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Travel motives of German tourists in the Scandinavian
mountains: the case of Fulufjället National Park
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ABSTRACT
This paper investigates the travel motives of German visitors to
Fulufjället National Park (FNP). The park attracts more than one-
third international visitors, which is a high proportion compared
to other regions in the Scandinavian mountains. Data for this
study were derived from a mixed-method approach including a
visitor survey and on-site interviews conducted in summer 2014.
Factor and reliability analysis revealed, along with the usage of
recreational experience preference scales, five motivational factors
with an appropriate internal consistency including focus on self,
nature, freedom, others, and experiences. As a result, the self-
related and socialness factors play a subordinate role within the
travel decision of German visitors. Instead, it is the outstanding
scenery of FNP that provides German visitors with rewarding
experiences in the Scandinavian “wilderness”. Results from the
study are discussed with respect to national park management
and business development.
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Introduction

It has long been acknowledged that tourism can be a beneficial and effective instrument
for the management and protection of national parks (Eagles, McCool, & Haynes, 2002).
The expected growth in international travel and demand for nature experiences
suggest that the importance of tourism as a conservation tool will further increase in
the future (Bushell & Eagles, 2007). A recent study of protected area visitation globally
shows that eight billion visits per year generate approximately US $600 billion per year
in direct expenditure and US $250 billion in consumer surplus (Balmford et al., 2015). In
order to ensure the long-term sustainability of tourism operations, protected area man-
agers have to pay increasing attention to the type and quality of visitor experiences
(Eagles, 2014; Manning, 2012). Thus, the investigation of motivations builds the foundation
for further behavioural examinations because of an inseparable connection with the travel
decision process, including on-site perceptions, experiences, and the satisfaction level
(Mansfeld, 1992). The development of effective and comprehensive management strat-
egies based on customized knowledge contributes to maximize visitor’s nature
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experience, and ensure the enjoyment of recreational opportunities, and the sustainment
of the tourism resource itself – the valued status of the natural setting.

Fulufjället National Park (FNP) is located in the southern mountain region of Sweden
and Norway. Recent studies found that Germans are the largest foreign visitor group in
this park (Fredman & Wikström, 2015). This is not surprising because 9% of about 1.5
million German tourists to Sweden visited the region “North Middle Sweden” where
FNP is located in 2013 (IBIS, 2013). Previous visitor studies in the area showed that
Germans experienced FNP as being “very magnificent” and had strong experiences of
tranquil, pure, and unspoiled nature (Fredman, Hörnsten Friberg, & Emmelin, 2005).
These data also indicate that German visitors are more likely to visit Fulufjället because
of the national park status than Swedish visitors (Wall-Reinius & Fredman, 2007).

While some hints regarding the appreciation of FNP are given via previous quantitative
surveys, there is still limited knowledge about the specific motives of this important inter-
national visitor category. Thus, it is the aim of this paper to find relevant motive segments
for German FNP visitors with the help of recreational experience preference (REP) scales,
and giving quantitative survey categories more significance through contextualized in-
depth interviews. Thus, a mixed-method approach was applied where the phases of
field research were simultaneous. A subsequent importance rating of motivational
factors is crucial for business as well as management interests, and an exploratory research
design appeared to be the ideal way to provide such insights. The study was conducted by
the European Tourism Research Institute (Etour) of Mid-Sweden University in cooperation
with the Carl von Ossietzky University of Oldenburg in Germany.

The paper is divided into five sections. First, a theoretical framework explains tourist
motivation models and motivational research in outdoor recreation, and sheds light on
the image of Scandinavia. Then the case of FNP is reviewed in detail. After clarification
of the research procedures, an analysis of the requested motivational items follows. Sub-
sequently, the qualitative interviews supplement the motivational interpretation and gen-
erate additional facts. The paper closes with final remarks, possible future research topics,
followed by implications for tourism and national park management.

