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Summary 
 
 

This report presents results from a study of visitors to Kaikoura, New Zealand, which 
examined their decisions to travel to New Zealand (for international visitors only) and to 
Kaikoura, their on-site behaviours, their cognitive maps and their perceptions and 
experiences of Kaikoura. The literature on visitor decision making is large and has been 
studied from a number of perspectives. Key elements of psychological approaches are 
reviewed, along with choice set theory from the consumer behaviour literature. The 
importance of both the affective and family context components of decision making are 
noted. 
 
On-site spatial behaviours, orientations and experiences are usefully examined by studying 
visitors’ cognitive maps. The review defines components of cognitive maps, emphasises their 
subjective and multi-faceted nature and discusses previous research that has examined their 
development and dependence on visitor type in the tourism literature. 
 
It is proposed that previous literature on decision making and cognitive maps is enhanced in 
the present study by combining the two areas of concern along with a consideration of 
visitors’ perceptions and experiences. 
 
Three related methods were used to examine decision making, on-site spatial behaviours and 
the perceptions and experiences of visitors to Kaikoura. These methods were: (1) a structured 
questionnaire survey of a random sample of visitors (n = 232); (2) qualitative and quantitative 
analyses of sketch maps of the Kaikoura area drawn as a sub-sample of visitors (n = 148), and 
(3) qualitative analyses of unstructured interview notes derived from a different sub-sample 
(n = 46). 
 
The sample of visitors, while not drawn from a known sampling frame, appears to be a 
reasonable approximation of a random sample as the following key characteristics illustrate. 
There was an approximate balance of men and women and a reasonable distribution of ages. 
Most tourists were short stay, as expected, arriving from either the north or the south, 
although about one fifth were on return trips, mostly from Christchurch. About three quarters 
of the sample were international visitors and one quarter were domestic. Similarly, three 
quarters had not been to Kaikoura before, while one quarter had. Visitors staying overnight 
typically used backpacker, motel or motor camp accommodation. For all visitors in the 
sample, hire vehicles, buses or private cars were the typical means of transport. Finally, about 
three quarters were travelling with partner or spouse, friends or family and one fifth were 
travelling alone. 
 
The survey data also tell us about visitor decisions to go to Kaikoura. The main findings are 
that domestic visitors tend to make their decision and plan their itineraries at home while 
international visitors make their decision and plan their itineraries while travelling. These 
patterns were linked to type of transport and type of accommodation. Travel books and 
friends were more influential on international visitors’ decisions than those of domestic 
visitors, the latter being more influenced by having been to Kaikoura before. 
 
The visitors to Kaikoura were attracted to the whales, seals and dolphins, and most frequently 
visited places were the visitor information centre and the seal colony. 
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Qualitative analyses of the sketch maps showed that they were simplified, used a variety of 
scales, had spatial distortions and typically ignored the residential area of Kaikoura. Some 
maps had iconic features such as whales and trees and some emphasised the coastal features 
characteristic of Kaikoura. 
 
Quantitative analysis of the sketch maps showed that landmarks were the predominant 
feature. Typical landmarks included were the seal colony, accommodation and the 
information centre. Routes (roads and walkways) were the next most numerous feature on the 
map with the main street being the most common route included. The most common edge 
feature was the beach with one or other of the mountain ranges being the next most common 
edge. Frequency of these different features was related to demographic and other 
characteristics of visitors. Generally, visitors’ knowledge of the area is based on landmarks 
rather than on routes, probably because of the short length of stay. 
 
The main themes from the qualitative analysis of interviews with visitors were that visitors 
valued abundant marine life and Kaikoura as a nice coastal town in which to relax. Many 
were surprised at the unexpected beauty of Kaikoura. 
 
The implications for both theory and policy were discussed. In terms of theory the usefulness 
of a multi-method approach was considered as was the usefulness of sketch maps as a means 
of investigating the more affective aspects of individuals’ cognitive maps of places. Policy 
implications included the need to understand the different decision making processes 
involved for different visitor types (domestic and international) and the importance of the 
core environmental and landscape resources of Kaikoura for visitors. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 
 
 
1.1 Introduction 

The following report presents the results of research examining visitor decision making, on-
site spatial behaviours, cognitive maps and perceptions of Kaikoura as a visitor destination. 
The research is part of Objective 5 ‘Tourist Behaviours, Interactions with the Community, 
and Community Responses’ of the FoRST Research Programme ‘Planning For Tourism 
Development’. It has been designed to link to other Programme objectives and to the spatial 
analysis underpinning the Research Programme. 
 
The above specific topics were studied in order to understand the overall process by which 
visitors come to interact with destinations, in this case Kaikoura. Visitor decision making 
involves the selection of a destination, decisions concerning the various uses of infrastructure 
(transport, accommodation, local amenities, etc.) and activities undertaken. On-site spatial 
behaviours include activity itineraries, information collection - reflecting a continuing on-site 
decision making process - and interactions with environments and local wildlife and host 
populations. These latter interactions were not investigated in this study but were examined in 
other parts of the Research Programme. Visitor cognitive maps (internal mental 
representations of spatial environments) include representations of salient physical features 
such as roads, attractions, geographic boundaries and distinctive areas and relate in a complex 
manner to decision making and on-site behaviours. Destination perceptions are concerned 
with the formation and development of destination images and attitudes prior to arrival, as 
they develop on-site and as they result subsequent to visitation. 
 
Understanding visitor decision making, on-site spatial behaviours, cognitive maps and 
destination perceptions enhances understandings of the way in which tourism and visitors 
impact upon local communities. It should also suggest dimensions along which visitor 
behaviour could be modified in line with policy goals and planning strategies in such a way 
that outcomes are made more predictable. This is a central issue for many communities 
within New Zealand which are either already involved in tourism to varying degrees or may 
be considering such involvement. Only by having a thorough understanding of visitors and 
their behaviours can this issue be addressed. To this end, the case study reported here of 
visitors to Kaikoura indicates how policy and development goals can be clarified through 
increased understanding of the visitors themselves. 
 
As is explained in Chapter 3 below, three different research methods were used in this study 
which, taken together, investigate each of the topics mentioned above. In some cases 
information from one method is used to highlight more than one area of study. In this way an 
understanding of tourists in Kaikoura emerges - from a process of ‘triangulation’ of methods 
- which is drawn from several different kinds of data each of which is used to illuminate the 
other. 
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Chapter 2 

 
Literature Review 

 
 
2.1 Introduction 

The following is a brief overview of relevant previous work on visitor decision making and 
visitor cognitive maps. Visitor decision making is understood here to subsume the formation 
and development of destination perceptions (as an aspect of the decision making process). 
This discussion highlights the main features of the decision making process including the role 
of information, destination images (perceptions), decision rules, group processes in decision 
making and the affective component of decisions. 
 
The discussion of cognitive maps similarly subsumes the topic of on-site spatial behaviour. It 
covers the nature of cognitive maps, their measurement and their use in tourism settings. 
 
 
2.2 Tourist Decision Making 

The decision making behaviour of tourists has been extensively studied from a consumer 
behaviour perspective (e.g., Chon, 1990; 1991; Crompton, 1992; van Raaij and Francken, 
1984) and from a broader psychological, often motivational, perspective (e.g., Gnoth, 1997; 
Mansfeld, 1992; Witt and Wright, 1992). In a useful model of the overall process from 
motivation to the particular act of travel, Mansfeld (1992) emphasises the role of motivation 
as providing an impetus to travel, but notes that there is, as yet, little understanding of how 
such an impetus gives rise to particular travel decisions. In this sense, motivational theories of 
travel provide little help, he suggests, in predicting tourist flows. It is partly for this reason 
that increasing emphasis is being placed on identifying the specific cognitive processes 
involved in the travel decision event. Witt and Wright (1992), for example, have suggested 
the usefulness of Vroom’s equations for understanding work motivation because these are 
based on cognitive theories of the ‘expectancy-value’ type. Thus, given a particular 
expectation of the availability of desired attributes of a destination (the ‘pull’ to travel) and 
the particular ‘force’ of certain perceived needs/values (the ‘push’ of travel) the output of the 
cognitive model represents the likelihood of travel. 
 
A major factor influencing such basic cognitive processes is the availability, accuracy and 
comprehensiveness of information about destinations (Chon, 1990; 1992; Mansfeld, 1992). 
This information produces, in the individual, an image of the destination. The images of 
destinations held by prospective travellers can be either ‘organic’ or ‘induced’ (Gunn, 1989, 
cited in Chon, 1990). The former refers to images principally dependent upon general life 
experiences and general knowledge, while the latter are largely the product of deliberate 
efforts at marketing and promotion. Both types of image result from the different information 
sources available to any particular traveller at any point in time. Mansfeld (1992) notes that 
the information search process also has the potential to affect motivation (as well as the 
reverse) and will tend to become more specific to particular destinations over time. One way 
of understanding this process is to see it as a development from original ‘organic’ images 
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(and their corresponding motivations) to more ‘induced’ images (and motivations) as the 
prospective traveller researches the opportunities, at particular destinations. 
In terms of an evaluation of the attributes of destinations a distinction has been made between 
‘compensatory’ and ‘non-compensatory’ decision rules (Mansfeld, 1992). Compensatory 
rules apply where weighted values are assigned to each salient attribute of, for example, a 
destination. The decision to travel to that destination will therefore depend on the final total 
of the weighted attributes for rival destinations. A non-compensatory set of rules, in contrast, 
implies that certain desired attributes are ‘non-negotiable’ and the lack of these core attributes 
cannot be compensated for by high weightings on other attributes. In the context of tourism it 
is likely that non-compensatory rules would be used to eliminate the majority of possible 
destinations (e.g., ‘I must go somewhere that has whales’) but, as the decision process begins 
to be more focused, compensatory rules will apply so that ratings of destinations will be made 
on a number of attributes (e.g., ‘What species of whale are present?’, ‘Are there other things 
to do there?’, ‘What is the surrounding environment like?’, etc.). 
 
Gnoth (1997) has recently argued that such approaches often do not emphasise the more 
emotional qualities of destination decision making and points out the affective (as opposed to 
cognitive) aspect of attitudinal theories of motivation redresses this imbalance to some extent. 
It is clear that some decisions will be based more on a careful, relatively rational process of 
decision making, whereas in other circumstances a more ‘impulsive’ or emotional motivation 
will prevail. To an extent Mansfeld (1992) acknowledges this point in terms of the difference 
between ‘rationalistic’ and ‘probabilistic’ theories of decision making. The former assumes 
the typical economic model of ‘rational man’, while the latter is a more social science based 
notion of a ‘rough and ready’ or ‘satisficing’ approach to decision making, more suitable for 
situations where information is not always accurate or even available. 
 
Van Raaij and Francken (1984) emphasise that decision making often occurs within a group 
and/or family context. Within the group, different people will have greater or lesser control 
over the different decisions involved from the ‘generic decision’ to travel, to the specific 
decisions related to destination selection, transport and accommodation used and specific 
attractions visited. These dynamics will alter from one type of group (e.g., family) to another 
(e.g., friends). That decision making often occurs in group contexts represents a caution for 
any study that examines decision making using a survey instrument administered to 
individuals, as is the case in this study. It can be argued, however, that individuals are still 
able to report on this process and the predominant reasons for the (group) decision. 
 
The information search and decision making processes have sometimes usefully been 
modelled using ‘choice set theory’ (e.g., Crompton, 1992). The basic principle underlying 
this approach is that, during the decision making process, the prospective traveller carries out 
a winnowing of all possible destinations, gradually eliminating different ‘sets’ of destinations 
according to one or other attribute or, less rationally, according to the ‘clarity’, ‘availability’, 
etc. of particular destinations. So, for example, some destinations may ‘drop out’ of the 
process because of a lack of sufficient information about them for the decision maker to come 
to any clear understanding of what they have to offer (they thus are bundled into the ‘fuzzy 
set’ and sidelined from the remaining decision process). Ultimately, a single destination or 
sequence of destinations is left and it is to this end that remaining informational efforts and 
practical steps are taken (including contacting a travel agent, if this has not already been 
done). 
Overall, the literature emphasises the complexity of the decision process that leads 
individuals, and groups of individuals, to travel (in general as well as to particular 
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destinations). Given this complexity, the present study focuses on discovering the principal 
information sources and influences affecting decisions to travel to Kaikoura (and, for 
international visitors, New Zealand), the type of decision rules employed and the affective 
aspect of the decisions made. Perceptions of Kaikoura (and New Zealand) are also 
investigated as important elements in the decision making processes of visitors to Kaikoura. 
 
By examining prior expectations, informational sources and influences, the development of 
itineraries, and positive and negative experiences of Kaikoura, it is hoped to shed some light 
on some of the above mentioned features of the decision making processes and perceptions of 
visitors to Kaikoura.  
 
 
2.3 Cognitive Maps 

Cognitive or ‘mental’ maps are cognitive representations of an area which include 
representations of such features as landmarks, nodes, routes, edges (boundaries), and districts 
(Lynch, 1960; Golledge, 1993). Landmarks are significant features of an environment such as 
distinctive or large buildings or sites (in Lynch’s original work he was concerned principally 
with urban environments). Routes are such things as roads, footpaths, railway lines, etc. 
which facilitate travel between parts of the environment. Nodes are spaces in which people 
converge and include road intersections as well as features such as town squares. Edges 
typically refer to geographical features that act as boundaries around particular environments 
or parts of an environment. Rivers, coastlines, city walls, mountain ranges, etc. are typical 
examples. Finally, districts are distinct areas within the environment. Within urban 
environments this might include such aspects as the central business district, residential 
districts and industrial zones. 
 
A cognitive map, therefore, is an inherently subjective representation of the geography of a 
site and has been found to include systematic distortions (distance, orientation, relative 
location, etc.). Such maps are known to be elaborated during experience at a site with 
knowledge typically progressing from ‘landmark’ knowledge (awareness of significant 
landmarks but no real appreciation of relative location, etc.) through ‘route’ knowledge 
(understanding sequential routes and nodes between places within the site) and, finally, to 
‘configurational’ or ‘survey’ knowledge (elaborate understandings of the relative locations of 
landmarks, nodes and districts and a sophisticated appreciation of connecting routes) (Hart 
and Moore, 1973; McDonald and Peregrino, 1993). 
 
