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Abstract

Previous research has indicated that shopping could make up for a significant part of the tourist expe-
rience and could provide significant benefits to destinations by contributing to local retail revenue and
by generating many jobs. In order to design better marketing strategies, destination managers must un-
derstand what attracts tourists to a destination and makes them shop while there. However, tourists
represent a heterogeneous group and subgroups of individuals are motivated to visit a destination for a
variety of reasons. The primary purpose of this study is to segment tourist shoppers visiting Istanbul ac-
cording to their motivation to shop. Five distinctive groups of ‘product-focused shoppers’, ‘shoppers for
cultural experience’, ‘reluctant shoppers’, ‘difference seekers’ and ‘total shoppers’ were found and com-
pared by the geographical origin of the tourists, their socio-demographic characteristics, travel charac-
teristics and behaviour, primary motivation for the trip, activity participation and shopping preferences
and attitudes. The findings indicate that destination marketers must develop their strategies and mar-
keting products to address the heterogeneity of motivations underlying tourist shopping.
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Introduction

Shopping makes up for a significant part of the tour-
ist experience and, in some cases, could also consti-
tute the main motivating factor for travel (Murphy, et
al., 2011; Timothy, 2005). Shopping provides benefits
to both tourists and destinations (Carmichael, Smith,
2005). On the one hand, for tourists, besides provid-
ing them with the things they lack and want, shopping
is a means to relax, meet new people and get to know
the local culture. On the other hand, at destinations,
tourist spending could contribute in a significant
way to retail revenue and could generate a significant
number of jobs within the local economy (Timothy,
2005). Therefore, it is no surprise that many global cit-
ies, such as Dubai (Peter, Anandkumar, 2011) or Sin-
gapore (Henderson, et al., 2011), market themselves as

shopping destinations. In these cities, shopping tour-
ism is featured in official marketing and development
strategies and is promoted as an important element of
local economic development (Henderson et al., 2011).
Knowing why people decide to shop when they
travel is very important (Bansal, Eiselt, 2004) not least
because motivation may be connected with travellers’
satisfaction with the trip and the destination (Kozak,
2002; Devesa, et al., 2010). Tourism and destination
managers should understand what drives tourists to
travel to a destination in order to elevate tourists’ sat-
isfaction level and, thus, to increase re-visitation and
positive recommendation levels (Yoon, Uysal, 2005).
However, tourists represent a heterogeneous group.
Within any tourist group there are subgroups of tour-
ists that are attracted to a destination for different rea-
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sons (Andreu, et al., 2005). Market segmentation re-
fers to a technique used in marketing studies to divide
a heterogeneous market into more homogeneous sub-
groups (Middleton, Clarke, 2001). A number of stud-
ies in the past attempted to profile tourist motivations
and connect them to their destination choice (Andreu,
et al.,, 2005; Bansal, Eiselt, 2004; Kozak, 2002; among
many others). However, segmentation techniques have
been rarely employed in ‘special interest’ tourism mar-
kets (Dong, et al., 2013; Kim, Ritchie, 2012) and those
studies dedicated specifically to shopping tourism re-
main particularly limited in number (Choi, et al., 2016).

Moreover, a recent article reviewing the extant lit-
erature on shopping tourism (Choi, et al., 2016) found
that more than 70% of all published research papers
on shopping tourism are from the USA and East and
Southeast Asia while very little has been written about
shopping tourism in other parts of the world, includ-
ing Turkey. This is surprising because Turkey, a coun-
try situated between Europe and the Middle East, is a
very well-known shopping destination (Egresi, 2017;
Egresi, Polat, 2016; Kozak, 2002; Tosun et al., 2007;
Yuksel, 2004; 2007).

Attempting to fill this gap, the present study in-
tends to segment the group of visitors to Istanbul into
smaller and more homogeneous subgroups based on
their motivation to shop while visiting the city. The
subgroups will then be profiled and compared based
on the geographical origin of the tourists, their socio-
demographic characteristics, travel characteristics
and behaviour, motivation for the trip, activity partic-
ipation and shopping preferences and attitudes. Next,
the paper will examine how the findings of this study
compare to previous research results and will discuss
the practical implications of the results. Finally, the
limitations of present research will be acknowledged
and future research directions will be proposed.

Before discussing the methods used in this study,
the paper will proceed with a comprehensive review
of the extant literature on shopping tourism and on
the motivation to shop while travelling with a special
focus on segmentation of shopping tourism markets.

Literature Review

Motivation to Shop in Shopping Tourism

Motivation is an important topic in tourism because
motives are the starting point that launch decision
processes (Fodness, 1994). According to Iso-Ahola
(1980), ‘a motive is an internal factor that arouses, di-
rects and integrates a person’s behaviour’. Motivation
arouses from a state of tension and disequilibrium
within individuals generated by their internal psycho-
logical factors (needs and wants). The decision to trav-

el is taken as a counter-action to restore equilibrium

through satisfying those needs and wants.

Literature on tourism motivation is dominated by
three major theories which explain why people travel,
why they select a certain destination and why they en-
gage in certain activities while travelling:

1. Maslow’s (1943) need hierarchy theory. Accord-
ing to him, an individual’s needs could be classi-
fied hierarchically on five levels. The most basic
needs refer to access to water, food, rest and shel-
ter. Once these are fulfilled, the individual’s needs
would move to the next level of the hierarchy until
reaching the top level which is self-actualization or
personal fulfilment. This is what may prompt trav-
elling and engaging in certain activities at the des-
tination.

2. The push and pull theory (Dann, 1981) according to
which people travel motivated by push factors (e.g.
their emotional needs) and pull factors (represent-
ing the attractive characteristics of a destination).
Later, it was determined that push factors will not
only determine why and when a person chooses to
travel but also where he/she will travel (Crompton,
1979). In other words, if a person is determined to
travel by his/her need to shop, he/she will choose a
destination that is well-known for its shopping at-
tractions.

3. The seeking and escaping theory (Iso-Ahola, 1982)
which established that people engage in tourism to
escape their stressful or boring lives and to seek per-
sonal rewards and relaxation. Each factor has two
dimensions: personal (psychological) and interper-
sonal (social) (Iso-Ahola, 1990). In other words, a
person can engage in tourism activities for cultural
enrichment (psychological dimension) and for so-
cialization (social dimension) at the same time.

Numerous motivations were reported by the litera-
ture for shopping while travelling. These can be syn-
thesized as follows (Moscardo, 2004; Timothy, 2005;
Kim, et al., 2011):

1. To purchase different, unique products that cannot
be found or are rare elsewhere;

2. To capitalize on lower prices or on favourable ex-
change rates;

3. To purchase gifts for friends and relatives in order
to strengthen family and social ties;

4. To purchase souvenirs in order to preserve the
memory of the places visited;

5. To escape from routine; and

6. To experience a different culture.

According to Keown (1989), relative prices are one
of the most influential factors in shopping tourism.
He hypothesized that the cheaper the prices in a des-
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tination, the more popular the destination would be
for shopping. To the list above, Butler (1991) also add-
ed self-esteem, prestige, vanity and nostalgia as valid
motivations driving tourists to shop. It is also evident
from this list that tourists do not actually need to buy
something for shopping to provide them with a pleas-
urable experience (Choi, et al., 2016; Yuksel, 2004) as
many tourists consider shopping at the destination as
a leisure and hedonistic activity (Arnold, Reynolds,
2003) or as a way to interact with local people and
experience the culture (Choi, et al., 2016). Therefore,
Eastlick and Feinberg (1999) classified shopping mo-
tives into functional and non-functional. By function-
al motives they understand tangible attributes such as
convenience, variety and quality of the goods sold and
of the shop. Non-functional motives refer to non-tan-
gible attributes of the retailer such as company repu-
tation and customers’ perception as well as shoppers’
need to interact with other people.

