absolute and non innovatdeseight questions
were answered significantly differently for non innovators and external itorsvaOf the
twelve items with significant differences between absolute innovators andmrators,
significant items included “Sightseeing in big cities”, “Visiting higtal sites or archeological
sites” and “Visiting museums/galleries”. Items identified as Sicgnitly different between non
innovators and external innovators included “Taking pictures or filming”, “Dining iauesnts”
and “Watching television”. There were no statistically significant gifiees in destination
activity frequency between absolute innovators and external innovators. Eleveongudis

not have significant differences between clusters of innovators and frequgraryicpation in

destination activities.

Table 11

Frequency of Participation in Destination Activities by Innovation Clusters

Absolute Non External Overall
Innovators Innovators Innovators Sample F P
(n=40) (n=17) (n=93)

Taking pictures or 4.08, 2.29 4.26, 4.15 19.36 <.01
filming (n=144)
Dining in restaurants 4,05, 2.8 3.85, 3.84 7.31 <.01
(n=148)
Visiting small towns 3.7 2.59 3.32%p 3.55 3.77 .03
and villages (n=141)
Visiting historical sites 3.50, 2.12 3.55 3.47 8.35 <.01
or archeological sites
(n=146)
Sightseeing in big cities 3.53 1.94, 3.54, 3.47 11.06 <.01
(n=145)
Shopping (n=147) 3.62 2.94 3.18 3.34 3.09 .05
Getting to know local 3.38, 2.24, 2.9, 3.13 471 .01
people (n=142)
Reading books, 3.20 2.41 3.01 3.10 2.21 A1
magazines (n=145)
Visiting 3.12, 1.53 3.09 3.04 9.89 <.01
museums/galleries
(n=144)

Responses varied from 1-5 with 1 meaning never and five meaning very often
Note: Items in the same row with different subscripts are significdiffgrent from one another
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Table 11 (cont)

Frequency of Participation in Destination Activities by Innovation Clusters

Absolute Non External Overall
Innovators Innovators Innovators Sample F P
(n=40) (n=17) (n=93)
Sitting in coffee shops 2.90, 1.65, 2.4Q,p 2.53 6.70 <.01
(n=145)
Walking or riding bicycles on 2.63, 1.53 2.14,, 2.31 4.10 .02
nature trails (n=143)
Visiting national parks or 2.33, 1.35 2.20, 2.26 3.64 .03
forests (n=142)
Sunbathing or other beach 2.63 1.59 2.08 2.24 3.23 .04
activities (n=145)
Taking cruises (n=145) 2.22 1.71 2.10 2.16 72 49
Watching television (n=144) 2.50 1.65 1.96, 2.15 4.28 .03
Visiting friends or relatives 2.30 2.47 1.95 2.14 1.26 .27
(n=147)
Attending local festivals 2.22 1.53 1.97 2.06 2.03 .14
(n=145)
Seeing plays or concerts 2.03 1.59 1.89 1.97 .73 .48
(n=144)
Physical activities (n=146) 2.25 1.65 1.74 1.92 52.5 .08
Religious/spiritual activities 1.92 1.53 1.65 1.78 1.35 .26
(n=144)
Visiting night clubs (n=144) 1.727 1.06, 1.44,, 1.55 3.56 .03
Casino/gambling (n=143) 1.78 1.24 1.35 1.52 2.40 .10
Visiting health spas (n=146) 1.67 1.41 1.38 1.50 161. .32
Attending spectacular sportin: 1.50, 0.82 1.33,, 1.37 4.00 .02
events (n=145)
Table games (n=141) 1.37 1.06 1.26 1.35 .81 .45
Visiting amusement park or 1.48 1.06 1.28 1.34 1.84 .16
theme park (n=146)
Physical activities (n=146) 2.25 1.65 1.74 1.92 52.5 .08
Religious/spiritual activities 1.92 1.53 1.65 1.78 1.35 .26
(n=144)
Visiting night clubs (n=144) 1.727 1.06, 1.44,, 1.55 3.56 .03
Casino/gambling (n=143) 1.78 1.24 1.35 1.52 2.40 .10
Visiting health spas (n=146) 1.67 1.41 1.38 1.50 161. .32
Attending spectacular sportin 1.50, 0.83, 1.33 1.37 4.00 .02
events (n=145)
Table games (n=141) 1.37 1.06 1.26 1.35 .81 .45
Visiting amusement park or 1.48 1.06 1.28 1.34 1.84 .16

theme park (n=146)

Responses varied from 1-5 with 1 meaning never and five meaning very often
Note: Items in the same row with different subscripts are significdiffgrent from one another

New Experiences by Clusters

The factor analysis allowed the researcher to understand how the items@ivthe
experiences scale could be grouped whilektheeans cluster analysis grouped the participants

by their responses to the new experiences scale. Table 12 depicts theoresanfdbe
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innovation clusters by innovation type. When comparing the innovator clusters (absolute, non
and external) by type of innovation (internal and external) absolute innovatorsehadHest

mean scores in both types of innovation (internal and external). Non-innovators Iadeste |
mean scores in both types of innovation while external innovators most often fell inetwee
absolute and non-innovators. The highest mean score within the innovator clusters was 4.65 fo
absolute innovators who indicated that they gained new knowledge during thiiplabroad.