The underlying assumption is that cognitive maps are mental representations, not necessarily 
in the form of visual images, which may incorporate information from several senses “as well 
as semantic and affective [feelings, emotional reactions] information” (McDonald and 
Pellegrino, 1993). Thus, the spatial aspect cannot be straightforwardly separated from other 
aspects of the mental representation (see discussion of iconic features of sketch maps, 
Chapter 4, Results). The way in which these representations are formed can vary, depending 
on the type of learning involved. Simply, primary learning involves direct experience of an 
environment while secondary learning is indirect experience (e.g., from maps) (McDonald 
and Peregrino, 1993). The estimation of relative locations, for example, can in some 
situations be superior when it results from secondary learning, while route distances may be 
best estimated when they result from primary learning. 
Methods used to explore cognitive maps have included production of ‘sketch’ maps (hand 
drawn maps of sites by subjects) and a variety of distance-estimation techniques (McDonald 
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and Peregrino, 1993). Sketch maps have been criticised for several reasons, including their 
reliance on a certain degree of drawing skill - that is, they are physical representations of 
mental representations of physical environments and distortions can therefore occur at both 
representational levels. Nevertheless, they do provide an overall summary of a cognitive map 
as opposed to a fragmented analysis of parts of that mental representation. Also, distance 
estimates, for example, have the disadvantage of assuming that respondents’ ‘mistakes’ in 
distance estimates result from distorted perceptions of the divergence of two points in space 
as opposed to distorted perceptions of the ‘length’ of a standard unit of distance (such as a 
kilometre or one hundred metres). Furthermore, such estimation methods assume that 
respondents will be aware of the existence of the points (particular places) whose distance 
apart they are being asked to estimate. While this could be assumed for local residents 
perhaps, new arrivals in a locality may have little knowledge of specific sites at the locality. 
 
Previous research has examined tourists’ cognitive maps at various destination sites in terms 
of their development (Pearce, 1977) and dependence on tourist type (Jenkins and Walmsley, 
1993; Walmsley and Jenkins, 1992). This research is, to date, very scarce despite the obvious 
importance of the process by which visitors spatially interact with a destination. 
Understanding the nature of these maps at particular sites should both provide insight into 
visitors’ orientation responses and also suggest implications as regards economic, 
environmental and socio-cultural impacts.  
 
 
2.4 Conclusion 

The present study seeks to expand upon previous research by combining research on decision 
making and destination perceptions with the investigation of cognitive maps. The assumption 
is that the previously distinct areas of study in fact complement each other and can therefore 
be usefully combined. Together, that is, such investigations provide a more integrated picture 
of the processes involved in generating the behaviours of visitors to destinations and, 
consequently, of the interactions between visitors and these destinations (including local 
environments and populations). Integration represents a challenge but can provide 
considerable benefits in terms of additional insights and understanding. 
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Chapter 3 
 

Methods and Analysis 
 
 
3.1 Introduction 

Three methods were used to investigate the decision making, on-site behaviours, cognitive 
maps and experiences of visitors to Kaikoura. First, a structured questionnaire was employed 
to collect data on general visitor characteristics, decision making and destination perceptions 
(see Appendix 1). Second, a sub-sample of the questionnaire respondents was asked to draw 
sketch maps of the Kaikoura area. Third, a further sub-sample of the questionnaire 
respondents was asked to participate in a short unstructured interview concerning their 
expectations and experiences of Kaikoura (see Appendix 2). The sub-samples were selected 
by asking some of the respondents at the end of the administration of the questionnaire 
(usually less than ten minutes long) whether they would mind drawing a sketch map of 
Kaikoura (see below) and the remaining respondents whether they would answer four, short, 
open-ended questions on their experiences of Kaikoura (see Section 3.4 below for more 
details on sample selection). 
 
 
3.2 The Questionnaire and its Administration 

The questionnaire was administered by two interviewers, each of whom administered 
questionnaires over a four day period: 10-13 February, 1998; 19-22 March, 1998. All days of 
the week were sampled. Friday was sampled twice. Interviews were carried out at three 
locations in Kaikoura: Information Centre/Car Park; Peninsula Seal Colony; Esplanade 
Beachfront. The town site was chosen to capture a range of visitors including ‘convenience’ 
visitors who may stay in Kaikoura for a short break on a journey, while the Seal Colony was 
sampled to attempt to capture visitors at a different stage in their visit and also to sample 
those who may not enter Kaikoura township but still spend time in the local vicinity. 
 
Time of sampling at each site was determined by randomly assigning morning (9:00am - 
1:00pm) and afternoon (1:00pm - 5:30pm) periods to each of the two main sites (information 
centre and seal colony) with the proviso that both sites would be sampled on an equal number 
of mornings and afternoons. The esplanade site was used only when there were few 
respondents at the information centre site (usually in the late afternoon). Lunch breaks were 
changed on alternate days from 12:00pm - 1:00pm to 1:00pm - 2:00pm. Otherwise, sampling 
was unbroken during morning and afternoon periods. 
 
Visitors were chosen on a ‘first past the interviewer’ basis, which is to say once the 
interviewer had completed an interview the next person to walk past was approached. 
Interviewers introduced themselves and the project, and asked whether the person was a 
visitor to Kaikoura. If the answer was positive the interviewer asked whether the person 
could spare 10 - 15 minutes to answer some questions related to their visit to Kaikoura (see 
Appendix 1). On agreement, and after assurance concerning the voluntary and confidential 
nature of the research was given, the questionnaire was administered.  
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A total of 232 questionnaires were completed over the eight sampling days. There were ten 
refusals (four per cent). Of the refusals six were males. It was not always possible to judge 
age in terms of the age categories used in the questionnaire (some refusals involved people 
simply shaking their heads while continuing to walk past) but the age range was from those 
under 25 to those over 60 years of age. Nationality did not seem to be a major influence on 
refusals although three refusals were clearly because of language difficulties. 
 
Many of the questions used in the decision making questionnaire were identical to ones in the 
‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’1 which was 
employed in another part of the overall Research Programme. The use of common questions 
is justified given that the same type of data collected in the more general visitor survey are 
helpful in understanding research questions related to decision making and on-site behaviour. 
This duplication has several further advantages: sample characteristics can be cross-checked, 
the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’ results can 
be augmented by this study’s sample and, common questions and coding methods enables 
integration of information on all visitors. 
 
The questionnaire used in this study also contained two open-ended short answer questions 
related to the ‘qualities’ of Kaikoura, and where applicable, New Zealand, that attracted 
visitors (questions 11 and 13). As well as clarifying the structured questions related to the 
attractions of Kaikoura, and New Zealand, these questions also serve as a cross-check, from 
the total sample, of the responses of a sub-sample of respondents who were also interviewed 
(see below). 
 
Further questions additional to those used in the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: 
Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’ included two on the information sources and 
influences on decisions to come to Kaikoura and, where applicable, New Zealand (questions 
14 and 15). These questions listed a number of information sources and influences and asked 
respondents to choose their response from a Likert scale (from 1=‘very influential’, to 5=‘not 
influential at all’, with a separate category for ‘not applicable’). There were also an additional 
two questions about where itinerary planning occurred for the decision to come to Kaikoura 
and, where applicable, to New Zealand (questions 18 and 19). Questions 20 and 21 asked for 
the last place visited prior to arriving in Kaikoura and the next place to be visited after 
Kaikoura, respectively. Questions 22 and 23 asked respondents to identify the places they had 
visited in Kaikoura in the order in which they had visited them, and the places they intended 
to visit in the order they intended to visit them, respectively. 
 
Analysis of answers to the structured questions in the questionnaire was limited to frequency 
analyses, determination of means and cross-tabulations in line with the analysis of the 
‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’. Open-ended 
questions were examined for themes and their results related to qualitative analyses of 
responses to the short interview and visitors’ sketch maps. 
 

                                                 
1 See Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities (Report No. 3). 
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3.3 Sketch Map Sub-Sample 

A sub-sample of visitors to Kaikoura, drawn from the main questionnaire sample, was asked 
to draw sketch maps of the Kaikoura area. This sub-sample were those questionnaire 
respondents who were not selected to be asked interview questions (see Section 3.4 for 
details of sampling). Each visitor was given the following instructions prior to drawing the 
sketch map. 
 

“I would now like you to make a map of the Kaikoura area. Make it just as if you were 
making a quick description of the area to a stranger, covering all the main features you 
know about. I don’t expect an accurate drawing - just a rough sketch.” 

 (Adapted from Walmsley and Jenkins, 1993) 
 
To minimise non-consent, visitors sometimes had to be reassured that the sketches were not 
meant to judge artistic ability in any way and that the main aim was to represent as many 
features of the area on the sketch map as they considered important. Also, if it was observed 
that participants looked around them at the landscape while drawing their maps they were 
asked to make sure they were drawing it from memory as much as possible. 
 
The sketch maps were analysed using both qualitative and quantitative methods. In the 
qualitative analysis the maps were examined in respect of scale, significant spatial distortions 
(those not related to artistic ability - e.g., placing the Peninsula north of Kaikoura township 
rather than south), omissions (e.g., of entire districts as defined a priori) and inclusion of 
qualitative evaluations of aspects of the map (e.g., sometimes people drew small scenes on 
their maps showing themselves enjoying some activity). 
 
Quantitative analysis followed that of Pearce (1977) and Walmsley and Jenkins (1993). 
Numbers of landmarks, nodes, routes, edges and districts present on each map were counted. 
All of these features were individually coded so that, for example, inclusion of site-specific 
landmarks (Peninsula, seal colony, school, swimming pool, footbridge on waterfront, etc) 
were recorded and entered into a master spreadsheet. This detailed coding of each map 
allowed for site-specific analysis in relation to various categories of tourist type 
(accommodation, transport, gender, age, time in Kaikoura, previous visitation). (The specific 
landmarks, routes, edges, nodes and districts used in analysis are presented in Tables 37, 38, 
39, 40, 41.) 
 
It should be noted that even with such a quantitative approach subjective assessments are 
often required. Since this is a form of content analysis, category membership can be 
ambiguous particularly given variation in map-drawing styles. Routes, for example, may be 
hard to distinguish if the subject could not label them accurately and provided no other 
indications as to which route was intended. 
 
Frequencies of map features were cross-tabulated against previously mentioned tourist 
demographics and other characteristics. This allowed for the investigation of how cognitive 
maps might depend on such features and it also provided an insight into how a visitor’s 
knowledge of Kaikoura develops over time. 
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3.4 Interview Sub-Sample 

As mentioned above, a sub-sample of questionnaire respondents was also asked to partake in 
a brief, on-site interview concerning their experiences of Kaikoura (see Appendix 2). The 
questions in the interview were designed to discover what expectations/information visitors 
had of Kaikoura prior to arrival; what their best and worst experiences of Kaikoura to date 
had been (based on Pearce, 1982) partly as a check on the level of fulfilment of expectations; 
and, finally, an overall evaluation of Kaikoura as a destination. 
 
Since the sketch maps were the primary focus of the research, and given the qualitative nature 
of the interviews, the majority of questionnaire respondents were asked to draw a sketch map 
(thus ensuring an adequate sample size for quantitative analysis). This was the ‘default’ 
option. Selection of the interview sub-sample, and the interviewing itself, was carried out by 
the first interviewer in the first four day period (see Section 3.2 above). Interviewees were 
selected during one morning and one afternoon session at each of the two main sample sites 
(a total of two mornings and two afternoons). All questionnaire respondents during these 
sampling times were asked to complete an interview. 
 
Initially it had been hoped to tape-record all interviews. After brief trialling in which two 
respondents refused to be tape-recorded in the first hour and in which bad wind conditions 
affected the quality of taping, it was decided to use hand-written notes. This has the 
disadvantage of being constrained by the note-taking abilities of the interviewer (there was 
only one person who carried out these interviews) and of creating a summarised version of 
responses. Nevertheless, this was compensated for by the unobtrusive nature of note-taking, 
given that it followed the process of questionnaire completion quite smoothly. Interviewees 
were asked if they minded notes being taken and nobody refused (in contrast to the 
experience with tape-recording). 
 
A total of 46 interviews were carried out with no refusals (other than those who had refused 
the questionnaire initially). Notes were analysed for recurrent themes related to each question 
and a list of ‘key words’ from the notes was compiled. 
 
 
3.5 Limitations 

The limitations of the present study relate mainly to the generalisability of the sample. 
Because sampling was confined to a particular part of the year, there is always the possibility 
that it was not representative of the entire visitor population over the year. Similarly, while 
every step was taken to ensure the randomness of the questionnaire sample as a sample of 
visitors to Kaikoura, inevitably there were uncontrollable factors that constrained these 
attempts. Respondents in groups, for example, would sometimes ‘self-select’. For example, 
one member of a group would walk towards the interviewer while indicating to the others to 
carry on (e.g., into the information centre). Technically, this meets the criteria of ‘first to 
pass’ the interviewer but , as noted, represents a degree of self selection. 
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As will be discussed in the next chapter, the sample had similar characteristics to that of the ‘’ 
which used similar sampling methods although not all sampling sites were the same and 
sampling dates were more spread out than those in this study. This similarity represents some 
justification for treating the sample in this study as a reasonably random and representative 
sample of visitors during the sampling time period. 
 
Also, in answers to questions related to places visited while in Kaikoura, it is likely that those 
places associated with sampling sites will have been over-represented in respondents’ 
answers. Sampling in the seal colony car park, for example, is likely to have been of visitors 
who had either just been, or were about to, visit the Peninsula walkway and/or the seal 
colony. With larger samples it may have been possible to explore any such differences 
between sample sites more thoroughly. 
 
An important point to make in regard to the use of sketch maps and their interpretation is that 
the omission of a feature from the map does not necessarily indicate complete lack of 
knowledge of that feature. Respondents were asked to draw a map that included the important 
features of the area. It was up to the respondent to make that judgement in relation to any 
particular feature. 
 
Similarly, the questionnaire deals primarily with perceptions and should not be interpreted as 
necessarily providing direct measures of causal processes. For example, perceptions of the 
influence of informational sources on one’s decisions does not necessarily mean that these 
are, in fact, the causes of one’s decisions. 
 
By using a method that emphasises individual responses, aspects of the decision making 
process may have been overlooked. As mentioned in the literature review, decisions are often 
made within group settings (e.g., families). Who determines the final decision will depend on 
the decision making processes at work within any particular group. It was often noticed, for 
example, that when one member of a couple was interviewed the other would often try to 
answer for the respondent. Apart from revealing some interesting interpersonal dynamics, it 
creates significant issues in terms of the interpretation of responses. Attempts were made to 
limit the answers offered by non-respondents. However, to some extent the perceptions of the 
respondent as to what the influences were on the decision to come to Kaikoura can be thought 
of as being quite separate from the question of how the decision was made (even if it was 
solely made by the other member of a couple, for example). Even where there was clearly 
some influence exerted by non-respondents, in one sense this may be a more authentic 
reflection of the decision making process involved in making the decision than if the 
respondent had not been influenced. Interestingly, in such situations it was clear that couples 
negotiated the response. It was rare for one person simply to overrule the other. 
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Chapter 4 
 

Results 
 
 
4.1 Introduction 

In the following, the results from the questionnaire survey are presented first, followed by 
those from analysis of the sketch maps and then, finally, a qualitative analysis of interview 
data. 
 