Previous research has consistently found that tour-
ists’ shopping motivations could also be influenced by
the characteristics of the destination and by the na-
tionality and socio-demographic characteristics of
tourists. These two factors will be discussed in the
next two subsections.

Location as a factor in tourists’ motivation to shop
Location plays an important role in the motivation of
tourists to shop while visiting the destination. Some
destinations, such as Hong Kong, Singapore, Dubai,
New York, London, Paris or Milan are globally or re-
gionally known for their shopping opportunities. For
many tourists, shopping is a primary or very impor-
tant motivation to travel there.

Destination characteristics were found to be anoth-
er important determinant of tourists shopping moti-
vation and behavior. Some destinations provide tour-
ists with a unique environment (very different from
the home environment) which may be stimulating
for shopping. Therefore, settings, range of goods and
the ambience of the stores could be very important in
stimulating tourists to shop (Oh, et al 2004; Jansen-
Verbeke, 1990; Timothy, Butler, 1995).

This unique shopping environment is sometimes
part of the local culture and we already know that
tourists often engage in shopping at the destination
because this activity gives them an opportunity to in-
teract with local people and experience the culture
(Choi, et al., 2016; Hsieh, Chang, 2006). For exam-
ple, in Cappadocia, where shopping was found to be
the third most important reason for tourists to vis-
it the region, product authenticity was the most im-
portant motivator for tourists to shop there (Tosun,
et al,, 2007). Therefore, Tosun et al. (2007) suggested
promoting shopping as part of the local cultural ex-
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perience since the main motivation of tourists visiting
the region was to experience new cultures and plac-
es. With this marketing strategy, more tourists could
be attracted to a destination and persuaded to engage
in shopping.

Istanbul, the biggest city in Europe and in the Mid-
dle East, is not only a major destination for historical
and cultural tourism but also an attraction for shop-
ping lovers (Egresi, Arslan, 2016). With over 100 mod-
ern shopping centers (one-third of all shopping malls
in Turkey) and numerous traditional markets, Istan-
bul is a major point of attraction for tourist shoppers
from all over the world (Egresi, 2015). Istanbul wel-
comes more than 11 million tourists each year and
previous studies have shown that while relatively few
of them come to the city specifically to shop, most will
do some shopping while there (Egresi, Arslan, 2016).

Nationality and socio-demographic

characteristics of tourists

However, motivations may differ based not only on
the characteristics of the destinations but also on the
nationality of tourists (Kozak, 2002; Pizam, Sussman,
1995). In general, East Asian tourists were found to
be more shopping-oriented than their European or
North-American counter-parts (Rosenbaum, Spears,
2005). For example, souvenir and gift shopping was
found to be very important for tourists in many parts
of the world (Anderson, Littrell 1995; Heung, Cheng,
2000; Timothy, 2005); however, for Asian tourists
(Japanese, Taiwanese, etc.) this practice was found
to be particularly important in strengthening social
relationships (Hobson, Christensen 2001; Kim, et al.,
2011; Lin, Lin 2006; Mok, Iverson, 2000).

Many Asians also like to buy luxury items when
traveling away from home (Park, et al., 2010) and tend
to spend more money on shopping than tourists from
other parts of the world. Heung and Qu (1998) have
shown that tourists visiting Hong Kong from differ-
ent countries display different shopping preferences
and behaviors. While Chinese and Taiwanese tourists
dedicate more than 60% of their budget to shopping,
North-American and European tourists use only
about 30% of their budget for this purpose. Another
study found that Europeans visiting a renowned mar-
ket in Auckland, New Zealand were interested main-
ly in value for money when buying something and
were concerned over “authenticity”, whereas Asian
shoppers valued more the overall ambience (Kikuchi,
Ryan, 2007).

Research has confirmed that not only cultural but
also social and demographic characteristics of tourists
may influence their motivation to shop while travel-
ling as well as their expectations and preferences (An-
derson, Littrell, 1995; Littrell et al., 2004). For example,
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younger and less educated tourists were document-
ed to be more interested in shopping while travelling
(Lyu, Noh, 2016), results that can be seen as a major
trend shift from previous findings that contended that
older tourists with higher education tended to spend
more on shopping while on vacation (Mok, Iverson,
2000).In terms of gender, previous studies have found
that women, in general, are more interested in shop-
ping and tend to spend more than men (Anderson,
Littrell, 1995; Guiry, et al., 2006; Jansen-Verbeke, 1998;
Murphy, et al., 2011; Oh, et al., 2004). Besides deter-
mining their shopping behavior, Oh et al. (2004) has
shown that tourists’ social and demographic charac-
teristics (gender and age) as well as their main mo-
tivation to travel may influence their choice of shop-
ping outlet.

Motivation to shop and shopping venues

Besides Oh et al. (2004), numerous other studies
have established that travel motivation may act as a
predictor to the importance tourists assign to differ-
ent types of shopping outlets (Chen, 2013; Kinley, et
al,, 2012; Swanson, Horridge, 2006). Chang and Chi-
ang (2006) have segmented international tourists
based on their motivation to visit Taiwan and shop at
night markets. They found significant differences in
the profiles of tourists belonging to different motiva-
tion segments. Similarly, focusing on senior travellers’
shopping behaviour and tourism activities, Littrell, et
al. (2004) found that shopping motivation was an im-
portant factor in selecting the retail venues. In conclu-
sion, these findings suggest that market segmentation
is a valid method to identify those segments within a
population that are the most motivated to shop in cer-
tain types of retail venues.

Shopping and other tourism activities

Understanding the preferred combination of shop-
ping with other tourism activities is key to develop-
ing an attractive tourist destination (Jansen-Verbeke,
1998). Most tourists, even those for which shopping is
the primary motivation, engage in a wide range of ac-
tivities at the destination. Knowing which activities
are preferred by different types of tourist shoppers
could be used by destination managers to develop ap-
propriate marketing programmes for these segments
(Pizam, et al., 1997; Swanson, Horridge, 2004).

Segmentation of the Shopping Tourism Market

Most studies using segmentation as their research
method are based on two approaches: prior (apriori)
segmentation (Egresi, Kara, 2015; Egresi, Polat, 2016;
Hudson, 2000) and posteriori (or post-hoc or data-driv-
en) segmentation (Dolnicar, 2004; Pesonen, et al., 2011).

Prior segmentation is based on identification of
tourist market segments based on prior knowledge
(‘common-sense segmentation’) (Dolnicar, 2004).
This method is very popular in tourism studies be-
cause it is less time consuming yet still very effec-
tive for segmenting markets. Consequently, many
segmentation studies are in this category, especially
among the earlier ones.

Posteriori segmentation studies use factor cluster
statistical analysis to identify the sizes of segments
that were previously unknown (Bieger, Laesser, 2002).
The outcome in this case could be much more relevant
because it is based on empirically delineated segments
(Bieger, Laesser, 2002).

The main criteria used for segmentation are: na-
tionality (Jonsson, Devonish, 2008; Kozak, 2002), so-
cio-demographics (Chen, et al., 2014; Jonsson, Devon-
ish, 2008; Mak, et al., 1999), psychographics (Weaver, et
al., 1994), tourist behaviour (Frochot, Morrison, 2000;
Mak, et al., 1999; Yuksel, Yuksel, 2002), benefits (Fro-
chot, Morrison, 2000; Pesonen, et al., 2011) and expend-
iture (Diaz-Perez, et al., 2005; Mok, Iverson, 2000). Seg-
mentation of tourists by motivation is one of the most
effective methods as it could be used to better under-
stand tourists visiting certain destinations or engaging
in certain forms of tourism (Park, Yoon, 2009).