The lowest mean score within the innovator clusters was 1.69 for participation bynovators

on the questionnaire item “to what extent were you involved in participating irtiaityatever
participated in before”. Only one item on the scale “visiting places nevexd/lsgfore” resulted

in external innovators having the highest mean score (4.63) of the three clustersasrhis
expected as external innovators had a positive external innovation cluster cetreidnsl

negative internal cluster centroid score.

Table 12

Innovator Clusters by Innovation Factors

Absolute Non-Innovators External Overall Mean
Innovators Innovators

Question: To what extent were you involved in thiéofving experiences during your last trip abroad?
External

Innovation
Visiting places 4.50 2.15 4.63 4.38
Being introduced 4.48 1.79 4.13 4.00
Gaining new 4.65 2.71 4.21 4.18
knowledge
Meeting new people 4.58 2.80 4.00 4.03
Participation in 4.08 1.69 3.40 3.43
Activity

Internal

Innovation
Learning something  4.38 2.29 2.74 3.14
new about
relationships
Learning something  4.50 1.93 2.75 3.15
new about yourself
Gaining new ability or 4.00 1.85 2.33 2.75
skill
Learning something  4.55 2.07 3.18 3.45
new about life in
general

Responses varied from 1-5 with one meaning never and five meaning very ofte
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

This chapter draws conclusions from data presented in the previous chapter. A
discussion related to findings including comparison to the previous study is pdesaenadly,
potential implications for future research and the tourism industry are aladeddh this
chapter.

Summary of Key Findings

This study examined Innovation Theory and identified the benefits aging aldithey
gained from international travel. Findings replicated a previous studieefilsetiree travel
behavior with North Carolina Baby Boomers. In general, findings supported theartd
reliability of Innovation Theory. A scale included in both studies, the new experieraes
resulted in two distinct factors (external and internal innovation). Ther¢aatthe current
study were almost identical to the factors observed in the previous study. hglior@0t percent
of respondents indicated participation in nine of the ten new experiences, whichstlygjest
tourism is an opportunity for new experiences within this sample of North Caroloya Ba
Boomers. This result mirrors that of the previous study, as Whk#. current study also
confirmed the existence of three clusters of participants with regard/ébetrsl desire for new
experiences during travel. In addition, there were similarities betweehriee types of
innovators cross-nationally in the psychological outcomes (e.g. benefiesiyand the tourism
behaviors (e.g. travel patterns and participation in destination activities)ly Hinaings
supported Innovation Theory (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007), which was the guiding theory in both
studies through validation of the new experiences scale used in both studies. Tloeanso fa
resulting from the new experiences scale were reflective of this teih@novation theory (self-

reinvention and self-preservation).
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Discussion
Study Sample Compared to North Carolina Population

It should be noted that the population sampled had a higher level of education, income
and self-reported health than the overall Baby Boomer population of Northr@ardlnis
difference is assumed to be associated with participants’ desire and tod¢evel
internationally. Next, it is important to note that a higher response ratechieved from
participants who were recruited through snowball sampling with e-mail when ceshtpahe
AARP mail survey respondents. Participants may have been more interested etiogntipe
survey when it came recommended from a trusted organization or friend. Whetiegsapés
receiving the paper survey may have been less inclined to complete it biégeasaot directly
affiliated with AARP or anyone participants’ knew personally. With pgxdints emailing the
researcher for the survey link, it also allowed for personal contact thatamayassisted in
achieving a higher response rate. The high response rate through ematonag a result of a
higher level of interest in innovation as well as international travel afBabhy Boomers who
are connected to each other through email. It may have reflecteddat |larecision in the
purchased mailing list of North Carolina AARP subscribers who indicated ntetesvel.
Potential participants on the list may have been interested in travel, butvetgdrar traveled
domestically rather than internationally. This criterion made thengibkdito complete the
survey and recipients may have therefore discarded the paper survey. Thisssihggdéuture
research of Baby Boomers could have more success with electronic surveys opplosed t
traditional Dillman’s mail survey methodology.

Discussion of Factor Analysis and Descriptive Findings

The first statistical analysis needed to interpret the data was a faatgsia of the new

experience scale to determine if there were two types of innovation in accondémtiee
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previous study. The factor analysis resulted in nine of the ten new experiegtesosading on
one of the two types of innovation (internal or external).