In the discussion of the questionnaire findings, general characteristics of the sample are 
described (gender, age, nationality, travel group size) followed by trip characteristics (time in 
Kaikoura prior to interview, length of stay in Kaikoura, travel direction, last and next places 
on itinerary, previous visits to Kaikoura) and accommodation and transport used. Findings 
related to visitor decision making are then examined first in relation to the decision to come 
to Kaikoura and then, for international visitors, in relation to the decision to come to New 
Zealand. These findings include where the decision to visit Kaikoura and the itinerary 
planning for travel in New Zealand were carried out (at home or while travelling) and what 
the information influences on decisions to visit Kaikoura (and New Zealand) were. What 
attracted visitors to Kaikoura and the reasons for visiting New Zealand (for international 
visitors) are then analysed and the on-site itineraries are described. Finally, findings relating 
to intentions to return to Kaikoura and the likelihood of recommending Kaikoura to friends 
are presented. 
 
The qualitative analysis of the sketch maps is then discussed with emphasis given to common 
distortions and omissions in the maps and the use of iconic features. This discussion is 
followed by a qualitative analysis of the presence of landmarks, edges, routes, nodes and 
districts in the maps. 
 
The last part of the results to be presented is a qualitative analysis of the themes that emerged 
from the interview responses. Overall conclusions are then drawn. 
 
 
4.2 Questionnaire Results 

4.2.1 Characteristics of the Questionnaire Sample 
As noted in the previous chapter, there are reasonable similarities between the characteristics 
of the sample used in the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and 
Activities’ study and this one. Age distributions for the KVS sample and the present study’s 
sample (in brackets) were: <30 yrs = 37.3 per cent (35.9 per cent), 30-49 yrs = 39.6 per cent 
(30.7 per cent), 50+ yrs = 22.8 per cent (33.8 per cent). Gender distributions were: male = 47 
per cent (45 per cent), female = 53 per cent (55 per cent). Origins were: domestic = 29 per 
cent (23 per cent), international = 71 per cent (77 per cent). This similarity suggests a 
reasonable fit between the two samples. While this does not necessarily confirm the 
representative validity of either sample, it does provide some reassurance. 
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Gender and age distributions for the total sample are presented in Tables 1 and 2, 
respectively. Somewhat more females than males were interviewed although this is similar to 
the proportions found in the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions 
and Activities’. Younger age groups are also strongly represented as was also found in the 
‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’. The 40-49 
year age group was surprisingly small and may reflect the fact that sampling was not carried 
out during school holiday periods when many middle-aged people may choose to holiday 
with dependent children. 
 

Table 1 
Gender Distribution: Total Sample 

 
Gender Number % 
Male 105 45 
Female 127 55 
 232 100 

 
 

Table 2 
Age Distribution: Total Sample 

 
Years Number % 
15-19  8 3.4 
20-29 75 32.5 
30-39 49 21.2 
40-49 22 9.5 
50-59 33 14.3 
60-69 36 15.6 
70+ 9 3.9 
 232 100.0 

 
 
Home residence of respondents is shown in Table 3. Some 76.7 per cent of the sample were 
normally domiciled outside of New Zealand. Of these, a very significant proportion were 
from the United Kingdom (23.3 per cent of total sample) with Germany (9.9 per cent), the 
United States (7.3 per cent), Australia (6.9 per cent) and the Netherlands (5.2 per cent) each 
providing more than five per cent of the total. Domestic visitors are dominated by those from 
Canterbury (7.8 per cent of total sample) and Auckland/Northland (4.3 per cent). 
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Table 3 
Visitor Residence: Total Sample 

 
Visitor Residence Number % 
United Kingdom 54 23.3 
Germany 23 9.9 
United States 17 7.3 
Australia 16 6.9 
Netherlands 12 5.2 
Japan 10 4.3 
Denmark 10 4.3 
Canada 9 3.9 
Other Europe 8 3.4 
Sweden 7 3.0 
Israel 4 1.7 
South Africa 3 1.3 
Taiwan 2 0.9 
Other Asia 2 0.9 
Pacific 1 0.4 
International Total 178 76.7 
Canterbury 18 7.8 
Auckland/North 10 4.3 
Wellington 7 3.0 
Bay of Plenty/East Coast 6 2.6 
Marlborough/Nelson 5 2.2 
Taranaki/W. Coast 3 1.3 
Southland 2 0.9 
Otago 2 0.9 
Other 1 0.4 
Domestic Total 54 23.4 

 
 
The sample was also dominated by groups of partners/spouses (44.2 per cent) with the next 
largest travel group being those travelling alone (22.5 per cent) (Table 4). Once again the 
perhaps surprisingly small number of groups identified as ‘family’ (12.1 per cent) or ‘family 
and friends’ (3.0 per cent) may reflect the lack of sampling during school holiday periods. 
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Table 4 
Visitor Groups: Total Sample 

 
Visitor Groups Number % 
Partner/Spouse 102 44.2 
Alone 52 22.5 
Friends 34 14.7 
Family 28 12.1 
Friends and Family 7 3.0 
Friends and Partner/Spouse 4 1.7 
Special Interest Group 3 1.3 
Business Associates 1 0.4 
No response 1 0.4 
 232 100.0 

 
 
4.2.2 Trip Characteristics, Accommodation and Transport 
Table 5 presents data on length of time in Kaikoura prior to the interview. These findings 
provide information for interpreting answers to questions concerning number of activities 
undertaken and was vital information for investigating the development of cognitive maps 
(see below). Fifty per cent of interviewees had arrived on the day of the interview while 37.9 
per cent had arrived the day before being interviewed. This predominance of recently arrived 
respondents seems to reflect the anticipated length of stay of respondents in Kaikoura (Table 
6). Some 23 per cent of respondents either had or anticipated staying for less than a day (i.e., 
not overnight). A further 34.2 per cent were only staying for one night. Nevertheless, even 
given this short-stay trend the sample does seem to slightly over-estimate recent arrivals 
(comparison of Table 5 and Table 6). 
 

Table 5 
Time in Kaikoura Prior to Interview 

 
Time of Arrival Number % 
Arrived today 116 50.0 
Arrived yesterday 88 37.9 
Day before yesterday 15 6.5 
Arrived >3 days prior 13 5.6 
 232 100.0 
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Table 6 
Length of Stay in Kaikoura: Total Sample 

 
Length of Stay Number % 
<2 hours 31 13.4 
>2 hours, not overnight 22 9.5 
One night 79 34.2 
Two nights 63 27.3 
Three nights 19 8.2 
>4 nights 17 7.3 
 231 99.9 

 
 
Respondents were generally travelling either from South to North through Kaikoura (44.2 per 
cent) or from North to South (35.9 per cent) (Table 7). A significant proportion, however, 
were involved in return trips (18.1 per cent), particularly from Christchurch (78.6 per cent of 
return trips) or Picton/Blenheim (14.3 per cent of return trips) (Table 8). Christchurch was the 
most common last place that visitors had visited prior to arriving in Kaikoura (44.0 per cent 
of total sample) and was also the most common destination expected after leaving Kaikoura 
(38.8 per cent). Similarly, Blenheim/Picton was the second most common last place (20.3 per 
cent) and next place (27.6 per cent) (Table 9). 
 

Table 7 
Direction of Travel: Total Sample 

 
Direction  Number % 
North-> South 83 35.9 
South-> North 102 44.2 
Return Trip 42 18.1 
Missing Data 5 2.2 
 232 100 

 
 

Table 8 
Origins of Return Trips to Kaikoura: Total Sample 

 
Origin Number % 
Christchurch 33 78.6 
Picton/Blenheim 6 14.3 
Other Canterbury 1 2.4 
Hanmer 1 2.4 
Other South Island 1 2.4 
 42 100.0 
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Table 9 
Last Place Visited and Next Place to Visit: Total Sample 

 
Last Place Visited Next Place to Visit District 

Number % Number % 
Christchurch 102 44.0 90 38.8 
Picton/Blenheim 47 20.3 64 27.6 
North Island 21 9.1 26 11.2 
Hanmer 20 8.6 8 3.4 
Other Canterbury 14 6.0 14 6.0 
Nelson 10 4.3 19 8.2 
Other South Island 9 3.9 5 2.2 
West Coast 6 2.6 3 1.3 
Missing Data 3 1.3 3 1.3 
 232 100.0 232 100.0 

 
 
A considerable majority of respondents had never been to Kaikoura before (76.5 per cent), 
although 11 per cent of respondents had been to Kaikoura more than four times (Table 10). 
 

 
Table 10 

Previous Visits to Kaikoura: Total Sample 
 

Previous Visits Number % 
None (First Time) 176 76.5 
Once Before 18 7.8 
2-3 Times Before 11 4.8 
>4 Times Before 25 10.9 
Missing Data 2 0.9 
 232 100.0 

 
 
Of those in the sample who stayed in Kaikoura, over a third used backpacker accommodation 
(36.0 per cent) with motel (21.3 per cent) and motor camp (19.7 per cent) accommodation 
being the next most popular (Table 11). The main transport types were hire cars/vans (36.6 
per cent), bus and shuttle services (31.0 per cent) and private cars/vans (25.9 per cent) (Table 
12). 
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Table 11 
Visitor Accommodation: Total Sample 

 
Accommodation Type Number % 
Backpackers 64 36.0 
Motels 38 21.3 
Motor Camp 35 19.7 
Campervan 16 6.9 
Bed and Breakfast 13 7.3 
Private Home 5 2.8 
Hotel 2 1.1 
Bach/crib 2 1.1 
Farmstay 1 0.6 
Motor Inn 1 0.6 
Other 1 0.6 
 178 1 100.0 

Notes: 1. 54 people did not use any accommodation (day trips) 
 

 
Table 12 

Visitor Transport Type: Total Sample 
 

Transport Type Number % 
Hire Car/Van 85 36.6 
Bus/Shuttle 72 31.0 
Private Car/Van 60 25.9 
Hitch Hiking 6 2.6 
Train 5 2.2 
Motor Cycle 2 0.9 
Bicycle 2 0.9 
 232 100.0 

 
 
4.2.3 Decisions to go to Kaikoura and New Zealand 
The majority of respondents (51.1 per cent) made their decision to go to Kaikoura during 
their current trip/holiday in New Zealand while 43.7 per cent made it at home (Table 13). A 
cross-tabulation of the decision to come to Kaikoura with residency (domestic or 
international) is presented in Table 14. It reveals a highly significant difference between 
where domestic as opposed to international tourists make that decision (Pearson’s χ2 = 21.37, 
1 df, p< 0.0001). This test of significance included a recoding to remove the small number of 
responses in the ‘half and half’ and ‘other’ categories. Domestic tourists tend to make the 
decision at home (74.5 per cent) while a majority (62.4 per cent) of international visitors 
made the decision while travelling in New Zealand. 
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Similarly, a difference was found when decisions made to come to Kaikoura were cross-
tabulated with means of transport (Pearson’s X2 = 16.03, 1df, p<0.0001). Once again, this 
included a recoding to remove the small number of responses in the ‘half and half’ and 
‘other’ categories (Table 15). People travelling by bus and train tended to make their decision 
to come to Kaikoura during their trip (72.4 per cent) whereas those travelling by car or van 
(hire or private) were more evenly split between the two options and the majority made the 
decision while still at home (56 per cent). 
 
Finally, accommodation type also revealed significant differences in the decision to come to 
Kaikoura (Table 16). A cross-tabulation that excluded ‘half and half’ and ‘other’ categories 
showed a statistically significant difference (Pearson’s X2 = 11.09, 1 df, p<0.001) with those 
staying at motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. tending to make their decision at home (61.8 per 
cent) and those staying in backpacker, motor camp, etc. accommodation making the decision 
while travelling (65.5 per cent). 
 

Table 13 
Decision to Visit Kaikoura: Total Sample 

 
Decision Number % 
Made at home 100 43.7 
Made travelling1 117 51.1 
Half and half 5 2.2 
Other 7 3.1 
 229 100.0 

Notes: 1. In New Zealand 
 

Table 14 
Domestic and International Visitor Decisions to Go to Kaikoura 

 
Decision Domestic International 
 Number %1 Number %1 
Made at home 38 71.7 (74.5) 62 35.4 (37.6) 
Made travelling 13 24.5 (25.5) 103 58.9 (62.4) 
Half and half 1 1.9 4 2.3 
Other 1 1.9 6 3.4 
 53 100.0 175 100.0 

Notes: 1. Figures in brackets result from recoding to remove ‘half and half’ and ‘other’ categories for 
analysis. 
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Table 15 
Decision to Go to Kaikoura and Transport Type 

 
Decision Car/Van (Hire/Priv.) Bus/Train/Other 
 Number %1 Number %1 
Made at home 79 53.7 (56.0) 21 25.6 (27.6) 
Made travelling 62 42.2 (44.0) 55 67.1 (72.4) 
Half and half 4 2.7 1 1.2 
Other 2 1.4 5 6.1 
 141 100.0 76 100.0 

Notes: 1. Figures in brackets result from recoding to remove ‘half and half’ and ‘other’ categories for 
analysis. 

 
 

Table 16 
Decision to Go to Kaikoura and Accommodation Type 

 
Decision Motels/B and B/Hotel1 Backpackers/Motor Camp2 
 Number %3 Number %3 
Made at home 34 60.7 (61.8) 38 32.5 (34.5) 
Made travelling 21 37.5 (38.2) 72 61.5 (65.5) 
Half and half 1 1.8 3 2.6 
Other 0 0.0 4 3.4 
 56 100.0 117 100.0 

Notes: 1. Includes farmstay, rented house, pub 
 2. Includes free camp, bach, private home 
 3. Figures in brackets result from recoding to remove ‘half and half’ and ‘other’ categories for 

analysis. 
 
As indicated in the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and 
Activities’ (see Report No. 3), the differences described above reflect significant differences 
in the visitor mix (domestic and international) between short stop, day and overnight visitors, 
that permeate other aspects of visitation such as transport and accommodation type. 
 