Most of the time, the segmentation method was
used to study motivation in mainstream (general-
ly sea-sun-sand) tourism (for example Andreu, et al.,
2005; Kozak, 2002) and only a few times was employed
in studies regarding niche tourism forms, such as ru-
ral tourism (Devesa, et al., 2010; Dong, et al., 2013; Rid,
et al.,, 2014), golf tourism (Kim, Ritchie, 2012), well-
being tourism (Pesonen, et al., 2011), luxury shop-
ping tourism (Park, et al., 2010), senior travel tour-
ism (Boksberger, Laesser, 2009; Littrell, et al., 2004),
nature-based tourism (Xu, Chan, 2016), responsi-
ble tourism (Mody, et al., 2014), gastronomic tourism
(Lopez-Guzman, et al., 2014), and cultural event tour-
ism (Brida, et al., 2012).

Very few studies have applied the segmentation
method to study shopping tourists. For example, Hu
and Yu (2007) segmented tourist shoppers based on
their craft selection. They found three groups of tour-
ist shoppers based on their selection of craft souvenirs
and on their shopping involvement: shopping enthu-
siasts, shopping lovers, and indifferent shoppers.

Guiry et al. (2006) have also proposed a segmenta-
tion of shopping tourists. Based on the tourists’ level
of involvement in shopping, the authors distinguished
three categories: shopping enthusiasts, normal shop-
pers and shopping aversives.

Profiling rural shopping travelers, Carmichael and
Smith (2004) found five relevant clusters based on
the motivations of these travelers: “shopping vaca-
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tion”, “short vacation”, get-away and visiting friends”,

“outdoors and sports”, and “long-vacation travelers”.
They concluded that age, sex and the level of activi-
ty in the area were meaningful variables the segment
rural shopping travelers. The study also found that
those travelers who visited relatives were more likely
to spend on shopping.

Bergadaa et al’s (1995) study on shopping involve-
ment distinguished four groups: one group that was
motivated to shop for economic benefits, another
group which, besides value for money, was driven to
shop by the perceived social and relaxation benefits
and two non-shopper groups.

Examining air passengers’ shopping motivation in
an international airport in Taiwan, Chung et al. (2013)
found that motivations are similar to in-store shop-
pers elsewhere. They generated four clusters: apathet-
ic shoppers, traditional shoppers, mood shoppers and
shopping lovers.

Although motivation is one of the most popular
topics in tourism studies and the segmentation meth-
od is very effective, so far there has been limited re-
search on shopping tourism segments. This study in-
tends to fill in this gap.

Methodology

A questionnaire was conducted between October and
December 2013 with the help of five research assis-
tants in some of the most popular tourist spots in Is-
tanbul and on the premises of Atatiirk International
Airport as well as in a number of hotels. The survey
targeted international tourists and the assistants were
instructed to approach each nt* person, where n was
based on the volume of human traffic in the area. If
the person approached confirmed being a tourist, he
or she was asked to volunteer a few minutes of his/her
time to answer a few questions. If the person refused
or turned out to be a local, the assistant moved on to
the next person. Most tourists approached accepted to
be interviewed. For those who refused, the main rea-
son was lack of, or insufficient, knowledge of English
or Turkish.

The questionnaire included 21 questions divid-
ed into four parts: 1) Socio-demographic profile; 2)
Questions about the trip to and the stay in Istanbul; 3)
Questions about trip motivation and activities done or
planned in Istanbul; and 4) Questions about shopping
attitudes and preferences.

A multiple-choice nominal scale was designed to
collect information in the first part of the survey. In
the second part of the questionnaire, rates of inter-
est with shopping perceived by visitors were ascer-
tained by using a Likert 5-point scale, ranging from 5
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree).
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In the end, we collected a number of 417 question-
naires. Of these, some had missing values and were
discarded and 322 were deemed usable. Almost 63%
of our respondents were from Europe (table 3), mainly
from Germany (35 respondents), United Kingdom (31
respondents) and the Netherlands (30 respondents).
Much fewer tourists originated from the Middle East
and North Africa (14.6%), other Asian countries (7.1%),
Sub-Saharan Africa (5.9%) and the rest of the world
(5.9%). The study sample included a few more men
(52.9%) than women (47.1%) and was dominated by
younger tourists, with 63.3% of the respondents aged
20-39 (table 4). Also, most respondents were highly-
educated (57.6% had a university diploma and 21.8% a
post-graduate degree) and enjoyed good (46.9%) and
very good (23.6%) incomes.

The data collected was subsequently processed,
evaluated and explained using the latest version of
SPSS software. The following statistical methods were
used:

1. Factor analysis was performed to reduce the num-
ber of variables to a smaller set of factor attributes.

2. Cluster analysis was then employed to determine
the number of homogenous groups formed by the
data.

3. Cross tabulations using chi-square were performed
to profile the clusters according to their geograph-
ical origin, demographic characteristics and trav-
el behaviour, motivation for the trip, activity par-
ticipation and shopping preferences and attitudes.

Results and Discussion

The Cronbach alpha test was first used to check the in-
ternal consistency of each factor variable of the meas-
urement instrument. The result (a = 0.788) showed a
good level of consistency. Next we performed a Prin-
cipal Component Analysis (PCA). Component factors
with an eigenvalue of one or greater were rotated us-
ing the Varimax procedure. The correlation matrix
in general displayed strong correlation between var-
iables (above 0.3). The values for the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) test (0.755) and for the Barlett’s test of
sphericity (0.000) showed that the data was appropri-
ate for the analysis. Also, eight of the 11 communal-
ities were above 0.60 indicating a strong correlation
between the variables and the associated factors. Four
components had an eigenvalue of 1.0 or greater and
explained 65.954% of the variance. The results are pre-
sented in table 1.

Next, in order to identify segments of tourists,
cluster analysis was employed. A multi-step clus-
ter analysis procedure was followed (Andreu, et al,,
2005). The number of clusters was first determined
using a hierarchical clustering method. Based on the
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Table 1. Principal Component Analysis

Component 1:
Shopping for product diversity and quality 3.678 343 0.636
1. There are many brand stores 0.735 3.35 1124
2. There are many shops/great variety of 0729 376 0966
products
Products are of very good quality 0.727 3.22 1.022
4. There are many products | cannot find in 0621 349 1234
my town/country
Component 2: . 1.414 12.85 0.681
Shopping as cultural experience
1. lenjoy the cultural experience 0.788 3.66 1121
2. laminterested in local products 0.783 3.84 1.095
3. The service is very good 0.681 3.53 1.033
Component 3:
Shopping for gifts and souvenirs 1139 10.35 0.761
1. To buy gifts for family and friends .894 3.82 1.201
2. Tc? buy souvenirs to remind me of the 0799 377 1206
trip
Component 4: 1.025 9.32 0.632
Shopping for price and value
1. Products are cheaper than in my town/ 0912 312 1254
country
2. Good value for the money 0.715 3.30 1.028

*The mean was calculated on a five-point scale where T meant ‘strongly disagree’ and 5 ‘strongly agree’

Ward’ algorithm schedule and using the squared Eu-
clidian distance as the measure of proximity it was
determined that the five-cluster solution would be
appropriate for our data (the greatest increase was
observed between the five and four cluster mod-
els). Next, we used the k-means procedure (non-hi-

erarchical clustering), an algorithm using the near-
est centroid sorting method of clustering to actually
form the clusters using the five-cluster model deter-
mined earlier (Table 2).