The only new experience that cross-loaded twasg new foods. Three possible
explanations for the observed cross-loading may be the abundance of internatsanalic the
United States, respondents’ destinations of travel, and the relative bititgsdifamiliar foods
abroad. First, international cuisine is readily available across Northii@zarTherefore,
participants may have already tried the foods of their destination befwedirig and not
considered them new foods. Next, it is important to remember that 47% ofpaantsciraveled
to Europe and 31.5% of respondents visited the Caribbean and Central America. European and
Caribbean/Central American foods are widely available and popular in thedlBtdtes (e.g.
Olive Garden, On the Border, Chipotle Mexican Grill, and Au Bon Pain). Thusydbs in
these regions may be common to participants and may not have been perceived as new or
innovative experiences. Finally, it is also possible that the often descnibedcanization of
international destinations (DeBres, 2005, Schroter, 2008) has contributed to foods and
restaurants such as McDonald’s being accessible outside of the Unitesd Sliatge “trying new
foods” cross-loaded on internal and external innovation, the act of eating may beeth¢ g
the views of the participants. For some participants, the external expegéaies to the
atmosphere of the meal while others may consider it a more personal expefiasting the
meal resulting in the cross loading.

Discussion ofk-means Cluster Analysis

Once the questionnaire items of the new or “innovative” experiences scaléast®red,
the participants were clustered related to their frequency of partaipatthe new or
“‘innovative” experiences. Participants were labeled absolute, exterrah-anmovators related

to their cluster centroid scores. All three innovator clusters tended topatgionore often in
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independent travel during their last international trip than with a group, whicheladg to the
changing trend of the older traveler (Elderhostel, 2005). The three innovstarslall
identified “vacation” as the most common purpose of their last travel abroad, whyalelata to
snowball sampling and willingness to complete the survey from the organizatioasdisééd in
participant recruitment.

Travel Patterns by Cluster
Absolute I nnovators

The innovators with the highest external and internal innovation cluster centroig, score
labeled absolute innovators, generally reported the highest mean scoreofagrto benefits
of travel questions as well as the most frequent participation in destinatiotiegtivilthough
independent travel was indicated most often, absolute innovators identified groupdocgirs m
often than the other two clusters. Absolute innovators also indicated a greguentrg of
business and educational travel as the purpose of their travel. With regard to triavadicles,
the greatest proportion of absolute innovators (40%) traveled to the Caribbeaal/Serdrica,
which supports trends identified in the literature (National Tour Assonia2002). This
suggests that distance and ease of travel may influence destination blyoroesvators of this
cohort with non-innovators and absolute innovators preferring closer destinationstdraalex
innovators.

External Innovators

Participants with a positive external innovation cluster centroid score anil/aega
internal innovation centroid score generally indicated the second highestnagtevith benefits
related to international travel and frequency of participation in destinatiatiasti Of the three
clusters, the external innovators reported the most independent travel (68.8%g aragarity

of external innovators (52.7%) traveled to Europe, which supports the findings oftitvealNa
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Tour Association (2002). External innovation relates to the external environmehisaollister
of external innovators may have a higher level of interest in the envirtrame sites of Europe
for new experiences than the Caribbean/Central America.
Non-Innovators

Finally, the cluster with a negative cluster centroid scores for botim@hind external
innovation (non innovators), represented the cluster of participants who indicatedsthe |
agreement with benefits associated with international travel and lefsippéion in destination
activities. Interestingly, the non-innovator cluster had the highest medrenoirinternational
trips within the last year of the three clusters as well as highestipation in package tours and
family groups. Related to traveling in a family group, non-innovators were alsolikedy to
indicate that they visited friends and relatives during their last internktrasal compared to
the other two clusters. Findings indicated that non-innovators travel with fauamilgevisit
friends and relatives the most, which may mean that time with family is notlecedia new or
innovative experience, but rather obligatory. With regard to travel destinahergeatest
proportion of non-innovators (43.8%) traveled to the Caribbean/Central America, wdyych m
relate to geographic location being closer to home as well as consideredtesard more
common than other locations.
Discussion of Travel Benefits between Clusters

Participants responded with universally high scores to the two key variablestébehef
international travel and frequency of participation in destination activitielsis is common in
leisure research (Aslan, 2009; Lee, Graefe & Burns, 2007; Spiers & Walker, 2008) and i
thought to reflect participants’ perceived freedom of choice in leisure behalnattsis instance,
respondents chose to engage in international travel. This indicates that Noriha(Eably
Boomers consider traveling internationally to be beneficial as wdkkrmnstrated their high
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levels of participation in destination activities. Although the mean scoreswgrehere was a
difference between innovation clusters for the three key variables testedbsdiete
innovators consistently gave higher mean scores and non-innovators responded with the lowes
mean scores of the three clusters, which was inherent to the description of tlodusieze of
innovators. This suggests that North Carolina Baby Boomers are innovating dwemngtional
travel, but there is a difference in degree between the absolute and non-innovators.