In contrast to the decision to come to Kaikoura, a majority of respondents planned their New 
Zealand itineraries at home (54.2 per cent) while 28.2 per cent planned their itinerary while 
travelling in New Zealand (Table 17). Also, a not insubstantial minority worked on their 
itineraries both at home and while travelling. Once again, more domestic visitors planned 
their itineraries at home (78.4 per cent) than did international visitors (47.4 per cent) (Table 
18). A cross-tabulation revealed a significant difference between domestic and international 
visitors’ itinerary planning (Pearson’s X2 =15.48, 3 df, p<0.01). In contrast to the decision to 
go to Kaikoura, however, it was found that more international visitors planned their New 
Zealand itineraries at home (47.4 per cent) than while travelling in New Zealand (32.6 per 
cent). 
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Transport type was again found to influence significantly itinerary planning (Table 19). The 
majority of those travelling by car or van (hire or private) planned itineraries at home (66.2 
per cent) while only 32.9 per cent of those travelling by bus, shuttle, train, etc. did the same. 
(Pearson’s X2 = 23.79, 3df, p<0.0001). Also, accommodation type was significantly related 
to itinerary planning (Pearson’s X2 = 19.32, 3df, p<0.001) (Table 20). Seventy-three per cent 
of those staying in motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. planned their itineraries at home while 
those staying at backpackers, motor camps, etc. did most planning while travelling (40.5 per 
cent) although they were more evenly distributed among most options than were those 
staying in motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. 

 
 

Table 17 
Planning of Itinerary for Travel in New Zealand: Total Sample 

 
Planning Number % 
Made at home 123 54.2 
Made while travelling in New Zealand 64 28.2 
Half and half 33 14.5 
Other 7 3.1 
 229 100.0 

 
 

Table 18 
Domestic and International Visitors’ Planning of New Zealand Itinerary 

 
Planning Domestic International 
 Number % Number % 
Made at home 40 78.4 83 47.4 
Made while travelling in 
New Zealand 

7 13.7 57 32.6 

Half and half 3 5.9 30 17.1 
Other 1 2.0 5 2.9 
 51 100.0 175 100.0 

 
 

Table 19 
Planning of New Zealand Itinerary and Transport Type 

 
Decision Car/Van (Hire/Priv.) Bus/Train/Other 
 Number % Number % 
Made at home 96 66.2 27 32.9 
Made travelling 29 20.0 35 42.7 
Half and half 17 11.7 16 19.5 
Other 3 2.1 4 4.9 
 145 100.0 82 100.0 
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Table 20 
Planning of New Zealand Itinerary and Accommodation Type 

 
Decision Motels/B and B/Hotel1 Backpackers/Motor Camp2 
 Number % Number % 
Made at home 41 73.2 44 37.9 
Made travelling 8 14.3 47 40.5 
Half and half 6 10.7 22 19.0 
Other 1 1.8 3 2.6 
 56 100.0 116 100.0 

Notes: 1. Includes farmstay, rented house, pub 
 2. Includes free camp, bach, private home 
 
 
4.2.4 Influences on Decisions to Go to Kaikoura and New Zealand 
The various influences on visitors’ decisions to go to Kaikoura are tabulated in Table 21 in 
terms of the number of respondents who said that the item was either ‘very influential’ or 
‘influential’ on their decision. Travel books (50.0 per cent of respondents), advice from 
family and friends (47.8 per cent) and brochures (28.4 per cent) were the most important 
influences overall. Having been to Kaikoura before (16.4 per cent) and ‘other’ influences 
(15.9 per cent) were also important. Interestingly, magazine advertising (5.2 per cent), travel 
agents (3.9 per cent) and television advertising (1.7 per cent) were not credited as being 
influential by the vast majority of respondents. 

 
Table 21 

Influences on Decision to Go to Kaikoura 
 

Influence Number % 
Travel books 116 50.0 
Family/friends 111 47.8 
Brochures 66 28.4 
Been before 38 16.4 
Other 37 15.9 
Magazine article 24 10.3 
Magazine advertisement 12 5.2 
TV show 9 3.9 
Travel agent 9 3.9 
Package 7 3.0 
Cost1 6 2.6 
TV advertisements 4 1.7 

Notes: 1. Cost was always termed a negative influence when it was mentioned. 
 



 

24 

When the six most significant influences are analysed in terms of residence (domestic or 
international), transport type, sex and accommodation type some further significant findings 
emerge. The use of travel books differs significantly between domestic and international 
visitors with it being an influence for 36.9 per cent of international visitors but only for 3.8 
per cent of domestic visitors (Pearson’s X2 = 22.02, 2df, p<0.0001) (Table 22). Advice from 
family and friends is also more influential for international (42.0 per cent) as opposed to 
domestic (21.2 per cent) visitors (Table 23) (Pearson’s X2 = 7.53, 2df, p<0.05). Having been 
to Kaikoura before is, however, a more common influence for domestic (41.5 per cent) rather 
than international (5.7 per cent) visitors (Table 24) (Pearson’s X2 = 43.69, 2df, p<0.0001). 
 
 

Table 22 
Influence of Travel Books on Decision to Go to Kaikoura for Domestic and 

International Visitors 
 

Domestic International Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 2 3.8 65 36.9 
Not influential 50 94.3 107 60.8 
Neutral 1 1.9 4 2.3 
 53 100.0 176 100.0 

 
 

Table 23 
Influence of Advice from Family and Friends on Decision to Go to Kaikoura for 

Domestic and International Visitors 
 
 

Domestic International Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 11 21.2 74 42.0 
Not influential 40 76.9 100 56.8 
Neutral 1 1.9 2 1.1 
 52 100.0 176 100.0 

 
 

Table 24 
Influence of Having been to Kaikoura Before on Decision to Go to Kaikoura for 

Domestic and International Visitors 
 

Domestic International Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 22 41.5 10 5.7 
Not influential 30 56.6 163 92.6 
Neutral 1 1.9 3 1.7 
 53 100.0 176 100.0 
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Accommodation type was significantly related to the influence on the decision to go to 
Kaikoura in terms of both having been to Kaikoura before and receiving advice from family 
and friends (Tables 25 and 26). Those visitors staying in motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. were 
more often influenced by having been to Kaikoura before than were those using backpackers, 
motor camps, etc. accommodation (Pearson’s X2 = 16.63, 2df, p<0.001). This reflects greater 
use of the first type of accommodation by domestic visitors (who would also be more likely 
to have been to Kaikoura before). 
 
Visitors staying in motels, bed and breakfasts, etc. tended to be somewhat less influenced by 
advice from family and friends than were those staying at backpackers, motor camp, etc. 
(Pearson’s X2 = 6.9, 2df, p<0.05) (Table 26). 
 

Table 25 
Accommodation Type and Influence of Having been to Kaikoura Before on Decision to 

Go to Kaikoura 
 

Motels/B and B/Hotel1 Backpackers/Motor Camp2 Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 15 26.8 9 7.6 
Not influential 39 69.6 109 92.4 
Neutral 2 3.6 0 0.0 
 56 100.0 118 100.0 

Notes: 1. Includes farmstay, rented house, pub 
 2. Includes free camp, bach, private home 
 
 

Table 26 
Accommodation Type and Influence of Advice from Family and Friends on Decision to 

Go to Kaikoura 
 

Motels/B and B/Hotel1 Backpackers/Motor Camp2 Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 18 32.1 55 46.6 
Not influential 36 64.3 63 53.4 
Neutral 2 3.6 0 0.0 
 56 100.0 118 100.0 

Notes: 1. Includes farmstay, rented house, pub 
 2. Includes free camp, bach, private home 
 
Visitors travelling by car or van (hire or private) also showed a slightly higher tendency to be 
influenced by having been to Kaikoura before (Pearson’s X2 = 7.1, 2df, p<0.05) (Table 27). 
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Table 27 
Transport Type and Influence of Having been to Kaikoura Before on Decision to Go to 

Kaikoura 
 

Car/Van (Hire/Priv.) Bus/Train/Other Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 27 18.4 5 6.0 
Not Influential 117 79.6 77 92.8 
Neutral 3 2.0 1 1.2 
 147 100.0 83 100.0 

 
The most influential factor on the decision by overseas visitors to come to New Zealand as 
opposed to Kaikoura was ‘advice from family and friends’ (61.2 per cent of overseas visitors 
cited it as an influence) followed by travel books (35.8 per cent), television shows (19.8 per 
cent) and having been to New Zealand before (15.1 per cent) (Table 28). As was found with 
the decision to go to Kaikoura, advertising - with the exception of brochures - did not rate 
highly. 
 
 

Table 28 
Influences on Decision to Go to New Zealand 

 
Influence Number % 
Family/friends 142 61.2 
Travel books 83 35.8 
TV show 46 19.8 
Been before 35 15.1 
Magazine article 31 13.4 
Cost1 31 13.4 
Brochures 27 11.6 
Stop over 25 10.8 
Other 23 9.9 
Magazine advertisements 16 6.9 
Travel agent 14 6.0 
TV advertisements 10 4.3 
Package 6 2.6 

Notes: 1. Cost was always termed a negative influence when it was mentioned. 
 
 
A cross-tabulation analysis that included only those influences noted by more than ten per 
cent of overseas visitors to New Zealand was carried out and the following significant 
findings emerged. The influence of travel books in making the decision to come to New 
Zealand was greater for females (71.0 per cent) than males (45.1 per cent) (Pearson’s X2 = 
14.85, 2df, p<0.0001) (Table 29). Also, those who travelled by bus, shuttle, train, etc. were 
more likely to have been influenced by magazine articles (14.1 per cent) than were those 
travelling by car or van (private or hire) (Pearson’s X2 = 9.06, 2df, p<0.05) (Table 30). 
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Table 29 
Influence of Travel Books on Decision to Go to New Zealand for Each Sex 

 
Male Female Degree of 

Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 41 45.1 71 71.0 
Not influential 50 54.9 28 28.0 
Neutral 0 0.0 1 1.0 
 91 100.0 100 100.0 

 
 

Table 30 
Transport Type and Influence of Magazine Articles 

on Decision to Go to New Zealand 
 

Car/Van (Hire/Priv.) Bus/Train/Other Degree of 
Influence Number % Number % 
Influential 3 2.7 11 14.1 
Not Influential 102 90.3 61 78.2 
Neutral 8 7.0 6 7.7 
 113 100.0 78 100.0 

 
 
4.2.5 Attractions of Kaikoura and Reasons for visiting New Zealand 
Overwhelmingly the first choice attraction for visitors to Kaikoura was the desire to see the 
whales (40.5 per cent of total sample) (Table 31). Only the attraction of a ‘convenient break’ 
(18.5 per cent) and to see or swim with the dolphins (15.5 per cent) were also mentioned by 
more than five per cent of the sample as a first choice attraction. The main second choice was 
to see or swim with the seals (28.2 per cent of second choices) although to see or swim with 
the dolphins was also the second choice for 27. 3 per cent of those who offered a second 
attraction. To see or swim with the seals was also the most often cited third choice (36.0 per 
cent) by those who mentioned a third attraction of Kaikoura. 
 
Surprisingly, to have a holiday or relax was only mentioned by 11 people in total (five as first 
choice, five as second choice and one as third choice). As will be discussed below, this 
contrasts with findings from the open-ended question exploring the qualities of Kaikoura. 
These data also contrast with reasons given for having a holiday in New Zealand (including 
domestic travellers). Eighty one per cent of the respondents gave ‘having a holiday’ or 
‘relaxing’ as their first reason for travelling in New Zealand with the desire to visit family 
and friends being the leading second reason (51.9 per cent of those supplying a second 
choice) (Table 32). 
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Table 31 
Main Attractions of Kaikoura: Total Sample 

 
Attraction First Choice Second Choice Third Choice 
 Number % Number % Number % 
See Whales 94 40.5 10 9.1 0 0 
Convenient Break 43 18.5 5 4.5 1 4.0 
See/Swim Dolphins 36 15.5 30 27.3 2 8.0 
See New Place 11 4.7 5 4.5 1 4.0 
Coast/Marine Life 9 3.9 3 2.7 1 4.0 
See Seals/Seal Swim 9 3.9 31 28.2 9 36.0 
Scenery 7 3.0 4 3.6 0 0 
Holiday/Relax 5 2.2 5 4.5 1 4.0 
See Kaikoura Again 5 2.2 4 3.6 0 0 
See Family/Friends 2 0.9 3 2.7 0 0 
Diving 2 0.9 1 0.9 0 0 
Activities (Walks) 2 0.9 5 4.5 4 16.0 
Crayfish 1 0.4 1 0.9 4 16.0 
Other 6 2.4 1 0.9 2 8.0 
 232 100.0 108 100.0 25 100.0  

 
 

Table 32 
Main Reasons for Travelling in New Zealand: Total Sample 

 
Reason First Reason Second Reason Third Reason 
 Number % Number % Number % 
Holiday/Relax 188 81.4 21 40.4 1 20 
Visit Friends and Family 18 7.8 27 51.9 0 0 
Business/Conference 9 3.9 1 0.4 2 40 
Attend an Event 5 2.2 0 0 1 20 
Education 3 1.3 2 3.8 0 0 
Working Holiday 2 0.9 0 0 0 0 
To Explore 2 0.9 0 0 0 0 
Play/Watch Sport 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
Visit Particular Attraction 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
Nature 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
Practice English 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
Active Attractions 0 0 0 0 1 20 
Missing Data 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
 232 100.0 52 100.0 5 100.0 
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4.2.6 On-Site Itineraries 
In Table 33 are listed the first five places to which visitors had already gone during their stay 
in Kaikoura prior to the interview. Respondents had been asked to indicate the first, second, 
etc. place they had already visited. Forty-two people (18 per cent) were interviewed before 
they had been to any particular attraction. The most common first place on those itineraries 
for respondents who had already visited particular attractions was the Information Centre. 
The most common second place visited was the seal colony which was also the most 
common third place on respondents’ itineraries. The most frequently mentioned fourth places 
were the seal colony and dolphin swimming/watching. Finally, the most common fifth places 
to visit were seal swimming and the inland tracks. It is important to remember in interpreting 
these findings that the number of respondents becomes quite low after the first three places 
indicated. This reflects the short stays involved and therefore the correspondingly short list of 
places visited. 
 