The clusters

Table 2. Results of the non-hierarchical clustering with the five clusters

Shopping for product 1.754 -0.260 -1.156 0.540 0.349 62.477 | 0.000
diversity and quality Very high Relatively low Very low High Relatively high ' '
Shopping as cultural -1.833 0.183 -1.039 0.451 0.333

experience Very low Relatively high Very low High Relatively high 64.498 | 0.000
Shopping for gifts and -0.235 -1.254 -0.257 -0.338 0.554 62462 | 0.000
souvenirs Relatively low Very low Relatively low | Relatively low High ' ’
Shopping for price and -0.045 -0.783 -0.435 -1.270 0.340

value Relatively low Low Low Very low Relatively high 69359 | 0.000
Cluster size (n) 19 55 47 56 145

Percentage of

respondents (%) 5.90 17.08 14.60 17.39 45.03
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Table 2 describes the five clusters based on the impor-
tance of each motivation factor. The first group, which
we named ‘product-focused shoppers’ is the smallest
in size, with only 19 tourists (or 5.9% of the total num-
ber of surveyed visitors) belonging to this cluster. These
tourists are highly motivated to shop for quality prod-
ucts that cannot be found in their home country. They
care less about the price or the value of the products
and are the least likely to perceive shopping as a cul-
tural experience. They are also less interested in buying
gifts and souvenirs. The second cluster includes tour-
ists who shop at the destination mainly for the cultur-
al experience. Perhaps for this reason, tourists in this
cluster do not consider price when making their pur-
chases. These tourists are, also, less interested in buying
souvenirs (to preserve their memories) or gifts to fam-
ily members and friends. In addition, for these tourists,
diversity and quality of products is less important when
shopping. The third group (labelled ‘reluctant shop-
pers’) is made up of those tourists who are not moti-
vated to shop (47 individuals or 14.6% of the total) by
any of the four factors and shop only when they have
to. Tourists included in the fourth segment (‘difference
seekers’) are highly motivated to shop by their inter-
est in good quality products that cannot be found in
their places of origin. When making their choice they
do not consider price or overall value of the product
and have relatively little interest in buying souvenirs or
gifts. However, unlike tourists in cluster 1, these tour-
ists also see shopping as a cultural experience when vis-
iting destinations away from home. Finally, almost half
of all tourists surveyed (145 or 45%) turned out to be
highly or relatively highly interested in shopping for all
four motivation categories. For this reason, we labelled
them ‘total shoppers’. These tourists were particularly
interested in buying souvenirs for themselves and gifts
for their relatives and friends back home.

Table 3. Geographical origin of tourists by cluster

Istvan Egresi

Differences between clusters

Next, using results from chi-square tests, the follow-
ing tables report on the differences in geographical
origin (table 3), in socio-demographic characteristics
(table 4), in travel characteristics (table s5), in motiva-
tion to visit (table 6), in the importance tourists assign
to different forms of shopping outlets (table 7) and in
the tourists’ perception of shopping benefits (table 8)
between the five clusters obtained.

The results of our research show that, similar to
other studies (Brida, et al., 2012; D’Urso, et al., 2016;
D’Urso, et al., 2013; Littrell, et al., 2004, Mody, et al,,
2014; Tkaczynski, et al., 2009), tourists’ country of or-
igin is an important indicator for tourists’ shopping
typologies. Table 3 shows that while Europeans are
the largest group in all five clusters (they represent
62.7% of all tourists in our survey), they form the ma-
jority only among ‘shoppers for cultural experience’,
‘reluctant shoppers’ and ‘total shoppers’. Tourists from
the Middle East and North Africa constituted a signif-
icant minority among ‘product-focused shoppers’ and
‘difference seekers’. We should also note that tour-
ists from Sub-Saharan Africa (and, to a lesser degree,
tourists from the Middle East and North Africa) are
over-represented in the first cluster (‘product-focused
shoppers’) while a much higher percentage of Europe-
ans than the average belong to clusters 2 (‘shoppers for
cultural experience’) and 5 (‘total shoppers’).

While other researchers argue that socio-demo-
graphic characteristics such as gender (Andreu, et
al., 2005; Brida, et al., 2012; Hu, Yu, 2007; Rid, et
al., 2014), age (Brida, et al., 2012; Carmichael, Smith,
2004; Lopez-Guzman, et al., 2014; Mody, et al., 2014;
Rid, et al., 2014), education (Carmichael, Smith, 2004;
D’Urso et al., 2013; Lopez-Guzman et al., 2014; Park,
Yoon, 2009) or income (Andreu, et al., 2005; Brida, et
al.,, 2012; Carmichael, Smith, 2004; D’Urso, et al., 2013;
Lopez-Guzman, et al., 2014) could generate statistical-

Variable | Description c1* c2 3 c4 s Total | Pearson's Chi- | .
column | square Value
36.8 74.4 57.2 411 7.7 62.7
Europe
(3.5) | (203) | (134) | (1.4) | (51.5) | (100.0)
Middle East 316 3.6 17.0 26.8 11.0 14.6
and North Africa (12.8) (4.3) (170) | (31.9) | (34.0) | (100.0)
Other Asian 10.5 9.1 6.4 10.7 4.8 7.1
jon** | countries 8.7 21.7 13.0 26.1 30.4 100.0
Region (8.7) (21.7) (13.0) (26.1) ( ) ( ) 45119 20
P=0.00T |\ < haran Africa 211 36 8.5 10.7 21 5.9
(11) | (105) | (210 | (31.6) | (15.8) | (100.0)
0.0 36 6.4 7.1 6.9 5.9
Rest of the world (00) | (105) | (158 | (@11) | (52.6) | (100.0)
Not specified 0.0 5.5 43 36 3.4 37
P (0.0) (25.0) | (16.7) | (16.7) | (41.7) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case); ** Statistically significant at p<0.01
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Table 4. Socio-demographic characteristics of tourists by cluster

72.2 58.5 52.2 44.6 49.0 529

Gender Male (79) | (189) | (146) | (152) | (43.3) | (100.0)
p=0.234 5.567 4
" 05 Female 27.8 415 47.8 55.4 51.0 471
32) | (148 | (142) | (200) | (477) | (100.0)
20 10.5 10.9 17.0 179 9.7 10.6
(5.0) | (150) | (200) | (25.0) | (35.0) | (100.0)
50.39 63.2 673 575 67.8 71.0 63.3
Age (55) | (17.0) | (124) | (176) | (475) | (100.0)
p=0.623 9.801 12
C0.05 20.59 210 | 200 | 255 14.3 17.2 209
67) | (183) | (200) | (13.3) | (417) | (100.0)
0+ 5.3 18 0.0 0.0 21 5.3
(20.0) | (20.0) | (0.0) | (0.0) | (60.0) | (100.0)
. 5.3 9.1 43 107 21 5.0
Less than high school | gy | 594y | (118) | (355) | (176) | (100.0)
, Hioh school 10.5 18.2 213 71 16.6 15.6
Education g (4.0) (20.0) | (20.0) (8.0) (48.0) | (100.0)
p=0.305 13.926 12
20,08 Universit 57.9 527 | 468 | 607 | 593 57.6
Y 6.0) | (159) | (121) | (187) | (47.3) | (100.0)
bost sraduate 363 | 200 27.6 215 220 | 218
g 6.8) | (151) | (17.8) | (16.4) | (43.8) | (100.0)
Very good 22.2 151 18.2 19.6 350 | 236
5.0 10.0 10.0 13.8 612) | (100.0
50 | 100) | 100) | (38 (612  (000) | .|
Cood 55.5 56.6 477 | 482 | 393 | 4609
'”C%T% (7.0) (21.0) | (147) | (189) | (38.5) | (100.0)
p=0.
11 17.0 295 | 232 | 207 211
>0.05 i
satisfactory 3.0) | (136) | (197) | (197) | (203) | (100.0)
Not satisfactory 111 1.3 46 9.0 5.0 8.4