Perhaps the degree of innovation is not as relevant as whether Baby Boomers innovate or
do not innovate during international travel. Although thvesee significant differences by
cluster in 12 of the 20 benefits gained through international travel, they weelimit
differences between absolute and non innovators. This may suggest that bemefegsved
similarly by absolute and external innovators. Another plausible fadtoe mount of previous
international experiences as evidenced by non-innovators who indicated a\gkate of
international trips within the last year compared to individuals withirother two clusters.
Perhaps the non-innovators’ view that international travel was lessdahifan the other two
clusters indicated may relate to lack of novelty. When one is familiar wgmational travel or
perhaps specific destinations due to previous experiences, the experiendasedssdb travel
may lose their novelty as indicated by non-innovators.

Overall, participants reported experiencing benefits of internaticnadltm their last trip
abroad that included interactions with others (i.e. “I enjoyed the companioesijojled sharing
my stories with others upon return” and “It strengthened relationship”). Thisntigate the
importance of social context to this entire cohort (irrespective of innovation) iniasgoos

international travel.
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Benefits of international travel were significantly different betwabsolute and external
innovators: “it was exciting”, “I enjoyed anticipating it”, “I felt releat”, and “I grew as a
person”. In each instance, absolute and external innovators indicated agreemeatkvit
benefit statement and non-innovators indicated neutral sentiments. This suggesisdlute
and external innovators consider excitement and relaxation as a benefit more than non
innovators. Perhaps, if one does not seek new experiences they are therefocbledso
seek excitement and in turn prefer a calmer travel style. Another pagsshihat absolute and
external innovators’ desire for relaxation from their non-travel lifestiflat may be busier than
non-innovators non-travel lives. Absolute and external innovators may seek régmvaeir
innovator lifestyles outside of travel, which might be more exhausting than non-iorsogaily
lives.

Other benefits indicated positively by absolute and external innovators and mmt-by
innovators were planning and anticipating an international trip. This may reftemtea
involved and eager traveler who wants to be “hands on” during the planning process compared to
the non-innovators who disagreed with this benefit and may desire a hassledneks, 6ff”
approach to international travel. Finally, absolute innovators indicated “develogitlj ansl
“having an opportunity for self-expression” as benefits of international trawsieas non-
innovators disagreed. This continues to support the evidence of absolute innovators seeking
more opportunities both internal and external innovation during international traveduemto
the non-innovators who travel more often but visit friends and family more often doeing
travels. Therefore, absolute innovators may view international travel as anuogtyad learn
more about themselves through developing skills and expressing themselves wharea

innovators view family travel not as an opportunity for innovation.
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Discussion of the Frequency of Participation in Destinatin Activities by Cluster

North Carolina Baby Boomers indicated participation in many destinationtedivi
during their last travel abroad. The scale did not include many adventure orractdle t
activities to compare to the literature, but future studies may consider irmmosgie and level
of activity. The overall sample mean indicated that taking pictures or finm@sgthe activity
participated in the most often by North Carolina Baby Boomers regardlessowgtion style,
which may be a result of heightened technology use through digital cameras, ardieblogs.

Specific to type of innovator for participation in destination activities, the gatiern
emerged of absolute innovators with the highest level of participation and nontomsovdh
the least participation. Absolute and external innovators participated sigtiifinzore often in
destination activities than non-innovators which may represent an intergstrmaé innovation
opportunities for both clusters of innovators such as sightseeing in big citigagwisitional
parks or forests as well as dining in restaurants.

The only destination activity with higher non-innovator participation was msftiends
or family. Interestingly, the benefit item “l was expected to go bylyamad the lowest mean
score for non-innovators yet visiting friends and family was the destmatitivity participated
in most by non-innovators. This may relate to non-innovators traveling internbtitreamost
often of the three clusters. Perhaps family obligations contribute to more irdeahatavel of
non-innovators and new experiences are not associated with one’s family.

The comparison of types of innovation and innovation clusters suggested that the
experience of visiting a new destination would be the most important factortéonax
innovators whereas there are a variety of other new experiences both interndéema that
absolute innovators value. Non-innovators have indicated that they rarely or neicgygtarin

the nine new experiences listed in the scale. This suggests that tourism sdéfaitiog
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services to Baby Boomers traveling internationally may consider\bbdéinterest in new
experiences during international travel. As results indicate, the majbpgrticipants (n=93)
were considered external innovators and therefore were more involved in visiiteg pever
visited before specifically within Europe compared to the other two innovatorrsluste
Comparison to the Previous Study

Overall, the current study provided considerable support for the findings of the previous
study with replication of factors and clusters in divergent populations of senidgrmugth the
current study considered Baby Boomers who had a younger mean age tharetteirelsrael,
clusters determined by the new experiences scale were simiieli participants traveled
abroad more often in the previous year than North Carolina Baby Boomers whyidiermaesult
of geographic location and ease of accessing other countries from Idnaet Wlere similarities
between travel patterns of the three clusters of innovators such as non-inniaasirsgy the
most of the three clusters and most often with families to visit friends atigdesla

When considering the benefits of international travel, participants from bogth dsic
North Carolina responded similarly. Although North Carolina Baby Boomers tendedi¢ate
higher levels of agreement, both studies’ participants indicated agreentefitlikid the trip”
and disagreement with the “It was my duty” and “I was expected to go by enggfi.
Participants from both studies also indicated that they felt neutral towasds ‘expected to go
by family.” This may be related to an emotional bond with family that leatigipants to
avoid giving a positive or negative opinion in both cultures. There may be cross-national
difference in openness to agree with statements as North Carolina redefaotsstrated by the

higher mean scores from North Carolina participants. Although scores aralbehigh for
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leisure related research, there may be cultural differences outside obpleecs this study that
explain the differences in mean scores between studies.