Table 34 provides details of the intended itineraries of visitors. It is interesting to notice that 
more options are mentioned than those covered in visitations prior to the interview. 
Restaurants (8.7 per cent of next place visits), the beach (6.8 per cent) and the town centre 
(5.0 per cent), for example, enter the list of places to visit. This perhaps indicates the 
‘convenient break’ visitors who have just arrived and others who are either filling in time 
between visits to major attractions (e.g., waiting for a Whale Watch cruise) or who have seen 
all the major attractions they are interested in and are biding time or generally relaxing until 
departure. The Peninsula walkway and Whale Watch were priorities for an intended visit 
(either immediately after the interview - 23.6 per cent and 18.6 per cent, respectively - or as a 
second priority - 16.9 per cent and 18.0 per cent, respectively). Dolphin swimming/watching 
was also a leading priority with 9.3 per cent of respondents intending to go there next and 
19.1 per cent of those offering a second intended attraction opting for it. 
 
To some extent, no doubt, those places associated with sampling sites are likely to have been 
over-represented in answers to questions related to places visited while in Kaikoura. Visitors 
sampled in the seal colony car park, for example, are particularly likely to have either just 
been or be about to visit the Peninsula walkway and/or the seal colony. Unfortunately, 
samples were not large enough to explore such differences among the sampling locations. 
 

Table 33 
Sequences of Visitation to Places in Kaikoura 

 
Place Place 1 Place 2 Place 3 Place 4 Place 5 
 N % N % N % N % N % 
Info. Centre 81 42.6 24 20.7 6 10.2 4 19.0 1 14.3 
Seal Col. 67 35.3 40 34.5 23 39.0 5 23.8 0 0 
Whale W. 16 8.4 15 12.9 4 6.8 3 14.3 0 0 
Peninsula Walk 8 4.2 8 6.9 15 25.4 2 9.5 0 0 
Dolph Swim/W. 7 3.7 8 6.9 4 6.8 5 23.8 0 0 
Seal Swim. 3 1.6 2 1.7 5 8.5 0 0 2 28.6 
Inland Tracks 2 1.1 4 3.4 1 1.7 2 9.5 2 28.6 
Sc./W.W.Flight 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14.3 
Other 5 2.5 3 2.7 1 1.7 0 0 1 14.3 
Totals 190 100.0 116 100.0 59 100.0 21 100.0 7 100.0 
Missing 42 - 116 - 173 - 211 - 225 - 
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Table 34 
Intended Sequence of Visitation to Places in Kaikoura 

 
Place Place 1 Place 2 Place 3 Place 4 Place 5 
 N % N % N % N % N % 
Peninsula Walk 38 23.6 15 16.9 3 6.8 0 0 1 16.7 
Whale W. 30 18.6 16 18.0 7 15.9 3 15.0 1 16.7 
Info. Centre 18 11.2 8 9.0 3 6.8 1 5.0 0 0 
Dolph Swim/W. 15 9.3 17 19.1 4 9.1 3 15.0 1 16.7 
Restaurant 14 8.7 3 3.4 3 6.8 2 10.0 1 16.7 
Beach 11 6.8 1 1.1 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 
Seal Col. 9 5.6 12 13.5 4 9.1 3 15.0 0 0 
Town Centre 8 5.0 2 2.2 1 2.3 1 5.0 0 0 
Seal Swim. 5 3.1 7 7.9 4 9.1 4 55.0 2 33.3 
Inland Tracks 3 1.9 3 3.4 6 13.6 1 5.0 0 0 
Sc./W.W.Flight 2 1.2 1 1.1 2 4.5 1 5.0 0 0 
Other 8 4.8 5 5.5 5 9.5 1 5.0 0 0 
Totals 161 100.0 89 100.0 44 100.0 20 100.0 6 100.0 
Missing 71 - 143 - 188 - 212 - 226 - 

 
 
A typical itinerary (or ‘average itinerary) might therefore be: Information centre-> Seal 
Colony-> Peninsula Walk-> either Whale Watch or Dolphin Swimming-> Swimming with 
the Seals-> Restaurant-> Town/Beach-> Departure (see Figure 1). This itinerary would take 
no account of such things as stopping off at Whale Watch first to book a place. It would also 
exaggerate the typical length of an on-site itinerary and therefore the number of sites visited. 
Most visitors may not progress far along such an itinerary in the time available. Nevertheless, 
it gives some indication of overall and averaged priorities for visitation. 
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Information
Centre

Seal Colony W alkway

W hale W atch

Dolphin Swim

Seal Swim Restaurant

Town Beach

Departure

 
Figure 1 

A ‘Typical’ Itinerary for Visitors to Kaikoura 
 
 
4.2.7 Recommending Kaikoura and Intentions to Return 
Overwhelmingly, those visiting Kaikoura believed they would recommend Kaikoura to 
friends as a place to visit (Table 35). Over 90 per cent gave an unequivocal ‘yes’ in response 
to the question while a further 7.5 per cent responded with ‘maybe’. Some of these latter 
responses are likely to be from people who had just arrived and did not think they had had 
enough time to make a judgement. 
 
Interestingly, when asked whether they would return again the response was evenly divided 
between the three options (Table 36). A total of 38.3 per cent said ‘no’ with only 30.4 per 
cent saying ‘yes’. There were also a considerable number of people undecided (23.0 per 
cent). Given the proportion of overseas visitors in the sample this apparent discrepancy 
between recommendations and likely returns could be partly explained in terms of the 
unlikelihood of even returning to New Zealand. While this response was offered as an option 
it still may be that some considered that they were never likely to be in New Zealand again 
and so discounted this option. 
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Table 35 
Recommending Kaikoura to Friends: Total Sample 

 
Response Number % 
Yes 204 90.3 
No 5 2.2 
Maybe 17 7.5 
 226 100.0 

 
 

Table 36 
Likelihood of Returning to Kaikoura: Total Sample 

 
Response Number % 
Yes 70 30.4 
No 88 38.3 
Maybe 53 23.0 
If in New Zealand Again 19 8.3 
 230 100.0 

 
 
 
4.3 Sketch Maps 

The total number of sketch maps drawn was 148. There were eight refusals. Examination of 
the refusals did not reveal any patterns in the kind of visitor declining to participate. There 
were more females (five) than males who refused but this was consistent with proportions of 
the overall sample. Similarly, ages ranged from 15-19 to 60-64 and nationalities included 
both English speaking and non-English speaking visitors. The most frequent reason given for 
refusal was a lack of drawing ability. Some embarrassment may have been involved in some 
cases. 
 
Seven maps were rudimentary, sometimes using words or single icons. These ‘maps’ were 
not used in the quantitative analysis but were, however, included in the qualitative analysis 
and were also incorporated into the qualitative investigation of destination perception. 
 
 
4.3.1 Qualitative Analysis 
The first feature to be noted about all the maps is that they were usually greatly simplified in 
comparison with detailed ‘veridical’ maps as used in town planning contexts or road maps. 
This is, of course, not surprising and is consistent with previous research (Walmsley and 
Jenkins, 1993). Within this general tendency to simplify there was, however, a considerable 
range of details included. At the simplest level, Kaikoura township would be represented as a 
single undifferentiated dot situated on a curve representing the local coast (see Figure 2). At 
the most complex level details of individual shops, numerous attractions, coastal and inland 
features (often named, e.g., Mount Fyffe, Fyffe House, Maori Caves, Rock Art, etc.), roads, 
walking tracks and the railway line were included (along with compass directions and exit 
routes to other destinations) (see Figure 3). 
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A second general feature of the maps was the variety of scales employed. These ranged from 
maps of the South Island (and, once, New Zealand) - often with insets for the Kaikoura 
region - to insular maps of a small stretch of the main street in the township. It should be 
noted that no prompting was provided in relation to the scale of the area intended in the 
instructions. It was thought that the decision of scale would itself reflect experience of the 
area. On closer examination, however, it became clear that some regional scale maps 
included as much detail of the township as did the small scale maps focused on the main 
street while other regional scale maps included very little detail either of the town or 
surrounding areas. Choice of scale therefore seems to be dependent on factors other than (or 
as well as) experience of the area. It may, for example, be influenced by a subjective 
judgement as to what limits the ‘Kaikoura area’ might extend or by how much time 
participants were willing to spend on the task. 
 
Significant spatial distortions were a further distinctive feature of the sketch maps. There 
were two related and striking aspects to the maps in this respect. First, the area between the 
town centre and the Peninsula Seal Colony was often represented incompletely. Typically, 
the distance from the township to the colony was significantly compressed with often no 
inclusion of landmarks or routes between the two. This distortion sometimes extended to no 
representation of a Peninsula as such or, in other cases, both the township and the seal colony 
being on the Peninsula. Further variations included siting the Peninsula north of the township. 
 
Second, only two maps made any mention of the residential area inland from the Esplanade. 
This suggests that visitors spend little, if any, time exploring the ‘backstreets’ of Kaikoura. 
Also, this omission contributed to the compression of the distance from the town centre to the 
seal colony and included the omission of the road leading from the residential area to State 
Highway 1. 
 
Other interesting spatial distortions present in a few maps included the location of the 
Peninsula Reservoir Lookout inland from the township, and South Bay Road leading inland 
from the town. Both of these distortions may be a result of visitors assuming that Kaikoura 
township is itself on the Peninsula. Perhaps related to this was the very rough knowledge of 
the relationship of the two main mountain ranges (the Seaward and Inland Kaikoura ranges) 
to the township. 
 
Much of the information related to omissions (and inclusions) can be garnered from the 
quantitative analysis (below). It can, however, be noted here that omissions and inclusions 
seem quite idiosyncratic at times. Some maps, for example, included no indication of 
anything but roads (not even the coast was included) while others included particular 
favourite cafés, restaurants and shops while ignoring ‘prominent’ features such as the carpark 
in the centre of town. It is clear that this study confirms others that have revealed that 
perception of places is often dominated by focal interests in and uses of places. 
 
In this regard, and as mentioned above, many maps included iconic features (e.g., pictures of 
whales in the ocean). These ranged from whale tails disappearing into the ocean to maps that 
were pictures/drawings of the scene. Forty maps, in total, had some form of iconic 
representation of Kaikoura. This total does not include maps whose only ‘iconic’ feature was 
a simply drawn mountain range since it was assumed that this may have been a simple means 
of depicting that feature rather than representing an iconic aspect of Kaikoura. 
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An examination of this sub-sample of the sketch maps revealed the significance of several 
features of Kaikoura for visitors. Even on those maps which did not include any mention of 
Whale Watch or Dolphin Swimming operations, they often still included pictures of whales 
and dolphins in the ocean and seals on the rocks. This is confirmed by responses to the open-
ended question in the questionnaire related to the qualities of Kaikoura that most attracted 
respondents. It is further confirmed by the answers of interviewees to the four unstructured 
questions (see below). 
 
Furthermore, in those sketches which were most similar to pictures rather than maps, it was 
the coastal scene that tended to be emphasised although, of course, the coastline was a very 
common feature of all maps (see Section 4.3.2, below). In pictorial ‘maps’ the coastal scene 
was often drawn in the form of a sweeping bay with palm-like trees lining its beach and 
towering snow-clad mountains as a backdrop (see Figure 4). In fact, these pictures echo 
sentiments mentioned in response to open-ended questions relating to the qualities of both 
New Zealand and Kaikoura as places to visit. In particular, they confirm that for many 
visitors to New Zealand the range of landscapes within a relatively small area is one of the 
most attractive features of the country. The drawings (pictures) of Kaikoura seem to 
emphasise the contrasting landscapes of coast and mountains in close proximity and the 
teeming marine life just off-shore. The importance of the mountains can be gathered from the 
way in which they are sometimes pictured as dwarfing the coastal setting. 
 
A surprising iconic feature very frequently included on the maps was some representation of 
trees along the beach - typically ‘palm trees’. This suggests that the trees along the Explanade 
are not only a memorable feature of the townscape but are also positive features which add to 
an ‘exotic’ image of the beach front and to the allure of contrasting landscapes mentioned 
above. 
 
Finally, sunsets and sunrises (and in one case the moonlight) were features of some maps 
which also matches the responses to the qualitative questions in the interview schedule. In the 
latter, mention was sometimes made of the light either on the sea or on the mountains. This 
perhaps reflects the fact that places are often perceived in terms of experiences as much as in 
terms of their spatial and landscape features. Five of the maps with iconic features included 
humans involved in either relaxing (lying down, eating - one mention each), or being more 
active (driving, riding a bicycle, snorkelling, on a Whale Watch boat, tramping - one mention 
of each). One ‘map’ in particular that exemplified this was dominated by a drawing of the 
‘artist’ enjoying a crayfish and wine picnic on the Esplanade beachfront in which a sunset 
and palm trees figure prominently! Other, non-pictorial maps also included such things as 
recommendations of good cafés and restaurants, once again suggesting the participative 
aspect of place. 
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4.3.2 Quantitative Analysis 
Table 37 provides a summary of the mean number of ‘sketch’ map features for the usable 
sample of 141 maps. The greatest total number (407) and mean number of features was for 
landmarks (mean=2.89 landmarks/sketch map), as might be expected. Routes were also 
dominant features of the maps (mean=2.38 routes/map). 
 
Interestingly, when analysed more closely (Table 38), the most common landmark is the seal 
colony (60.6 per cent of maps) with two ‘practical’ features (accommodation places - 40.1 
per cent - and the Information Centre - 37.3 per cent) being the second and third most 
common landmark represented. The Whale Watch centre, despite being one of the main 
attractions of Kaikoura is included by ‘only’ 31.7 per cent of respondents. The predominance 
of the seal colony and the information centre may be partly a function of the sampling sites 
which included these landmarks. Cafés also figure prominently in maps (24.6 per cent), often 
with tags such as “good food”, “cheap food”, etc.. 
 