01 | (7.3) 01) | (227) | (31.8) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case)

Table 5. Tourist travel characteristics by cluster

Alone 63.2 18.2 213 339 125 20.9
(174) | (145) | (145) | (275 | (261) | (100.0)
Numb 211 345 44.7 26.8 38.9 33.4
Friends (up to 4 18.3
of persons (ipto4) 35) | ge0) | 183 | (130) | @87 | 1000) . .
travelling** '
p=0.000g Family (up to 4) 10.5 36.4 17.0 339 38.9 34.9
yup (19) | (190) | (76) | (181) | (53.3) | (100.0)
5.3 10.9 17.0 5.4 9.7 10.8
Group (morethan4) | o'y | (182) | (242) | (01) | (455) | (100.0)
Air 947 98.2 95.7 92.9 97.2 95.7
(5.8) (175) | (146) | (16.8) | (45.3) | (100.0)
Means of . 1.8 2.1 1.8 1.7
e Train 0.0 (0.0) (333) | (333 (333 O (0.0) (100.0)
p=0.295 53 5.4 2.8 2.2 14.090 1
>0.05 Bus (25 0000100000 76 | 550) | (100.0)
Car 0.0(0.0) | 0.0(0.0) | 2! 100(0.0)]00(0.0) .22
SRR (100.0) | = (100.0)
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Hotel 4.5+ 55.6 35.2 30.4 429 414 38.3
79) | (150) | (11.0) | (189) | (47.2) | (100.0)
111 20.4 19.6 25.0 26.9 245
Hotel 1-3*
ACCOMMO- @7) | (47) | (120) | (187) | (52.0) | (100.0)
dation Other 5.6 18.5 326 19.6 18.6 203 25 862 16
p=0.056 (hostel, motel, etc.) (1.6) (15.6) (23.4) (17.2) (42.2) | (100.0) :
>0.05 With family and 5.6 18.5 87 36 9.0 9.0
friends 33) | (333) | (133) | (67) | (43.3) | (100.0)
No accommondation | 222 7.4 8.7 8.9 41 8.0
(a74) | (174) | (174) | (@1.7) | (267) | (100.0)
Many times 36.8 10.9 8.5 16.4 9.0 121
Y (179) | (15.4) | (103) | (237) | (33.3) | (100.0)
Number of . 263 36 10.6 10.9 6.9 87
A few times
previous (17.9) (7) (179) | (21.4) | (357) | (100.0) s< 580 "
visits** One time 10.5 5.5 17.0 14.5 7.6 10.0 '
p=0.000 (6.3) (9.4) (25.0) | (25.0) | (34.4) | (100.0)
Never 263 80.0 63.8 58.2 76.5 62.2
23) | (19.8) | (13.5) | (14.4) | (50.0) | (100.0)
More than a week 10.5 16.4 8.5 19.6 14.5 14.6
@3) | (197) | (85 | (234) | (447) | (100.0)
3.7 nights 474 58.2 46.8 51.8 66.2 58.4
Ltengff*Of 8 @8) | (70) | (M7) | (15.4) | (517) | (100.0) Ps 361 "
stay .
. 21.0 21.8 34.0 10.1 13.8 18.9
=0.034 ]
P 1-2 nights 6.6) | (197) | (26.2) | (346) | (32.8) | (100.0)
A few hours 21.0 36 10.6 12.5 55 8.1
(154) | (77) | (19.2) | (26.9) | (30.7) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case); ** Statistically significant at p<0.07; *** Statistically significant at p<0.05

Table 6. Motivation to visit Istanbul and activities done or planned to be done while in Istanbul, by cluster

Business 36.8 20.0 12.8 12,5 15.2 19.9
(13.2) | (207) | (11.3) | (13.2) | (415) | (100.0)
Primary bleasure 36.8 60.0 681 71.4 76.5 65.9
motivation 3.) (14.8) | (143) | (179) | (49.8) | (100.0) 29 582 1
for visit** Visiting family and 0.0 12.7 8.5 8.9 4.8 7.0 ’
p=0.003 friends (0.0) (30.4) (17.4) (21.7) | (30.4) | (100.0)
Transit 26.3 7.3 10.6 71 3.4 7.2
@17) | (74) | (21.7) | (174) | (17) | (100.0)
Visit historical/ 14.3 389 55.9 405 53.1 47.8
Pleasure Cultural sites (09) | (126) | (171) | (153) | (541) | (100.0)
as primary . 571 13.9 8.8 9.5 8.0 10.8
motive** Shopping (16.0) | (20.0) | (120) | (16.0) | (36.0) | (100.0) 28.865 12
p=0.004 Experience new 28.6 47.2 353 50.0 38.9 4.4
cultures 27) (177) | (125) | (21.9) | (45.8) | (100.0)
Visit the o 421 5.6 38.2 19.6 8.3 14.6
main (17.0) (6.4) | (277) | (23.4) | (255) | (100.0)
historical 27.229 4
sites** o 57.9 94.4 61.8 80.4 917 85.4
5=0.000 Y 40) | (186) | (12.4) | (16.4) | (485) | (100.0)
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Variable Description C1* c2 c3 ca cs WALl | [EEEBER ] rr
column | square Value
Takeatour | 421 441 42.6 55.4 317 40.2
of the Bos- (6.2) (186) | (15.5) | (24.0) | (357) | (100.0) 15516 .
porus*** 57.9 55.9 57.4 446 68.3 59.8 '
p=0.049 yes (5.8) | (157) | (141 | (131 | (51.8) | (100.0)
L 84.2 926 95.7 94.6 95.2 94.1
Participate in | NO (53) | (16.8) | (149) | (175) | (455) | (100.0)
sport events 4114 4
5=0.391 yes 15.8 7.4 43 5.4 4.8 5.9
(15.8) | (21.0) | (105) | (15.8) | (36.8) | (100.0)
Participate | 78.9 63.0 915 94.6 78.6 776
in cultural (6.0) (137) | (173) (173) | (45.8) | (100.0) 16.847 4
events*** 211 37.0 18.5 5.4 21.4 22.4 '
p=0.032 yes (5.6) | (282 | (56) | (18.3) | (43.7) | (100.0)
particioate in | no 78.9 926 93.6 911 92.4 916
: Confé’rence (5.) (170) | (15.0) | (173) | (45.6) | (100.0) " .
5-0.353 yes 211 7.4 6.4 8.9 7.6 8.4
(14.8) | (14.8) (1) (18.5) | (40.7) | (100.0)
Visit an o 78.9 77.8 76.6 80.4 82.8 80.4
it (5.8) (16.3) | (14.0) | (174) | (46.5) | (100.0) 1203 .
p=0.878 yes 211 222 23.4 19.6 17.2 19.6
(6.3) (19.0) | (175) (175) | (39.7) | (100.0)
Take a o 68.4 74.1 68.1 74.5 65.5 69.1
boat to the (5.9) (181) | (14.5) | (185) | (43.0) | (100.0)
IF;T:;(?SS yes 316 259 319 255 34.5 30.9 2286 N
p=0.683 (6.1) (14.0) (15.1) (141) | (50.5) | (100.0)
v the nisht | no 68.4 66.7 68.1 69.6 57.2 63.2
“fz g (6.4) (17.7) (15.8) | (19.2) | (40.9) | (100.0) 4199 .
p=0.380 yes 31.6 337 319 30.4 42.8 36.8
(5.1) (15.2) | (127) | (14.4) | (52.5) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case); ** Statistically significant at p<0.07; *** Statistically significant at p<0.05