The final portion of both studies included participation in destination activities, which
also had similarities. North Carolina Baby Boomers reported “taking pgturfilming” often
during their international travels whereas older adults in Israel indicaty rare participation in
this activity. This may be related to the two year period of time betwedestand the
advancement of digital photography and ease of taking pictures or filmingy hohbe
surprising then that North Carolina Baby Boomers indicated agreement ohtfé beésharing
stories upon return whereas Israeli participants did not share this view afdrinenay not
have enjoyed taking as many pictures while traveling. Another destinatieryaeported
more often by North Carolina Baby Boomers than older adults in Israel wiisgge know
local people”. Perhaps retirees in Israel had previous exposure to other cultunesra
experiences traveling internationally as there are a wider varietyefjh countries closer to
Israel than to the United States.

Findings from both studies suggested participation to some degree in four new
experiences including “visiting new places”, “gaining new knowledge&etnmg new people”
and “being introduced to unfamiliar cultures”. Again, North Carolina Baby Boonaetrfiigher
overall participation percentages and mean scores compared to Israeldalter @nly 12-23%
reported not having experienced those four experiences at all amongpatticn Israel
compared to only 0.70-4.10% of participants in North Carolina. This may be related to the
difference in mean age between the two studies. Only 77-88% reporteddpesenees at
least to some extent in Israel compared to 95.9 to 99.4% in North Carolina, which suggests m

innovative experiences by North Carolina Baby Boomers. Participants in bo#ssanhdicated
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“gaining a new ability or skill” as the most uncommon new experience duringadtitanal
travel. Perhaps participants in both studies do not view tourism as the environmeimtifigy ga
new abilities or skills.

The similarities between North Carolina and Israel older travelgygest tourists with
similar involvement in new experiences may share participation in destinatiaties. The
higher involvement in visiting friends and relatives by non-innovators may subgeaging
travelers do not engage in new experiences either in the external environmerterrel
innovation) or learn something new about themselves (i.e. internal innovation) when visiting
friends and relatives. This may also relate to the overall North Carolirdesameutral
response to “I was expected to go by family” because family obligatiomotuewed as
opportunities for growth. This may suggest that older Israelis are continyagticipate in the
activities as they age and so might North Carolina Baby Boomers. Anothetigdatsason is
that the benefits may decline while the frequency of participation continued) iniplies that
people may continue to travel as they age because it is what they have enjlosenh &g, but

age dilutes the benefits.

Support for Innovation Theory

The current study provided considerable support for the new theory in gerontological
literature, Innovation Theory (Nimrod & Kleiber, 2007). The current studyateddahe
assessment of international travel activities as a potgntath mechanism for self-preservation
or self-reinvention later in life. Findings from the factor analysis of theexg@a&riences in both
studies indicated that the scale of ten new experiences might be dividedentaliand external

innovation, mirroring self-preservation and self-reinvention.
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In addition to Innovation Theory, findings from this study may also support continuity
theory, which identifies internal and external continuity. Since Innovation Tleepands on
continuity theory with the addition of new experiences, the current study supportbdmnibg.
The factor analysis results of internal and external innovation mirror iheerdaxternal
continuity with the addition of new experiences suggested by Innovation Theork-ndens
cluster further supports Innovation Theory by indicating participation in both ihtarda
external innovation experiences. Future studies would benefit from incorporaiasglane
measure to understand if the participants were regular travelers or itsteng abroad was
truly a new travel experience to expand on the differences between selfrptieseand self-
reinvention.

Although the mean age was the youngest for absolute innovators in the lsglitst
was the oldest among the North Carolina Baby Boomers. Due to the differingtage twr the
two studies, North Carolina absolute innovators were younger than Israeli absobwators.
This may suggest that an optimal age for the absolute innovator would be older than 54 and
younger than 63.

Limitations

As a non-representative study, findings of this study may not be generalizedhio Nor
Carolina Baby Boomers or Americans of this cohort. Although Innovation Theory was
supported through this study and the clusters of innovators were the same as tlis gtadly,
there may be cultural differences outside the scope of this study. In ordentyéde
representative, more time for data collection would allow for a largarsgatfor analysis. With
a higher response rate through the electronic survey format, there may éaelias towards

participants with a higher tendency of innovation as evidenced through their contptaeyli
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Approximately 71% of participants were born between 1946 and 1955, which indicatesethey a
part of the older half of the Baby Boomer generation. Future research maywaakta more
even balance between older and younger baby boomers.