 

Table 37 
Summary Totals and Means for Cognitive (Sketch) Map Features 

 
Feature Total Mean Std Dev. 
Landmarks 407 2.89 2.09 
Routes 335 2.38 1.9 
Edges 199 1.41 0.71 
Districts 179 1.27 0.86 
Nodes 73 0.52 0.74 
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Table 38 
Frequency of Specific Landmarks in Cognitive (Sketch) Maps 

 
Landmark Number of Maps % 
Seal Colony 86 60.6 
Accommodation 57 40.1 
Information Centre 53 37.3 
W/Watch Centre 45 31.7 
Cafés 35 24.6 
Dolphin Shop 19 13.4 
South Bay 18 12.7 
Railway Station 17 12.0 
Dolphin Swimming 15 10.6 
Supermarket 12 8.5 
Wharf 12 8.5 
Ohau Point 9 6.3 
Historic Fyffe House 8 5.6 
Whale Watch Shop 7 4.9 
Post Office/Bank 6 4.2 
Museum 5 3.5 
Reservoir Lookout 5 3.5 
Caves 4 2.8 
Mount Fyffe 4 2.8 
Public Swim/Pool 4 2.8 
Public Toilets 4 2.8 
Bridge 3 2.1 
Crayfish 3 2.1 
Helicopter Flights 3 2.1 
School 3 2.1 
W/Watch Flight 3 2.1 
Bus Stop 2 1.4 
Marine Laboratory 2 1.4 
Cinema 1 0.7 
Golf 1 0.7 
Park 1 0.7 
Petrol Station 1 0.7 
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As might be expected the beach was the most common edge included in maps (89.4 per cent) 
(Table 39). Curiously, features that demark certain parts of the town such as the river (4.9 per 
cent) and the small hills in the township (3.5 per cent) were not common features of the 
maps. The Mountains (both ranges) did feature prominently, however, (42.3 per cent) 
reinforcing the theme that emerged from the qualitative analysis of the maps. It may be that 
the knowledge of the town was dominated by familiarity with the Main Street (64.1 per cent) 
(Table 40). Its connection with both the northern (43.0 per cent) and southern (37.3 per cent) 
sections of State Highway 1 and the Esplanade (39.4 per cent) confirm this possibility. 
 
Of greatest interest is the fact that residential roads hardly figure at all on maps (0.7 per cent). 
This suggests that visitors spend little time exploring these areas (as noted above). In 
particular, there is also no indication of an awareness of the ‘southern entrance’ into Kaikoura 
township (0.0 per cent) which leads directly into the residential area (Table 41). This may not 
reflect a complete lack of knowledge of the entrance but it does at least suggest that it is not a 
significant feature of the environment. The node involving the junction of the Main Street 
with State Highway 1 is, by contrast, a common feature of the maps (43.0 per cent) 
suggesting greater significance and probably use. 
 
This omission has clear implications for the penetration of tourists into residential areas. It 
suggests that tourists do not have much penetration of this area or, at least, that the area is not 
perceptually important. This is perhaps understandable given the short length of stay for most 
visitors to Kaikoura and the focus on certain attractions. 
 
 

Table 39 
Frequency of Specific Edges in Cognitive (Sketch) Maps 

 
Edge Number of Maps Frequency 
Beach 127 89.4 
Mountains 60 42.3 
River 7 4.9 
Hills in Township 5 3.5 

 
 

Table 40 
Frequency of Specific Routes in Cognitive (Sketch) Maps 

 
Route Number of Maps Frequency 
Main Street 91 64.1 
SH 1 (North) 61 43.0 
Esplanade 56 39.4 
SH 1 (South) 53 37.3 
Seal Colony Road 35 24.6 
Railway 24 16.9 
South Bay Road 9 6.3 
Inland Roads 5 3.5 
Residential Roads 1 0.7 
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Table 41 
Frequency of Specific Nodes in Cognitive (Sketch) Maps 

 
Node Number of Maps Frequency 
SH 1(North)/Nth Entrance 61 43.0 
SH 1(South)/Nth Entrance 11 7.7 
Car Park 8 5.6 
SH 1/Sth Bay Rd. 5 3.5 
SH 1/Sth Entrance 0 0.0 

 
 
The Kaikoura area had been divided a priori into five districts (Table 42). A district was said 
to be included on a sketch map if some landmark associated with the district was included 
(e.g., shops in the central business district). The most frequently included districts were the 
central business district (76.1 per cent of maps) and the Peninsula (35.9 per cent). The ‘North 
Town’ district that borders the northern section of State Highway 1 as it leaves Kaikoura was 
included in 11.3 per cent of maps. Once again, this finding does not mean that visitors were 
completely unaware of this district but simply that it was not considered as an ‘important’ or 
salient feature of the Kaikorua area. 
 
The least included districts were the residential district between the CBD and the Peninsula 
(2.8 per cent) and the area inland from Kaikoura (1.4 per cent). This further reflects that 
visitors to Kaikoura are principally short stay, focused on particular attractions and often not 
involved in an extensive process of discovery of the region. 
 
 

Table 42 
Frequency of Specific Districts in Cognitive (Sketch) Maps 

 
District Number of Maps Frequency 
CBD 108 76.1 
Peninsula 51 35.9 
North Town 16 11.3 
Residential 4 2.8 
Inland 2 1.4 

 
 
A thorough analysis of the frequency of landmarks, routes, edges, districts and nodes by age, 
residence, sex, accommodation type, transport type and time spent in Kaikoura prior to the 
interview revealed the following significant relationships. 
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The number of landmarks included in sketch maps was significantly related to the day of 
arrival (Pearson’s X2 = 9.28, 2df, p<0.01) with the percentage of maps having between zero 
and three landmarks declining from 70.1 per cent for those having arrived on the day of the 
interview to 40 per cent for those having arrived more than 2 days prior to the interview 
(Table 43). Similarly, the number of edges on maps also increased significantly (Pearson’s X2 
= 6.59, 2df, p<0.05) (Table 44). However, there was a decline in the proportion of maps 
having two to three edges when drawn by respondents having arrived more than two days 
before the interview. 
 
Some other analyses produced relationships which were close to being statistically significant 
such as that between number of districts and time since arrival, number of landmarks and 
edges by transport type and number of landmarks by accommodation type. 
 
It seems that the type of knowledge of the area possessed by most visitors to Kaikoura is 
largely ‘landmark’ knowledge with a growing number of landmarks being added during the 
stay. The lack of the development of ‘route’ knowledge or sophisticated ‘configurational’ 
knowledge of the area may be the result of the short length of stay that is typical of visitors to 
Kaikoura (Table 4). Conceivably, a more selective study of long-stay visitors to Kaikoura 
may have produced evidence of the development of other forms of knowledge of the area. 

 
 

Table 43 
Frequency of Landmarks on Maps by Time Since Arrival in Kaikoura 

 
Landmarks Arrived Today  Arrived Yesterday Arrived More Than 

Two Days Ago 
0-3  47(70.1%) 29(52.7%) 8(40%) 
4-6  20(29.9%) 26(47.3%) 12(60%) 

 
 

Table 44 
Frequency of Edges on Maps by Time Since Arrival in Kaikoura 

 
Edges Arrived Today  Arrived Yesterday Arrived More Than 

Two Days Ago 
0-1  44(65.7%) 24(43.6%) 13(65.0%) 
2-3  23(34.3%) 31(56.4%) 7(35.0%) 
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4.4 Interview Responses 

This section summarises the themes arising from the four unstructured short-interview 
questions and the open-ended questions in the questionnaire related to qualities of Kaikoura 
and New Zealand that attracted visitors. 
 
(i) Question 1:  What were you most looking forward to in your visit to Kaikoura? 
   (Why were you looking forward to it?) 
 
(ii) Question 2: So far in your visit to Kaikoura could you please describe for me your 

most enjoyable experience? 
   (Why did you find it so enjoyable?) 
 
(iii) Question 3: So far in your visit to Kaikoura could you please describe for me your 

least enjoyable experience? 
   (Why was it not enjoyable?) 
 
(iv) Question 4: Overall, would you say that Kaikoura was worth visiting? 
   (Why? Why not?) 
 
The discussion to follow often combines comments from more than one question as they 
were found to be closely related at times and were mutually revealing about visitors’ 
expectations, perceptions and experiences of Kaikoura. In brief, visitors looked forward to 
the marine life and the “small coastal town” aspect of Kaikoura. Their best experiences were 
often related to the marine life and the township but, interestingly, there was also often an 
aspect of “unexpected beauty” in their experiences of Kaikoura. Very few respondents 
reported highly negative experiences. At most, these experiences related to minor industry-
related concerns such as the standard or price of accommodation, cost in general of the 
activities and the ‘tourist shops’, and cancellation or full bookings of activities. Finally, 
overwhelmingly the interviewees reported that Kaikoura was “worth it”. The same themes 
emerged in response to the first question “things being looked forward to”. It appears that 
Kaikoura lived up to and, in its local beauty especially, surpassed expectations. 
 
 
4.4.1 Themes in Responses 

In terms of what visitors to Kaikoura were looking forward to, there emerged two strong 
themes: abundant marine life; and, Kaikoura as a ‘nice coastal town’ in which to relax. 
 
Overwhelmingly, descriptions of marine life in one form or another predominated in answer 
to the first and second questions. This was also the case with answers to the question 
concerning the qualities of Kaikoura in the ‘Decision Making’ questionnaire. Respondents 
spoke not only of wanting to see or be involved in activities related to marine life, but also 
expressed the appeal of simply being in a place with a strong connection to marine life. Both 
of these hinged on the “naturalness” and “unspoilt” aspects of Kaikoura. 
 



 

44 

The word ‘life’ should not be underestimated in respondents’ and interviewees’ discussions 
of Kaikoura. Several interviewees when discussing their best experiences, for example, spoke 
of the “vibrant” and “thriving” marine environment, the “cleanliness of the ocean” and the 
“rich food source and cold waters” close to the coast which encouraged the marine mammals 
to stay in the area. (These comments also suggest some prior technical knowledge of the 
area.). Some interviewees emphasised the ability to interact with the marine mammals and 
the relatively “easy access” for this. One questionnaire respondent went so far as to state that 
he felt a deep and personal connection to dolphins after swimming with them. The mammals 
(and their ‘life’), that is, seemed to represent an active, even robust, ‘Nature’. 
 
These types of descriptions of the marine life (mainly mammals, although a small minority 
were also keenly interested in and aware of the coastal bird life) contrast with, but also 
complement, questionnaire respondents’ answers to the question concerning the qualities of 
New Zealand that attracted them. Once again, the responses were overwhelmingly concerned 
with ‘natural features’ such as “natural landscapes”, “wilderness”, “native forests”, etc.. 
Sometimes, however, this was expressed in less extreme form such as “wide-open 
countryside”, “beautiful scenery”, “a relaxing way to see the countryside”, “hardly any 
people”, “you can drive for miles without seeing another car”, etc.. 
 
What is interesting in contrast to answers relating to the attractions of Kaikoura is that while 
the ‘natural landscape’ attracted people to New Zealand as a whole it was the opportunity to 
experience a direct interaction with that naturalness in the form of other animals that seemed 
to be important in attracting people to Kaikoura. The term ‘life’ (marine ‘life’), that is, seems 
to reflect an animal rather than vegetal - or landscape - appreciation and bias. What is 
distinctive about New Zealand is its naturalness. What is distinctive about Kaikoura is the 
animal (and therefore ‘active’ and ‘interactive’) aspect of that naturalness. 
 
In combination, a spectacular natural environment capped by abundant marine life seems a 
very potent attraction for many visitors to Kaikoura. The backdrop of mountains overlooking 
a rocky coast - as already mentioned in the discussion of the cognitive maps - appears to 
enhance the sense of natural vibrance for many visitors which is expressed most clearly and 
powerfully in the abundance of active (and ‘interactive’) marine mammals. This sense of 
immersion in a natural and thriving environment is expressed most clearly in the words of 
one interviewee who was sitting looking out to sea at the seal colony: 
 

...those mountains, spectacular, and the beautiful sea, blue and lit up full of whales and 
dolphins and things. [I] could sit here forever. 

 
It is also the dominant theme of the iconic representations revealed in the cognitive maps, as 
previously discussed. Mountains juxtaposed with coast and a teeming ocean are the typical 
pictorial features included in those maps. This is echoed, of course, in the activities and 
priorities in itineraries obtained from the questionnaires. 
 
A second theme to emerge from answers to the first question (and, as was the case with the 
marine life theme, repeated in answers to the second and fourth questions) was the notion of 
Kaikoura as a ‘small coastal town in which to relax’. Perhaps when little information about 
Kaikoura is available, or at least used (see Table 22), the idea that Kaikoura is a small 
“village” a long way away from other urban centres is perhaps understandable. In fact, some 
of the responses to question three (concerning ‘worst experiences’ in Kaikoura) included 
comments about the closeness of State Highway 1 and the main trunk railway line to the 
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coast and town. This seemed to detract from the ‘out of the way’ location some visitors had 
imagined Kaikoura to be. Several interviewees from the United Kingdom and New Zealand 
commented at length about Kaikoura being a “nice town close to the sea”, “not too 
commercial”, “better than Queenstown” set on a “beautiful coastal stretch” with “some nice 
shops”. Overall, “a nice place to stop for a bit” as one weary interviewee simply put it. 
 
Some detracting viewpoints suggested that Kaikoura was “good despite its 
commercialisation” (from a New Zealander) and the township “looked run down”. Such 
contradictory viewpoints reveal the way in which each visitor’s values and prior experience 
of such things as ‘commercialisation’ can affect judgements. For example, one middle-aged 
visitor from the United Kingdom suggested that “all those mixed-up buildings” would never 
have been given planning permission in the United Kingdom and expressed surprise that 
there were apparently no regulations concerning compatible building styles. Demonstrating 
the same point but from a quite different set of values one young German woman expressed 
significant disappointment at the lack of native forest and the preponderance of farmland 
around Kaikoura and was interested to know when all the forest had been “destroyed”. 
 
The best experiences had by visitors to Kaikoura closely reflected the two themes mentioned 
as emerging from responses to the first question. The marine life and the ‘nice town’ were 
consistently given as responses. A third theme, however, related to the unexpected or 
“surprising” beauty of the area around Kaikoura. One United Kingdom woman said, for 
example, “If we’d known it was going to be like this [gesturing to the view from the seal 
colony] we would have planned to stay for more than lunch ... heard about the whales but we 
didn’t have time for that ... this is beautiful though.” The same respondent also said “Why 
don’t they tell you about this [the view]?” Other respondents mentioned that Kaikoura “really 
is beautiful” with others still simply saying “look at the colours [of the ocean]!” and “those 
mountains, spectacular”. In all of these comments there was an intonation of surprise. 
 
According to 41 out of the 46 interviewees Kaikoura was emphatically ‘worth it’. The 
immediate answer was usually an expression such as “Yes! Definitely!” or “Of course!” 
Reasons for this tended to echo answers to earlier questions with general praise for the 
natural landscape, town and, more specifically, for seeing whales dolphins or seals. Even for 
those who had simply stopped in Kaikoura because of its convenient position on the coast 
road, the visit was definitely seen as ‘worth it’. As one interviewee put it, Kaikoura was “a 
beautiful little stopover”. 
 