Table 7. Importance of different forms of retail outlets by clusters

Variable Description c1* c2 c3 c4 cs le:::n '::al::fe"\jaf:: Df
© (Least important) | 158 7.4 178 12.5 21 79
P (12.0) | (16.0) | (320) | (28.0) | (12.0) | (100.0)
, 15.8 5.5 155 | 196 76 1.0
'Tgortance (86) | (86) | (20.0) | (31.4) | (314) | (100.0)
OT Dazaars
22 316 | 259 | 155 161 160 | 185
Eter;?l')ﬂi”al 3 (102) | @37) | (M9) | (15.2) | (40.0) | (100.0) 37719 16
5=0.002 A 105 | 333 | 311 268 | 472 | 368
(17) | (15.4) | (120) | (12.8) | (581) | (100.0)
S (mostimportant | 263 | 27| 200 | 250 | 27 25.8
P 61) | (183) | (110) | (71 | (476) | (100.0)
¢ (eastmportant) | 105 | 404 | 250 | 222 [ 204 | 241
P 27) | (280) | (147) | (160) | (387) | (100.0)
, 0.0 n5 | 295 | 259 | 246 | 319
ITporltlance 00) | (88 | (191 | (206) | (515) | (100.0)
or malls
316 | 288 | 318 | 277 | 288 | 293
gzﬁ)e*r: 3 6.6) | (165) | (15.4) | (165) | (457) | (100.0) 48.196 16
p=0000 | 4 5.8 | 115 91 185 | 197 | 164
59 | (M8 | (78 | (196 | (549) | (100.0)
S (most important) | 42 77 45 5.5 6.3 8.4
P (30.8) | (154) | (77) | (115) | (346) | (100.0)
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! (east important) | 235 3.8 25.0 14.3 56 10.5
P (12.) 67 | (333) | (24.2) | (24.2) | (100.0) 2 710 "
, 1.8 151 15.9 36 9.0 10.2 '
Importance (6.25) | (25.0) | (21.9) | (6.25) | (40.6) | (100.0)
:zjrct:afts ; 29.4 34.0 31.8 30.4 243 28.3
it (56) | (20.2) | (157) | (191) | (393) | (100.0)
p=0.003 . 29.4 28.3 20.4 321 431 347
46) | (13.8) | (83) | (16.5) | (59.0) | (100.0)
5 (most important) | 52 18.9 6.8 19.6 18.0 16.2
P 2.0) | (19.6) (59) | (216) | (51.0) | (100.0)
! (east important) | 158 30.2 40.0 21.8 317 29.9
P 3.2) | (70) | (191) | (128) | (47.9) | (100.0)
, 21.0 20.7 20.0 25.4 253 236
Importance (54) | (149) | (122) | (189) | (486) | (100.0)
of airport ] 35.8 18.9 17.8 23.6 19.0 20.7 10,933 6
outlets (10.8) | (15.4) | (12.3) | (20.0) | (41.5) | (100.0) :
p=0.814 4 10.5 18.9 15.6 14.5 12.7 14.3
44) | @22) | (156) | (178 | (40.0) | (100.0)
5 (mostimportant) | |58 1.3 6.7 145 1.3 15
P 83) | (167) | (83) | (222) | (44.4) | (100.0)
1 (least important) | 235 19.6 31.8 25.4 24.8 25.0
P 52) | (13.0) | (182) | (18.2) | (45.4) | (100.0)
5 1.8 333 273 236 241 25.3
(2.6) 90) | (15.4) | (167) | (43.6) | (100.0)
Importance
235 235 18.2 30.9 291 26.6
g[g%c;lgsale 3 49) | (146) | (9.8) | (207) | (50.0) | (100.0) 26.073 16
' . 1.8 17.6 227 127 17.0 16.9
(3.8) | (173) | (192) | (13.5) | (461) | (100.0)
5 (most important) | 2 59 0.0 73 5.0 6.2
P (26.3) | (15.8) | (0.0) | (21.0) | (36.8) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case); ** Statistically significant at p<0.01

Table 8. Tourists’ perception of shopping benefits.

It relaxes
me**
p=0.005

1 (least important) | 353 27.4 355 23.6 10.7 20.8
P (94) | (219) | (25.0) | (20.3) | (23.4) | (100.0)

5 235 1.8 8.9 18.2 15.7 14.9
®7) | (130) | (87) | (21.7) | (47.8) | (100.0)

3 0.0 31.4 24.4 16.4 26.4 237
0.0) | (219 | (157 | (123) | (50.7) | (100.0)

. 1.8 216 20.0 25.4 33.6 26.9
(24) | (13.2) | (10.8) | (18.9) | (56.6) | (100.0)

5 (most important) | 22 7.8 11 16.4 13.6 13.6
P Mmo) | (95 | (119) | (214) | (45.2) | (100.0)

34.313

16
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Variable Description C1* Cc2 C4 C5 c;l)-?ut:‘lln Pszatzl?en\ja(l::: Df
! (east important) | 294 176 38.6 226 7.2 17.5
P 04) | (170) | (321) | (22.6) | (18.9) | (100.0)
. 5 176 176 15.1 16.7 15.5
Itis an 6.4) | (197 | (85 | (170) | (48.9) | (100.0)
opportunity
17.6 235 20.4 20.8 30.4 25.4
ﬁgﬁﬁiﬁi the | 3 (39) | (156) | (17) | (143) | (545) | (100.0) 36.500 16
p=0.002 . 11.8 353 273 358 326 317
21 | (188) | (125) | (19.8) | (46.9) | (100.0)
5 (most important) | 235 5.9 5.7 13.0 9.9
P (13.3) | (10.0) | (6.7) | (10.0) | (60.0) | (100.0)
! (east important) | 294 12.0 31.8 9.4 93 14.1
P (11.6) | (13.9) | (326) | (1.6) | (30.2) | (100.0)
5 235 12.0 15.9 17.0 17.9 16.8
it is 2 social (78) | (11.8) | (137) | (176) | (49.0) | (100.0)
opportu- 176 34.0 36.4 226 336 313
ity 3 (32 | (79) | (168) | (126) | (49.5 | (100.0) 31.380 16
p=0.012 A 176 36.0 114 434 30.0 29.9
33) | (198) | (55) | (25.3) | (461) | (100.0)
5 (mostimportant) | 113 6.0 75 93 79
P 83) | (125) | (83) | (167) | (54.2) | (100.0)
1 (least important) | 583 26.9 31.8 245 30.0 30.4
P (10.7) | (150) | (15.0) | (14.0) | (45.2) | (100.0)
5 11.8 17.3 1.4 34.0 29.3 245
@7) | (120) | (67) | (24.0) | (547) | (100.0)
| don't like
. 0.0 15.4 227 11.3 15.0 14.7
* k%
;ﬂ%"g%g 3 (0.0 | (178) | (22.2) | (133) | (46.7) | (100.0) 324l 1
. 17,6 231 15.1 18.6 17.3
(57) | (226) | (75) | (151) | (461) | (100.0)
5 (mostimportant) | -3 17.3 25.0 151 71 131
P (5.0) | (225 | (275) | (20.0) | 825.0) | (100.0)

* Percent within variable (percent within cluster number of case); ** Statistically significant at p<0.01; *** Statistically significant at p<0.05

ly significant differences between tourist market seg-
ments we did not find evidence to support such claims
(table 4).