Concerning the adaption of the previous study, there were differences bdte/stundly
methodologies. The previous study included international travel within theestivirereas this
study attempted to take into consideration factors such as the economic crisasagoe dor
international travel from the United States, which may have influenced pgsaibi@pants’
travel abroad. Thus, the researcher adjusted the criteria for paiticifatnternational travel
during the last three years. Including the travel time extension, thezeb&w@&% of sample who
traveled abroad within the last year. The previous study may have had adsgiveise rate due
to the methodology of telephoning potential participants and obtaining verbal cordnragti
participation before sending paper surveys. This study could not repeat that methddelog
time and money constraints, which may have contributed to different participdagen ra

The survey instrument remained as similar as possible to the previous study. Koweve
due to the challenge of translating the instrument from Hebrew to Americanttisgise
guestions were minimally adjusted. For example, the questions investitdipgrpose and
format of travel were changed to open coding rather than closed coding used @vibespr
study. The open-ended questions led to certain responses being unclear suckeds “crui
appearing in both format and purpose of travel. It should also be noted that the scsilegasses
the benefits of international travel utilized items that were primpobitively worded and close-
ended questions that did not allow respondents include other possible benefits in addition the
items were self-defined and self-actualized by each respondent pbtemgating varying

responses. This may have created a bias towards a perception of positive &@oeiits
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respondents. It may be argued that there are also negative outcomes tbansdrinavel, which
were outside the scope of this study. Although there was an opportunity for paiegant
indicate open-ended responses, few took the opportunity. Finally, the dual dataocollecti
methodology created a potential for duplicate responses even though the questieqnasted
that participants complete only one questionnaire.
Implications for Future Research

This study supported the findings of the previous study as well as the use of mmovati
Theory, which contributes to the growing research related to this new gemcal theory.
There are still many more research questions to consider related t@dgitsgand new
experiences during travel. Future studies may seek to consider varying dghepgeoscope,
methodology and survey instrument to broaden findings from the current studgpdnse to
the previous study, the current explored innovation outside of Israel. It would beclzhefi
continue with this research focus to determine if two factors of innovation and lisegscof
innovators continue to be supported outside of North Carolina. Research focusing on regions of
the United States or the country as a whole would assist in broader conclusions. MAflieoug
current study altered the methodology from the previous study, the success of ksamphhg
through email addresses using an electronic survey compared to the mailnsetiregtology
suggests future research with this cohort may have similar success duesaisetbéelectronic
surveys and communication through email. As stated in the limitations, this oiagieeron-
email savvy participants, but may also contribute to a higher responsé&iraby, this study
relied on mostly closed-ended quantitative items and future research may foemedjualitative
research to expand on the understanding of motivation for new experiences relalied to s

reinvention and self-preservation. Certain questions such as if participaatsome outside of
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the United States may not be applicable in future research considering 8aiel as the
cohort is specific to people born in the United States between 1946 and 1964. Itis also
suggested that future research consider establishing an anchor forithpgrais current level
of overall innovation to gain a better understanding of innovation during travel.

In addition to methodology, future studies should address other research questions.
Innovation Theory related to travel is not limited to international trips; thexefisture research
should examine domestic travel of aging adults as cost and distance adseitiateternational
travel may limit participation. Results of the current study indicated thlant pictures or
filming” was the most the destination activity participated in most ofygpalticipants. Another
possible research question to explore in future studies is the role of technologytidwah such
as the use of travel blogs and use of social media in planning travel as well agrdughg
experiences for this cohort compared to younger cohorts.

This study focused on the Baby Boomer cohort whereas the previous study considered
Israeli retirees. Future studies may consider both chronological age isseat status, but
with a potential shift in Baby Boomers working longer, another alternaiivéetermining age is
cognitive age. Barrak and Schiffman, (1987) suggest the age one feelshathend¢’s year
since birth as an alternative age indicator. Considerations outside of the &abgmBcohort
could include new experiences of the Silent Generation related to trawalll as a longitudinal
study of Millennials as they age to expand the literature on Innovatiaryraed travel
throughout the lifespan.

According to Nimrod, Janke and Kleiber (2009) in a cross-national study oéseting
leisure, U.S. respondents continued to innovate after retirement in leisurgesciwiereas

Israeli respondents did not. If Americans are more inclined to continue innovaéing aft
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retirement (following pre-retirement patterns), then the current stagysomggest that
participation in new experiences may continue as Baby Boomers age. oféefiatlings from
this study and Innovation Theory related to Continuity Theory (Atchley, 1989) subgest
North Carolina Baby Boomers may continue to innovate through travel as e big
suggests future studies should explore how Baby Boomers, with previous travelreogserie
continue to seek new leisure related travel experiences.

In addition to statistical significance, contribution to the gerontologwatitee and
suggestions for future research, there is also immediate practicabhpi to the tourism
industry.