 
4.5 Conclusion 

In the study sample, visitors to Kaikoura - who are principally international in origin - are 
clearly attracted to Kaikoura for its natural attractions, especially the marine life. All three 
methods (questionnaire, sketch maps, interviews) provided results consistent with this 
conclusion. As revealed in the questionnaire findings, for example, the decision making 
process, while based on minimal use of formal information sources (advertising) and often 
made while travelling, is clearly motivated by such attractions as the whales and dolphins. 
On-site itineraries and responses to open-ended questions reinforce this finding. It is also 
supported by the significance of landmarks associated with the whales, dolphins and seals in 
the sketch maps (including iconic features) and by the type of expectations and positive 
experiences recounted in the interviews. 
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Nevertheless, increased understanding of the nature of the importance of these natural 
features of Kaikoura for visitors emerge from the sketch maps and interviews in ways that 
help to clarify and qualify questionnaire responses. In both the sketch maps and interviews 
the quality of the overall landscape and coastal position of Kaikoura township emerges as 
something over and above a collection of particular attractions. Furthermore, the 
consequences of overall travel itinerary decision making is revealed in the on-site itineraries, 
sketch maps and interviews. The attractions of Kaikoura, as revealed in the questionnaire, for 
example, find expression in the priorities of on-site itineraries, the development of cognitive 
maps during the visit (as inferred from sketch maps) and in interview responses concerning 
best and worst experiences in Kaikoura. But as well as this ‘match’ between travel decision 
making, on-site behaviours and perceptions, ‘mismatches’ are also revealed. Thus, from the 
interviews it emerged that some visitors at least, were “surprised” by Kaikoura and what it 
had to offer. Had they known this prior to visiting Kaikoura, they may well have planned to 
stay longer. 
 
Overall, the three methods worked usefully together, and provided a depth to the 
understanding of visitor behaviour which would not have been possible using any one of 
these methods in isolation. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Discussion and Conclusions 
 
 

5.1 Summary of Findings 

The principal concerns of this study have been to understand the decision making process of 
visitors and their on-site spatial behaviours in, and perceptions of, Kaikoura. Three methods 
were used in the study: a structured questionnaire, the production of sketch maps by visitors 
and short, semi-structured interviews. 
 
The questionnaire sampling was carried out at three sites: the seal colony, information 
centre/car park and the beachfront Esplanade. A comparison of the sample to that obtained in 
the ‘Summertime Visitors to Kaikoura: Characteristics, Attractions and Activities’ revealed 
considerable similarities in characteristics such as visitor origins, age, gender, 
accommodation and transport types. The questionnaire was administered to two hundred and 
thirty two respondents. 
 
Visitors to Kaikoura are predominantly short stay visitors, intent on experiencing either 
specific attractions (often associated with marine mammals), or the advantages of a scenic 
and convenient break on a longer trip. Three quarters of this study’s sample are international 
visitors. It is clear that domestic and international visitors have distinct decision making 
processes. Domestic visitors, for example, overwhelmingly reported making their decision to 
visit Kaikoura at home, while international visitors tended to make it during their travel. 
 
The decision to come to Kaikoura was also closely related to accommodation and transport 
type. For example, a greater proportion of visitors staying in motels, etc. made that decision 
while at home than did those backpacking. That is, the more ‘free’ travellers (backpackers) 
tended to make their decision while travelling. This trend is confirmed in relation to transport 
type since those travelling by car/van (private or hire) also tended to make the decision to 
visit Kaikoura at home while those on buses, shuttles and trains made it while travelling. 
 
The influences of different types of informational sources also form a complex pattern. 
Travel books, informal advice from others, and brochures, tend to be the sources most 
influential on decisions to come to Kaikoura. Once again, however, both travel books and 
informal advice were more influential for international as opposed to domestic visitors, while 
having been to Kaikoura before (understandably) is more influential for domestic visitors. 
 
On-site itineraries revealed, once again, the emphasis on the marine-linked activities with 
visits to the seal colony, Whale Watch and dolphin watching/swimming dominating the early 
parts of visitors’ itineraries. The one exception to this was visitation to the visitor information 
centre which was the most common first place visited in Kaikoura. 
 
A total of 148 sketch maps of the Kaikoura area were obtained from a sub-sample of 
questionnaire respondents. These maps were greatly simplified, employed a variety of scales 
and had significant spatial distortions such as compressed distances and omission of entire 
districts. Also, many of the maps (40, 27 per cent) included iconic features such as drawings 
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of whales or dolphins. At the extreme some maps were pictorial representations of the area as 
opposed to ‘maps’. Iconic features included the marine mammal life, the mountains near the 
coast, particular buildings and vehicles (e.g., Whale Watch boat) and people engaged in 
relaxation or activities. 
 
A quantitative analysis of the maps revealed landmarks as the most predominant feature with 
routes being the next most common. The landmarks included most often on the maps were 
the seal colony (61 per cent of maps), accommodation places (40 per cent) and the 
information centre (37 per cent). The most frequently included route on the maps was the 
main street (64 per cent of maps) followed by State Highway 1 going north (43 per cent) and 
the Esplanade (39 per cent) and State Highway 1 going south (37 per cent). By far the most 
common edge included on maps was the beach (89 per cent of maps) followed by the 
mountain ranges (42 per cent). The only node to be commonly included on maps was the 
intersection of State Highway 1 going north with the main street (43 per cent of maps). 
Finally, the two most common districts included on maps were the Central Business District 
(76 per cent of maps) and the Peninsula (36 per cent). 
 
A principal finding from the maps was that the residential district, residential roads and the 
entrance from State Highway 1 into the residential area were all usually omitted from maps. 
Also, both the number of landmarks and edges on maps were found to increase with time 
since arrival in Kaikoura. It was concluded that the maps reveal that visitors’ spatial 
knowledge of the Kaikoura area, while it improves with length of stay, tends to be landmark 
knowledge as opposed to configurational or survey knowledge. 
 
Forty-six interviews were carried out on a second sub-sample drawn from the questionnaire 
sample. Questions were asked concerning what visitors had most been looking forward to 
before visiting Kaikoura, what their worst and best experiences of Kaikoura were and 
whether Kaikoura had been worth visiting. Two themes emerged in relation to what visitors 
were looking forward to about visiting Kaikoura: abundant marine life and Kaikoura as a 
“nice coastal town”. These themes arose again in connection with the best experiences 
visitors had had in Kaikoura. A further theme that emerged in relation to visitors’ best 
experiences was the unexpected beauty of the place. 
 
Worst experiences had by the interviewees tended to revolve around industry-related one-off 
incidents such as the availability and price of motels and some aesthetic criticisms of the 
buildings especially on the main street of Kaikoura. These criticisms, however, were 
relatively rare with the majority of interviewees being unable to think of any ‘worst 
experiences’. 
 
Finally, the interviewees were almost unanimous (41, 90 per cent) in emphatically reporting 
that Kaikoura was ‘worth it’. Reasons given for this evaluation tended to repeat earlier 
themes. 
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5.2 Discussion and Conclusions 

In the questionnaire sample, differences emerged between domestic and international visitors 
to Kaikoura. For example, domestic visitors tended to make their decision to go to Kaikoura 
at home while international visitors had a greater tendency to make this decision while 
travelling in New Zealand. This finding is not surprising since it is likely that awareness of 
Kaikoura would not be as great overseas as within New Zealand. However, this is not the 
complete explanation. When itinerary planning for the trip in New Zealand is examined, 
international visitor’s undertake much of their New Zealand itinerary planning while at home 
- it was just that Kaikoura tended not to be included in that decision process. It is reasonable 
to speculate that this may be a function of the scale and duration of an international visitors 
travel in New Zealand as compared to that of a domestic traveller. A longer trip around New 
Zealand may mean that only a few major sites are included in the original itinerary (made at 
home overseas). The remainder of the itinerary (the finer grained details) are, perhaps, left to 
be made while travelling. Domestic visitors, conversely, are likely to have both shorter trip 
lengths and more detailed knowledge of New Zealand sites and so would be more likely to 
plan a visit to Kaikoura while at home. To some extent this means that international visitors 
will tend to spend very brief amounts of time in Kaikoura in between visits to other, already 
planned, destinations within New Zealand. 
 
The implications of these findings are that any attempts to influence decision making in 
relation to Kaikoura must consider the way in which such influence will differentially affect 
different visitor types. These effects will then have downstream consequences for types of 
transport and accommodation used. For example, a greater profile for Kaikoura overseas may 
result in it being included in itinerary planning prior to travel which may then affect length of 
stay and proportions of accommodation types used. 
 
Given the predominance of international visitors to Kaikoura, the downstream consequences 
that are likely to arise from manipulation of the information sources used in making the 
decision to visit Kaikoura should be approached with careful consideration. 
 
The process of decision making is also affected by the motivations or reasons why someone 
might consider a particular destination. It is clear from some of the results in this study that 
people were attracted to Kaikoura for a well-defined range of reasons and motives. The 
marine mammal life (either in general or species specific) and the expectation of a nice, 
peaceful, coastal town for a brief break in a longer trip, stood out as principal reasons. These 
“pull factors” were, in turn, reflected in the activities undertaken and the ordering of these 
activities (on-site itineraries). High initial use of the information centre, for example, could 
suggest that people are concerned to make the most of a relatively short stay rather than to 
explore it in an open-ended manner. Alternatively, it could be argued that visitors to Kaikoura 
simply are aware of and value the provision of on-site information irrespective of length of 
stay. In the case of international visitors, in fact, the expectation of the availability of on-site 
information may help to explain the relatively low use of formal information sources prior to 
arrival. 
 
This study suggests that the decision making process for international visitors in particular 
tends to follow non-compensatory decision rules (see Chapter 2). That is, there is a fairly 
tightly prescribed list of attributes related to the marine environment (in particular, the whales 
and, to a lesser extent, the dolphins) which determines the decision to come to Kaikoura. The 
positive response to other aspects of Kaikoura while on-site, however, suggests that 
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compensatory decision rules could apply if visitors had more information about the general 
environment of Kaikoura. That is, Kaikoura may have the potential to attract visitors on a 
range of attributes which, in aggregate, would determine visitation if more were known about 
these attributes. 
 
At present, visits to Kaikoura by international visitors are strongly determined by the 
presence of whales (and dolphins). It is this factor which, therefore, presumably determines 
how long visitors will spend in Kaikoura as opposed to other intended destinations. If 
Kaikoura is believed to offer one or two short-duration attractions rather than being a 
distinctive experience in itself, then intended length of stay would, unsurprisingly, be of 
shorter duration than for sites whose general environment and ambience is the attraction. 
 
Yet again, the fact that many of the visitors are international in origin and that they are 
therefore unlikely to see themselves returning, means that the trend of relatively short stays in 
Kaikoura may continue. Obviously, this has implications in terms of impacts, contact 
between visitors and locals and the penetration of the region by (international) visitors.  
 
There is also a distinction between the processes by which images of Kaikoura are formed for 
domestic as opposed to international visitors. The greater reliance of international visitors on 
travel books in making their decision to go to Kaikoura, it may be thought that their images 
may be largely ‘induced’. Results from the study show, however, that international visitors 
rely more on ‘advice from family and friends’, which also includes other travellers, than do 
domestic visitors. This suggests that there may also be a strong element of an ‘organic’ image 
in international visitors’ decisions to visit Kaikoura (to the extent that the advice would have 
come from people who have actually been to Kaikoura rather than themselves having read 
about it). Further work could be done to determine whether there may be different categories 
of overseas visitors for whom ‘induced’ (e.g., travel book) or ‘organic’ (e.g., advice) images 
are involved in decision making. Certainly, this study reveals that advice is more influential 
on the decision for those in backpacker, etc. accommodation than motel, etc. accommodation, 
but that could not be further analysed by the ‘domestic’ and ‘international’ distinction 
because of limited numbers in these cells. 
 
The expectations of Kaikoura prior to arrival nevertheless seem to equate with on-site 
experiences (as discovered in the interviews and also expressed in the sketch maps). If 
anything, the expectations were enhanced positively by the visit. An element that was added 
to their expectations for many interviewees was the unexpected beauty of the landscape 
which provided a spectacular context for their enjoyment of either the marine life or the town 
itself. To this extent the apparently unheralded beauty of the region added to the experience 
of both those visitors who were concerned to experience specific attractions and those who 
were simply hoping for a pleasant break and relaxation during a trip. The impact of this 
combination of natural (mountain and ocean) beauty and the marine life was, it appears, a 
very potent experience for many visitors and is demonstrated in the iconic aspects of sketch 
maps as well as in the interviews. Not surprisingly, then, there was almost unanimity amongst 
interviewees in the positive evaluation of Kaikoura as a place to visit, with a reiteration of the 
same themes in explanation. 
 
The sketch maps of the Kaikoura area overall indicate fairly rudimentary knowledge of the 
configuration of the place (the town and surrounding region). Certain landmarks (often 
attractions) predominated while routes tended to be minimal with the one major exception 
being the main street in the Central Business District. Various spatial distortions (e.g., 
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distance and relative location) were found in the maps which supports the notion that spatial 
knowledge is rudimentary. None of this is surprising given the short lengths of stay of most 
visitors to Kaikoura. 
 
 
5.3 Implications for Theory 

Several implications and suggestions arise from this study which relate to theoretical and 
methodological issues. 
 
• The use of multiple methods for understanding visitor behaviour has definite advantages 

over single method approaches. For example, the information influences on pre-arrival 
decisions can be connected to on-site behaviours and, ultimately, the perceptions, 
experiences and evaluations made of a destination. Similarly, spatial perceptions (as 
expressed in the sketch maps) not only reflect pre-arrival and on-site decision making 
processes but also can provide information on perceptions and experiences of Kaikoura in 
toto. 

 
• The sketch map method, while having some disadvantages in terms of drawing ability, 

memory factors, etc. is revealed to be a very useful method for understanding the more 
affective and experiential aspects of place. The extensive resort to ‘icons’ and pictures by 
respondents and the use of text ‘messages’ (e.g., “good food”) on the sketch maps shows 
that such maps are able to reveal the multi-sensory and affective experience of place as 
well as providing some information about visitor spatial knowledge and orientation. This 
is a clear advantage over other techniques (e.g., distance estimation) in investigating the 
underlying cognitive (mental) maps of places to their full sensory and affective extent 
(McDonald and Pellegrino, 1993). This aspect of the sketch map technique is especially 
important in the tourism context since there is particular interest in the attitudinal and, 
related, affective responses of people to places (Gnoth, 1997). 

 
• The complexity and variety of visitor behaviours presents theoretical and methodological 

difficulties for any researcher interested in the case study approach. At the site level any 
particular behaviour (or mental process) can only be understood in a broader context and 
a context which is part of a temporal, and therefore dynamic, event. This study provides 
some indication of what might be lost in studies which focus on single aspects of the 
overall process (e.g., decisions to go to particular destinations). Given the applied nature 
of much tourism research, such studies may be less helpful than assumed and, in some 
cases, could result in simplistic and potentially misleading accounts. 