In terms of tourists’ travel characteristics (table 5),
we note statistically significant differences between
clusters based on the number of persons travelling to-
gether, the number of previous visits to Istanbul and
length of stay. Non-significant differences were found
for means of travel and type of accommodation. The
results of the present research support some previous
finding while contradicting others (table 9). Our study
revealed that the majority of ‘product-focused shop-
pers’ travels alone. A significant minority of lone trav-
ellers is found also among ‘difference seekers’. Most of
the tourists in the other clusters travel in small groups
of up to four persons with either family or friends. We
also found that a higher proportion of tourists who
travel in larger groups are included in the ‘reluctant
shoppers’ category. While four segments are dominat-
ed by tourists who have never visited Istanbul in the
past, more than one-third (the largest group) of ‘prod-

uct-focused shoppers’ has been many times to the city.
Also, while spending 3-7 nights seems to be the most
likely length of stay in all five clusters, we should note
that the highest proportion of short-time visitors (less
than 24 hours) is among ‘product-focused shoppers’.
In addition, when looking at ‘reluctant shoppers” we
conclude that tourists in this group also tend to favour
shorter stays. Thus, regarding this group, we observe
that a much larger percentage than average choose to
spend only 1-2 nights in Istanbul while a smaller per-
centage than average in the same group spend more
than a week.

Where motivation to travel to Istanbul and travel
activities are concerned (table 6), we found statistical-
ly significant differences between groups based on pri-
mary motivation. Thus, we found that pleasure tour-
ists dominate four of the five clusters. The exception is
cluster 1 (‘product-focused shoppers’) where the pro-
portion of tourists travelling for business and those
travelling for pleasure is equal (36.8%). This cluster
also includes a large proportion of tourists in transit
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Table 9. The importance of travel characteristics in profiling tourist clusters in previous studies

Generate statistically significant differences among clusters

Travel characteristics
Yes

No

Number of persons travelling

Carmichael, Smith (2004); D'Urso et al. (2016)

Mody et al. (2014); Tkaczynski et al. (2009)

Means of travel

Carmichael, Smith (2004)

Accommodation choice

Andreu et al. (2005)

Number of previous visits

Andreu et al. (2005); D'Urso et al. (2016); Mody
et al. (2014); Park, Yoon (2009); Rid et al. (2014)

D'Urso et al. (2013)

Length of stay

Andreu et al. (2005); Brida et al. (2014);
CarmichaelSmith (2014)

Mody et al. (2014)

(26.8%) and does not include anyone visiting to meet
with family and/or friends. We also found that more
than half (57%) of those tourists in the ‘product-fo-
cused shoppers’ category who declared pleasure as
their primary motive to visit Istanbul also listed ‘shop-
ping’ as their main reason for travelling there. On the
other hand, only between 8 and 14 percent of pleasure
tourists in the other four categories travelled to Istan-
bul for shopping. Half of the ‘difference-seekers” and
a little under half (47.2%) of the ‘shoppers for cultural
experience’ visited the city mainly to experience a new
culture while almost 56% of the ‘reluctant shoppers’
and more than 53% of the ‘total shoppers’ who clas-
sified themselves as ‘pleasure tourists’ decided to visit
Istanbul for its historical and/or cultural sites. Our re-
sults resonate with previous findings by Andreu et al.
(2005), Carmichael, Smith (2004), D’Urso et al. (2016)
and Lopez-Guzman et al. (2014) and are contrary to
findings by Hu, Yu (2007).

Our findings also confirm claims by Lopez-Guzman
etal. (2014) and Park, Yoon (2009) that tourist activities
at the destination can be linked to the visitors’ motiva-
tion to shop. We found that three of the activities in-
cluded in the survey produced statistically significant
differences between clusters: ‘visiting historical/cul-
tural sites’, ‘taking a tour of the Bosporus’ and ‘attend-
ing cultural events’ (table 6). The study reveals that the
most likely to visit historical/cultural sites are travellers
who belong to clusters 2 (‘shoppers for cultural expe-
rience’) and 5 (‘total shoppers’) while least likely were
product-focused shoppers” and ‘reluctant shoppers’ (al-
though more than half of them have visited or wanted
to visit these sites). “Total shoppers’ were also the most
likely tourists to take a tour on the Bosporus while ‘dif-
ference-seekers’ were the only group in which less than
half of the members were interested in these tours. Fur-
thermore, not surprisingly, ‘shoppers for cultural expe-
rience’ were the most interested in attending cultural
events (although less than half expressed intent) while,
surprisingly, the least inclined to attend these events
were the ‘difference seekers’.

In terms of perceived importance of different types
of outlets (table 7) we found significant differences be-

3
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tween clusters based on the importance assigned to
traditional retail outlets (bazaars), malls and arts and
crafts stores while preference for airport outlets or
wholesale stores did not reveal any significant differ-
ences. We found that ‘product-focused shoppers’ were
the least interested in bazaars while ‘total shoppers’
and ‘shoppers for cultural experience’ were the most
interested. On the other hand, ‘product-focused shop-
pers” were the most likely to see malls as important
while ‘reluctant shoppers’ and ‘shoppers for cultural
difference” were the least likely. Finally, the arts and
crafts concept stores presented the most interest to

‘total shoppers’ and ‘difference seekers” while ‘reluc-

tant shoppers’ and ‘product-focused shoppers’ were
the least interested. Our findings are very important
because few other studies have considered shopping
outlet choice to be an important indicator to describe
the composition of different shopping tourism seg-
ments (for example, the study by Hu, Yu, 2007).
Finally, we were interested in how travellers in the
five clusters perceived the potential benefits of shop-
ping. We found that all four statements generated sta-
tistically significant differences (table 8). The results
reveal that ‘total shoppers’ are the most likely to agree
with the statement that shopping helps with relaxation
while ‘shoppers for cultural experience’ seem to be the
least likely to agree with the statement. Interesting to
mention here is also that ‘product-focused shoppers’
are split between those who agree and those who dis-
agree with the statement. While this situation may be
interesting it certainly is not surprising since an im-
portant percentage of tourists in this category trav-
el to Istanbul for business and not for leisure; there-
fore, for these tourists, shopping is part of their work
and not a relaxing activity. “Total shoppers” were also
the most likely to agree with the statement that shop-
ping is an opportunity for them to escape the routine
while ‘reluctant shoppers” and ‘product-focused shop-
pers’ were the least likely to agree. Travellers in these
two groups were also the least likely to agree with the
statement that shopping provides an opportunity to
interact with other people. ‘Difference-seeckers’ were
found to be the most likely to perceive shopping as
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a social opportunity. Finally, not surprisingly, ‘reluc-
tant shoppers’ were found to be the most likely to dis-
like shopping while ‘total shoppers’ were the least like-
ly. Again, ‘product-focused shoppers’ were somewhat
split on this idea.

Characteristics of tourists in the five clusters
The main characteristics of the members of the five
clusters are detailed in table 10 below:

The table above shows interesting differenc-
es among the five clusters. Thus, while product-fo-
cused shoppers travel to Istanbul mainly from Africa
and the Middle East, the majority of tourist shoppers
in the other clusters are European. Product-focused
shoppers travel alone, visit Istanbul often (normally
for short periods of time and, perhaps, shop as part of
their business. They buy merchandise in Istanbul and
re-sell it in their home country. For this reason, they
prefer malls where they can find global and Turkish
brands at competitive prices.