Application to Tourism

Providers of international tourism experiences may benefit from the findfrige
current study. Previous researchers (Lehto et al, 2008; Prideaux & Gloversagg8st that
Baby Boomers’ travel behaviors are different from the previous cohort andtcouesm
products and services will not be applicable for this emerging segment of tisentauwarket,
which findings from the current study support. Although the conclusions from thisratydy
not be generalized, it provides additional support that Baby Boomers are eagav for n
experiences as they age. Tourism professionals who are seeking to pemetlegportunities
to this cohort may benefit by understanding that new experiences are soughtdoptnt as
they age.

Tourism providers must understand that although Baby Boomers indicated innovation in
international travels that they do not all innovate to the same degree as aVidethé® study by
three styles of innovation. The largest of the three innovator styles, exteronators, were

seeking new environments and tend to travel to Europe whereas the smallest inngeator st
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non-innovators, traveled with family and did not participate in as many new eéxpesias the
other two groups. Assuming Baby Boomers desire new experiences, a makategy that
includes new experiences shared with family and friends may increase iaon@rabng non-
innovators. Absolute innovators potentially have the easiest travel styleketinacause they
seek both internal and external innovation in their international travel, which include new
environments as well as opportunities for self-discovery. Therefore, interaatravel with a
focus on visiting friends and family may attract more non-innovators and oppoguaitie
explore exotic destinations might be appealing to external innovators. liteah#étps that
allow for both internal and external innovation would allow absolute innovators to become
involved as they are inclined.

The tourism industry can learn from the overall findings of this study relateehiefits
sought and participation in destination activities by this cohort. In particatag ef the
benefits sought by Baby Boomer participants during their last trip abmoldied taking
pictures or filming as well as getting to know local people, which could reladerisrn
experiences provided in the tourism industry. According to this study, the Baby Boaimoet
of travelers surveyed were more inclined to visit historical sites and visitusgums/galleries
than visiting health spas, seeing plays/concerts or spectacular sportitg)\eliech would assist
in informing tourism providers of which markets to focus their efforts.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to identify the benefits North Carolina Baby Bogaiers
from new experiences during international travel. Using Innovation Theats/fasindation, the
current study of North Carolina Baby Boomers supported findings of the previousostudy

retirees living in Israel. The new experiences scale, included in bothsstietielted in two
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distinct types of innovation (external and internal) while participants of both stwéie
effectively clustered into three types of innovation (absolute, external and troagddition,
there were similarities between the three types of innovators cross-iigtioniae benefits
gained as well as the frequency of participation in destination activitdés. more than 90
percent of North Carolina Baby Boomers reporting new experiences duriniaste
international trip, results indicate that tourism is a potential opportunity foerperiences later
in life. Although the degrees of innovation may not be as pertinent as the desire for new
experiences later in life, tourism providers may consider results in providing tiveova

experiences for this cohort as they age.
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APPENDIX B: Questionnaire
Thank you for your interest in participating in this research. The purpose diuiiysis
to understand the influence of new experiences on North Carolina Baby Boomers’
international travels. Your responses will remeanfidential, which means we will not
be sharing your personal answers with anyone. Your participation in this study i
voluntary therefore you may choose not to answer any questions that make you
uncomfortable and you may stop at any time. However, we would appreciateut i
could complete the questionnaire as much as possible. Please ansorersily as
possible-there is no right or wrong answer. If at any time you have questease p
contact Jill Naar at 252-737-1498, by emjail 016 @ecu.eduar Dr. Kindal Shores at 252-
328-5649 Please only complete this questionnaire once. Thank you again for your interest

Have you traveled internationally in the last threeyears?
No Yes Date of most recent travel abroad Month___
Year
If yes, continue to part 1
If no, continue to part 5.

Part 1
Which country/countries did you visit gour last trip abroad?
1. 6.
2 7.
3. 8.
4. 9.
5 10.

On your last international trip, how madgysdid you stay abroad?

What was th@urpose of your last trip abroad (vacation, visiting friends/relatives,
etc.)?

How would you describe tifermat (on your own, with a group, package deal, etc.)
of your last trip abroad?
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Did you have travel companions?

(Not including people in an organized group or people you met on the trip)

a. Did not have any companions

b. Had one companion
c. Had companions

Who were your companions? (You can mark more than one choice)
e. Friend/Friends
f. People in the group tour

g. Other (please specify)

a. Spouse/partner

b. Sons/daughters

c. Grandsons/granddaughters

d. Other family member(s)
Part 2

In your last trip abroad, how often were you engaged in the following activities?

Please circle your responses 1-Never 2-Rarely 3-Sometimes 4-Often 5-Very often.