 
5.4 Implications for Policy 

The following implications for the policy process arise from the overall findings of this 
study. At present there appears to be a degree of ‘match’ between expectations and 
experiences in Kaikoura. Apart from the unexpected positive aspects of Kaikoura, visitors 
appear to experience activities and attractions to an expected (positive) level. Therefore, all 
policy considerations should start from the assumption that, from the visitors’ perspective, 
there is no disjunction between tourists’ expectations and experience. 
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• At present visitors do not seem to be penetrating the residential areas to any significant 
degree. This is confirmed by data on activities and the geographic knowledge displayed in 
sketch maps. Any developments which are likely to divert visitors away from the rather 
narrow ‘coastal strip’ area are likely to increase such penetration (as would developments 
leading to an increased stay in the Kaikoura region). 

 
• Policies aimed at influencing the decision making processes of visitors to Kaikoura need 

to take into account the differences in these processes between, primarily, domestic and 
international visitors. The place where itineraries are planned and decisions made differs 
markedly between these two groups. 

 
• Differences in decision making processes are reflected in attributes of visitors such as 

types of transport and accommodation. Therefore, any measures such as increasing the 
availability or distribution channels of information to be used in the decision making 
process may impact on one type of transport or accommodation rather than another. 

 
• The information influences on decision making are complex, so any changes made to 

formal information sources (e.g., international marketing efforts) would need to be in line 
with that obtained from other sources (e.g., the advice passed between travellers). There 
are obvious practical difficulties in ensuring this since policy makers cannot control 
informal sources (at least directly). 

 
• The short length of stay of visitors to Kaikoura relates to the decision making processes 

of those visitors. Alterations to the decision making processes (e.g., encouraging 
international visitors to consider Kaikoura as a destination while planning itineraries at 
home) could result in changes to length of stay and the consequences of this (e.g., 
increased tourist density, greater penetration away from key attractions) need to be 
considered, carefully. At present on-site itineraries are limited to a few major attractions. 
Presently, the areas associated with these attractions are perceived as significant by 
visitors (sketch map results) while other areas (e.g., residential) are less salient. 

 
• The positive images of Kaikoura held by visitors relate not only to specific attractions 

(e.g., the whales) but also to a composite of the surrounding landscapes, coastal views and 
a relatively small coastal town. Once again, any tourism management policy should 
carefully consider the inter-relatedness of these features before being implemented. This 
dependence of visitor experiences and satisfaction on core ‘foundation resources’ - 
marine mammals, landscape, urban design (the key features that support a core “nice 
coastal town” image - highlight the need for a clear tourism policy and supportive 
resource management practices that focus on protecting these features. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Decision Making Questionnaire 
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Int:      date:        time: 
 
Visitor Survey at: 
 

1) When did you arrive in Kaikoura?  

1. Arrived today  
2. Arrived yesterday  
3. Arrived the day before yesterday  
4. Arrived   days ago 

 
 
2) What time did you arrive in Kaikoura? 
12:00-3:00am  3:00-6:00am  
6:00-9:00am  9:00-12:00pm  
12:00-3:00pm  3:00-6:00pm  
6:00-9:00pm  9:00-12:00am  

 
 

3) How did you travel to Kaikoura?   

1. Private Car/van 2. Hire Car/van   
3. Hitch hiking 4. Motor Cycle   
5. Bus/ shuttle 6. Plane   
7. Train 8. Bicycle   

Other (specify)  

 
 

4) Where do you normally live? 
1. NZ (specify where)   
2. UK   
3 Germany 4. Japan  
5. Sweden 6. Canada  
7. Taiwan 8 USA  
9. The Netherlands 10. Denmark   

Other (specify)  

 
 

5) How many days are you 
travelling (in NZ) for? 

 
days 

 
6) What day of your trip is it? 

 
 

 
 
7) What best describes your visit? (tick as 
appropriate) 

1. Passing through N to S  
2. Passing through S to N  

3. Return trip to Kaikoura from   
 
 

8) How long are you in Kaikoura for? 
 

1. Less than 2 hours  

2. More than 2 hours (not overnight)  

3. For   nights 

? if estimate only  

 
 

9) If staying, what kind of accommodation are you 
using? 

1  Bed and breakfast 2  Motor Camp  
3  Pub 4  Private Home  
5  Motels 6  Backpackers  
7  Farmstay 8  Bach/ crib  
9  Motor Inn 10 Hotel  
11 Rented House/ bach/ 
crib 

12 campervan (not 
motorcamp) 

 

other (specify)  

 
 
10) What is the main attraction for you in 
Kaikoura? (Record up to three) 

1.  Convenient break in trip  
2. To see the whales  
3. To have a holiday/ relax  
4.  To swim with or see dolphins  
5. To see the seals/ seal swimming  
6. To see family &/or friends  
7. Wanted to see a new place  
8. Wanted to see Kaikoura again  
Other (specify)  

 
 
11) What quality of Kaikoura most attracted you 
as a place to visit? 
  
  
  

 
 

12) What is the main reason that you are 
travelling in New Zealand (Record up to 3 if they 
are offered) 

1. To have a holiday/ relax  main  
2. Business/ conference   
3. Visit friends & family (2nd)  
4. To play or watch sport   
5. To attend some event  (3rd)  
6. To visit a particular attraction   
Other (specify)   
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13) What quality of New Zealand most attracted 
you as a place to visit? (International visitors only) 
  
  
  

 
14) How influential were the following on your 
decision to come to New Zealand? (show card) 
(International visitors only) 
 
1. Very influential 
2. Influential 
3. Neutral 
4. Not very influential 
5. Not influential at all 
6. Does not apply 
 
advice from travel agent  
brochures  
TV travel show  
TV ads  
magazine ads  
travel books  
magazine or newspaper article  
advice from friends or family  
stop-over destination  
been to NZ before  
cost  
package deal  
other (please specify)  

 
15) How influential were the following on your 
decision to come to Kaikoura? (show card) 
 
1. Very influential 
2. Influential 
3. Neutral 
4. Not very influential 
5. Not influential at all 
6. Does not apply 
 
advice from travel agent  
brochures  
TV travel show  
TV ads  
magazine ads  
travel books  
magazine or newspaper article  
advice from friends or family  
been to Kaikoura before  
cost  
package deal  
other (please specify)  

 
 

 
16) Have you visited any of the following 
attractions on this visit?           (tick)    

 

? 

Whalewatching 1   

Dolphin swimming/watching 2   

scenic flights / whale watch flights3   

Peninsula walkway4   

seal swimming 5   

seal colony 6   

Walking on the inland tracks 7   

Kaikoura information centre 8   

Other (specify)  

 
 
17) Do you plan to visit any of the above (? In the 
second column) 

 
Has the weather affected activities? 

 
Y /  N 

 
 
18) When did you mainly plan your itinerary for 
travel in New Zealand? 
 
1. Mainly while at home  
2. Mainly while travelling in New 
Zealand (or will be planning it while 
travelling in New Zealand) 

 

3. Half at home and half while 
travelling in New Zealand 

 

4. Other (specify)  
 
 
 
19) When did you mainly make your decision to 
come to Kaikoura? 
 
1. Mainly while at home  
2. Mainly while travelling in New 
Zealand 

 

3. Half at home and half while 
travelling in New Zealand 

 

4. Other (specify)  
 
 
 
20) What was the last place you visited prior to 
arriving in Kaikoura? 
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21) Where will be the next place you visit after 
leaving Kaikoura? 
 
  
  
  

 
 
22) Could you please mention the places you 
have visited in Kaikoura in the order you visited 
them? 
 
1 2 
3 4 
5 6 
7 8 
9 10 

 
 
23) Where do you plan to go for the rest of your 
time in Kaikoura? 
 
1 2 
3 4 
5 6 
7 8 
9 10 

 
 

 
24) What size is the group you are with? 

 

 
 

25) Who are they? 

1. Visiting alone 2. Partner/ spouse  
3. Friends 4. Family  
5. Friends & partner/ 
spouse 

6. Friends & 
family 

 

7. Business associates 8. Special interest 
group 

 

 
 
26a) Have you visited Kaikoura before for more 
than 2 hours?                 
1. No  
2. Once before  
3. 2-3 times  
4. 4 or more times  

 
 
 
26b) Do you plan to return to Kaikoura (circle)? 
 1. Yes   2. No    3. Maybe 
 
 
27) Would you recommend Kaikoura to your 
friends (circle)? 

1. Yes    2.No    3. Maybe 

 
28) 1. Male          2. Female  

 
29) What age group are you in? 

1. 15-19 2. 20-24  
3. 25-29 4. 30-34  
5 35-39 6. 40- 44  
7. 45-49 8. 50-54  
9. 55-59 10. 60-64  
11. 65-69 12. 70 +  

 
 

 
REFUSALS? 
 

   

Where are you 
from? 

No. of 
nights 

Age 
group 

sex  
(m/f) 
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Appendix 2 
 

Interview Questions 
 



 
TOURIST DECISION MAKING AND BEHAVIOUR: KAIKOURA 

 60

SHORT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

When you have finished administering the decision-making questionnaire carry out the 
following brief interview. Before starting reconfirm that the interview will be entirely 
confidential, that no names will be used and that they will be free to withdraw their data at 
any time. Also re-check that the interviewee is willing to permit the interview to be taped. If 
at any stage the interviewee wishes for the tape recording to stop ask if they would mind you 
taking notes and continuing with the interview. 
 
Questions (Prompts in brackets) 
 
1. What were you most looking forward to in your visit to Kaikoura? 
 
 (Why were you looking forward to it?) 
 
2. So far in your visit to Kaikoura could you please describe for me your most enjoyable 

experience? 
 
 (Why did you find it so enjoyable?) 
 
3. So far in your visit to Kaikoura could you please describe for me your least enjoyable 

experience? 
 
 (Why was it not enjoyable?) 
 
4. Overall, would you say that Kaikoura was worth visiting? 
 
 (Why? Why not?) 
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TOURISTS’ DECISION MAKING 
AND 

COGNITIVE MAPS 
 
 

SAMPLING DAYS 
 
10-13 FEBRUARY 
19-22 MARCH 
 
 
TOTAL USABLE QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
232 
 
COMPLETED COGNITIVE (SKETCH) MAPS 
 
148 
 
COMPLETED SHORT INTERVIEWS 
 
46 
 
SAMPLING SITES 
 
INFORMATION CENTRE/CAR PARK 
PENINSULA SEAL COLONY 
BEACHFRONT 
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COGNITIVE MAP RESULTS 
 
 
 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 
 
 
SAMPLE MEANS 
 
 MEAN STD DEV. 
LANDMARKS 2.89 2.09 
ROUTES 2.38 1.9 
NODES 0.52 0.74 
EDGES 1.41 0.71 
DISTRICTS 1.27 0.86 

 
 

• BY AGE, RESIDENCE NOT SIGNIFICANTLY 
DIFFERENT 

 
TIME SINCE ARRIVAL (Sig.) 
 
 N Arr. today N Arr. y’day N Arr.>2 days 
0-3 Landmarks 47(70.1%) 29(52.7%) 8(40%) 
4-6 Landmarks 20(29.9%) 26(47.3%) 12(60%) 
 
• FOR ROUTES, EDGES, NODES AND DISTRICTS 

NOT SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT (Edges & 
District close) 

 
• MOST VISITORS ARE DEVELOPING 

LANDMARK KNOWLEDGE 
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TRANSPORT TYPE 
 
• SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FOR 

LANDMARKS  
 

 Private veh. Hire veh. Other Bus/Shuttle
0-3 L’marks 23(60.5%) 32(65.3%) 4(80%) 25(50%) 
4-6 L’marks 15(39.5%) 17(34.7%) 1(20%) 25(50%) 

 
• Non-significant otherwise 
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
 
GENERAL FEATURES OF MAPS 
 
• SIMPLIFIED 
 
• VARIETY OF SCALES EMPLOYED 
 
• SPATIAL DISTORTIONS 
 
• ICONIC FEATURES 
 
  - WHALES, DOLPHINS, SEALS 
 
  - COAST/ MOUNTAIN CONTRASTS 
 
  - ‘EXOTIC’ TREES 
 
• PLACE AS EXPERIENCE 
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TOURIST DECISION MAKING 
 
 

ITINERARY PLANNING 
 
KAIKOURA DECISION 
 
 

 N % 
Made at home 100 43.7 
Made travelling* 117 51.1 
Half and half 5 2.2 
Other 7 3.1 
TOTALS 229 100 

 
*In NZ 
 
NEW ZEALAND ITINERARY 
 

 N % 
Made at home 123 54.2 
Made travelling* 64 28.2 
Half and half 33 14.5 
Other 7 3.1 
TOTALS 229 100 

 
*In NZ 
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INFORMATION INFLUENCES 
 
ON KAIKOURA DECISION 

 N % 
Travel Books 116 50 
Family/Friends 111 47.8 
Brochures 66 28.4 
Been before 38 16.4 
Other 37 15.9 
Magazine art. 24 10.3 
Magazine ad. 12 5.2 
TV Show 9 3.9 
Travel agent 9 3.9 
Package 7 3.0 
Cost* 6 2.6 
TV ads 4 1.7 

 
ON NEW ZEALAND DECISION 

 N % 
Family/Friends 142 61.2 
Travel Books 83 35.8 
TV Show 46 19.8 
Been before 35 15.1 
Magazine art. 31 13.4 
Cost* 31 13.4 
Brochures 27 11.6 
Stop Over 25 10.8 
Other 23 9.9 
Magazine ads 16 6.9 
Travel agent 14 6.0 
TV ads 10 4.3 
Package 6 2.6 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
1. LOOKING FORWARD? 
 
• Marine Wildlife 
 
• Relax on Coast 
 
2. BEST EXPERIENCE? 
 
• Wildlife related 
 
• Unexpected beauty 
 
• Nice town/cafes 
 
3. WORST EXPERIENCE? 
 
• Nothing (23, 50%) 
 
• Weather/Whale watch 
 
• Expense 
 
• ‘Domestic’ concerns 
 
• Road/rail too close to coast 
 
• Lacks ‘nightlife’/things to do 
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4. WORTH IT? 
 
• YES! (41 + 4 ?) 
 
• Beauty/Scenery 
 
• Activities/Marine life 
 
• Not too commercialised 
 
• ‘Nice town’ 
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