Shoppers for cultural experience are generally first-
timers. They travel to Istanbul mainly to visit histor-
ical/cultural sites and to attend cultural events. They
are the least likely to feel relaxed when shopping and

when they do shop they prefer bazaar (perhaps be-
cause they perceive shopping in bazaar as a cultural
experience).

Reluctant shoppers are the most likely to dislike
shopping. They are, also, the least likely to perceive
shopping as an opportunity to escape routine of to
meet others. Thus, this type of tourist shoppers is the
least interested in malls and arts and crafts centres.
Generally speaking these tourists are less interested
than any other group in visiting any type of shopping
centre.

Difference-seekers are mainly pleasure tourists in-
terested in cultural differences. They perceive shop-
ping as an opportunity to meet other people and like
to shop in arts and crafts stores.

Total shoppers are pleasure tourists, visiting Istan-
bul for the first time. They like to visit historical/cul-
tural sites and take a tour of the Bosporus. They also
like shopping because relaxes them and helps them
break the routine. They shop in all types of shopping
outlets but prefer bazaars and arts and crafts centres.

The table above demonstrates that the resulting
five segments are quite different from each other in
terms of socio-demographic and travel characteristics

Table 10. Main characteristics of tourists in the five clusters

Product-focused Shoppers for cultural | Reluctant shoppers Difference seekers Total shoppers

shoppers

experience

coming from the
Middle East and

multiple visits
very short visits
visiting for business/

less likely to visit
historical/cultural
sites

like to shop in malls
least interested in
bazaars and arts and
crafts stores
shopping relaxes
some

least likely to
perceive shopping
as an opportunity to
escape the routine or
as an opportunity to
meet others

some like while
others dislike

shopping

mainly coming from
Europe

pleasure tourists
visit historical/
cultural sites

least interested in
malls

least likely to feel
relaxed while

shopping

mainly Europeans
travel in small

persons)
first time in Istanbul
shorter visits

least interested in
malls and arts and
crafts centres

least likely to
perceive shopping
as an opportunity to
escape routine or as
an opportunity to
meet others

most likely to dislike

shopping

travel in small groups
(2-4 persons) with

tour of the Bosporus
and least likely to
attend cultural

as an opportunity to
meet other people

mainly Europeans
travel in small groups

North Africa and « travelin small groups |  groups (2-4 persons) family or friends (2-4 persons) with

from Sub-Saharan (2-4 persons) with with friends some lone visitors family or friends

Africa family or friends + some travel in large pleasure tourists « first time in Istanbul
+ lone visitors « first time in Istanbul groups (over 4 least likely to takea |« pleasure tourists

visit historical/
cultural sites
take a tour of the

pleasure + attend cultural + pleasure tourists events Bosporus

+ many in transit events + less likely to visit like to shop in arts + like to shop in

+ not visiting to meet + like to shop in historical/ and crafts stores bazaars and arts and
with family or friends bazaars « cultural sites perceive shopping crafts stores

shopping relaxes
them

shop to escape the
routine
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of tourists, their perception of shopping, their prefer-
ence for certain types of shopping outlets and their in-
terest in other activities while visiting Istanbul. This
information could be used by marketers to target the
right kind of tourist for each type of shopping outlet
in Istanbul.

Conclusion

In this studythe researcher used market segmenta-
tion to learn more about the motivations of tourists
to shop while visiting Istanbul. He, then, used the re-
sulting market typologies to better understand visi-
tors’ choices of shopping venues as well as their pref-
erences and needs (Andreu, et al., 2005).

Theoretical and Managerial Implications

The findings have demonstrated that, while tourists’
motivation to shop is multidimensional, travellers to
a destination can be divided into more homogeneous
groups based on the main reason they engage in shop-
ping. The study found five types of tourists based on
their motivation to shop while travelling: product-fo-
cused shoppers, shoppers for cultural experience, re-
luctant shoppers, difference seekers and total shop-
pers, each of these typologies being characterized by
a different set of demographics, travel characteristics,
shopping preferences and attitudes towards shopping.
These groups were shown to differ significantly on a
number of variables.

While this study is not the first to segment tour-
ists based on their motivation to visit a destination, it
is novel in that it deals with tourist shoppers and in
that it focuses on a geographical area (Turkey and the
Middle East) that has been generally ignored or not
treated with the importance it deserves in the tourism
literature. Furthermore, most studies are dealing with
certain segments of tourist shoppers, such as souve-
nir shoppers (Hu,Yu, 2007; Swanson, Horridge, 2006),
rural tourist shoppers (Carmichael, Smith, 2004), tra-
ditional market shoppers (Hsieh, Chang, 2006), mall
shoppers (Le Hew, Wesley, 2007), shopping village
shoppers (Murphy, et al., 2011), luxury shoppers (Park,
et al,, 2010) or shoppers from a certain country or re-
gion (Chen, et al., 2014; Mak, et al., 1999; Mok, Iverson,
2000) and were conducted in the proximity of differ-
ent shopping venues. Therefore, the researcher can as-
sume that the tourists approached were motivated to
shop in those venues and for those particular prod-
ucts and services. This type of studies may then not
be very useful in reflecting which segments among
visitors to a destination are in fact interested in shop-
ping, what motivates them to shop, what venues they
prefer, what they like to buy and what other activities
are they interested in at the destination. This current
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study was designed to shed light on these areas of re-
search interests which have so far been relatively ne-
glected.

Besides the scholarly contribution, the ultimate
goal of this study is the applied understanding of
tourists’ motivation to shop while visiting the des-
tination. The study concluded that, while Europeans
represent the largest group of tourists in all five clus-
ters, they are particularly well-represented among
those tourists who tend to shop for the cultural expe-
rience or for the total shopping experience and pre-
fer bazaars and arts and crafts stores. Following To-
sun et al. (2007), the researcher proposes that, on the
European market, bazaars and arts and crafts cen-
tres in Istanbul be promoted as places where tour-
ists can experience local culture rather than places
where they can buy things.

Although much smaller than the other groups,
product-focused shoppers, are also worth pursuing
by marketers for their dedication to shopping and,
as previous studies have pointed out (Egresi, Arslan,
2016), for the large amount of money they are willing
to spend on shopping. In this case, promotional strat-
egies should focus especially on the Middle East and
Africa and should emphasize the shopping opportuni-
ties waiting for tourists in Istanbul’s malls.

Of the five groups resulted following market seg-
mentation by motivation to shop, the least worth pur-
suing would be the ‘reluctant shoppers’ because many
tourists in this group lack any interest in shopping.
Therefore, any marketing strategies designed to per-
suade these tourists to shop and visit may be not only
difficult to create and implement but also expensive
and ineffective.

Limitations

One limitation is that, similar to most previous stud-
ies, this research surveyed only English - or Turkish -
speaking tourists in only one city. The study also ex-
cluded domestic tourists as these were more difficult
to spot. All these choices that the author made may
have influenced the outcomes of the study.

While the limitations outlined here may some-
what prevent generalization of the findings, they
also present a great opportunity for future improve-
ments. One possible new direction of research could
be to replicate this market segmentation exercise in
a number of tourist areas in Turkey and compare the
resulting segmentation models. These areas could be
selected based on different demographics (including
country of origin) and travel behaviour. Another idea
would be to apply this survey also to domestic tour-
ists. While the Turkish tourism sector relies heavily
on international tourists, the rising number of domes-
tic tourists should not be overlooked.
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