Never | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Very
Often

Sightseeing in big cities 1 2 3 4 5
Visiting small towns and villages 1 2 3 4 5
Visiting national parks or forests 1 2 3 4 5
Sunbathing or other beach activities 1 2 3 4 5
Visiting historical sites or archeological sit| 1 2 3 4 5
Walking or riding bicycles on nature trails| 1 2 3 4 5
Attending local festivals 1 2 3 4 5
Visiting health spas 1 2 3 1 5
Physical activities (exercising, gyms or ba] 1 2 3 4 5
games)

Getting to know local people 1 2 3 4 5
Visiting friends or relatives 1 2 3 4 5
Shopping 1 2 3 4 5
Sitting in coffee shops 1 2 3 4 5
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Dining in restaurants 1 2 3 1 5
Visiting museums/galleries 1 2 3 4 5
Seeing plays or concerts 1 2 3 1 5
Visiting night clubs 1 2 3 + 5
Visiting amusement park or theme park 1 2 3 4 5
Attending spectacular sporting events 1 2 3 4 5
Taking cruises 1 2 3 4 5
Casino/other gambling 1 2 3 4 5
Table games such as cards, chess or bridge 1 2 3 4 5
Taking pictures or filming 1 2 3 4 5
Reading books, magazines, etc. 1 2 3 4 5
Watching television 1 2 3 4 5
Religious/spiritual activities 1 2 3 4 5
Did you participate in any other activities not listed?
If yes, please specify and list to what degree you
participated 5 being the most participation

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Part 3

The following list includes various statements expressed by people folloveing th
travels. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree that eachrstatdfieets how

you felt about your last travel abroad.

Strongly | Disagree| Neutral | Agree| Strongly N/A
Disagree Agree
| liked the trip 1 2 3 4 5 9
| enjoyed the companions 1 2 3 4 5
| felt relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 9
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It strengthened relationships 1 2 3 4 5 9
| grew as a person 1 2 3 4 5 9

It was restful 1 2 3 4 5 9
It was exciting 1 2 3 4 5 9

| had an opportunity for self expression 1 2 3 4 5 9

It was good for my health 1 2 3 4 5 9

| enjoyed planning it 1 2 3 4 5 9
It was active 1 2 3 4 5 9

| liked developing a skill 1 2 3 4 5 9

| belonged 1 2 3 4 5 9

| liked being of help to others 1 2 3 4 5 g
| enjoyed anticipating it 1 2 3 4 5 9

| was expected to go by my family 1 2 3 4 5 9
It was my duty 1 2 3 4 5 9

| liked the competition 1 2 3 4 5 9

| was expected to go by my friends 1 2 3 4 5 9

| enjoyed sharing my stories with 1 2 3 4 5 9
others upon return

Part 4
To what extent were you involved in the following experiences during your last trip abroad?

(1 being not at all and 5 being very often)

Never | Rarely] Sometimes Often Very
Often

Visiting places never visited before 1 2 3 4 5

N
w
I~
s

Participating in an activity never taken before 1
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Being introduced to unfamiliar culture 1 2 3 4 5
Meeting new people 1 2 3 4
Gaining new knowledge or information 1 2 3 4 5
Gaining new ability or skill 1 2 3 4
Trying new food 1 2 3 4 5
Learning something new about yourself 1 2 3 4
Learning something new about relationships 1 2 3 4 5
in your life
Learning something new about life in general 1 2 3 4 5
Please list any other new experience
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

When considering the activities you participated in or any new experigogdsd
during your international travels, is there anything else that you would coadiéerefit?
Please explain.

Part 5

Now we have a few background questions. Please circle or fill in where appropriate.

Are you: Male Female

Year of Birth

Are you retired? Yes No

Does your spouse/partner work? Yes No N/A
Were you born outside of the United States? Yes No

If yes, where?
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In which county of North Carolina do you currently reside?

How many times did you travelithin North Carolina during the last year?
How many times did you travalithin the United States(not NC) during the last year?
How many times did yotravel abroad last year including your most recent trip?
Which ONE do you prefer? NC Travel Domestic Travel International Travel
What is your highest level of education?
Less than HS HS Diploma Some College  College degree AdvargeeeD
Marital status
Single Married/Partner Widowed
Divorced/separated
Do you have children/grandchildren (if yes how many)?
No children #  children No grandchildren #
grandchildren
How would you rate your health at the present time?
Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent
The median household income of North Carolina Baby Boomers is $52,852. Wauld yo
say that your household income including social security, salary, othertbgeisef
Much less Less Similar Slightly above A lot above
Would you be willing to participate in a follow-up interview about your travigrests?
Yes No

If yes, please provide email and/or phone

number

Please use the postage paid reply envelope towretumpleted surveys.

© Thank you for your time and participatiGn
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APPENDIX C: Call for participants

Jill Naar, a graduate student within the Department of Recreation anad 8isidies at East
Carolina University, is writing her master's thesis on Internatioralelof North Carolina Baby
Boomers. With the growing interest related to tourism and Baby Boomelis, @hesidering

their innovative experiences during international travel. She is seekiimgpzdion of anyone

born between 1946 and 1964 who has traveled outside of the United States within thedesst 3 ye
to provide valuable information. She has an electronic survey that takes approxiratél

minutes to complete. If interested or if you know of anyone else who may lestetirplease
emailecuboomertravel@hotmail.cowith (Organization Name) as the subject line and Jill Naar
will send you the survey link. Thank you for your time and consideration.
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