Theoretical background

REP scales

Early motivational studies generally employed open-ended questions to explore potential
motivations. The responses were instrumental in the formulation of motivational con-
structs (Manning, 1999). Over the years, motives have been studied more systematically.
The major part of motivational research builds on conceptual and empirical work
dealing with REP scales inspired by the expectancy valence model (see Borrie & Birzell,
2001). This managerial tool is based on the concept that recreation is more than partici-
pation in an activity (Driver & Brown, 1975). These scales have been used to measure
visitor preferences in a number of wilderness and non-wilderness areas (Borrie & Birzell,
2001). The original REP scales of Driver (1983) were grouped into 19 domains and had a
pool of 328 items. Typically, a subset of these items is used, depending on domains
hypothesized to be important for the particular activity or setting (Manfredo & Driver,
1996). Studies by Roggenbuck and Driver (2000) suggest that there are common
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motives for visiting wilderness, such as solitude and experiencing nature. But not all
motives are shared by all visitors. Other studies have, for example, shown that motivation
dimensions differ with respect to activity participation (Graefe, Thapa, Confer, & Absher,
2000). Nature perceptions are determined by social and cultural conditions as much as
by individual preferences and experiences.

Travel motivation models

Motivation theories applied to tourism typically try to find answers why people travel and
they often come to the conclusion that people want to fulfil their needs and wants (Cooper,
Fletcher, Gilbert, & Wanhill, 2008). Pearce, Morrison, and Rutledge (1998) define tourist
motivation more specifically, “(… ) as the global integrating network of biological and cul-
tural forces which gives value and direction to travel choices, behavior and experience”. But
while it is often self-explanatory to describe the purpose of travelling (business and plea-
sure), it is more challenging to find the underlying and often hidden reasons (Pearce,
2005). Motivation also depends on numerous factors, for example demographic character-
istics, the personality of the traveller, and past experiences (Swarbrooke & Horner, 2007).

Crompton (1979), who developed the model of “push” and “pull” factors of destination
choice, argued that travel motivation is a critical factor and a driving force behind tourist
behaviour. The first factor describes an intrinsic force which “pushes” the tourist away from
home. An unsatisfying condition at home generates the need for temporal isolation (Dann,
1981). In this context, Iso-Ahola (1982) constructed the escape-seeking dichotomy claim-
ing that a free-time activity may produce satisfaction on two levels: it provides an intrinsic
reward, and it helps to leave the common environment behind. The second factor
assumes that the individual is attracted (in other words “pulled”) by promising attributes
of the destination. Marketing stimuli are able to shape these imaginations and have a
growing effect on the society (Goossens, 2000). It is debatable which factor overbalances
the travel decision and if a clear delimitation and definition of the two factors are possible
(Mundt, 2013). Thus, it is helpful to see the model rather as a synergy of two interacting
forces which lead to the visit of the holiday destination in the end.

There have also been attempts to categorize travelmotivation of nature-based tourists in
Scandinavia. Mehmetoglu (2007) identified six central travel motivations including nature,
physical activities, novelty/learning, mundane everyday life, and ego/status in a study of
nature-based tourists in Norway. Another Norwegian study of German, Dutch, and
Danish motor tourists (Haukeland, Grue, & Veisten, 2010) examined four factors of nature
orientation including inspiration, recreation, challenge, and sightseeing. Earlier research
in FNP found four domains (self-discovery, experience of places, seeking solitude, and chal-
lenging self) based on REP scales developed fromwilderness use in the US (Raadik, Cottrell,
Fredman, Ritter, & Newman, 2010). This study applied 35 motivational items adapted from
Newman and Dawson (1998) who conducted a study of High PeakWilderness Areas in Adir-
ondack State Park, New York, using the original scale developed by Driver (1983).

Image of scandinavia

Scandinavia is largely understood as a region with vast natural resources and unspoiled
nature. Even more, much of Scandinavia is perceived as one of Europe’s last
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“wildernesses”, hardly found on the continent, and rather contrary to the majority of
the cultural landscapes elsewhere. Large protected areas, especially national parks,
build a major part of this image (Mose, 2007). Thus, experiencing unspoiled nature is
considered a primary travel motive among foreign visitors of the Nordic countries (Gös-
sling & Hultman, 2006). The interest for Scandinavia as a travel destination among
Germans also grows steadily, especially among people with a strong commitment to
“ecological holidays” (F.U.R., 2014). Sweden in particular enjoys an exceptional role
among the Scandinavian destinations. During 2013, Sweden recorded a total number
of 18.8 million foreign visits and the largest market outside the Nordic countries was
Germany with 8% of all visits (IBIS, 2013). A qualitative ranking shows that many
Germans share a very distinctive perception of Sweden, “Sweden has the most beauti-
ful landscapes of Scandinavia”, and “Who is seeking silence will definitely be satisfied in
Scandinavia” (B.A.T., 2006). Sweden is also known as the friendly country with “blue
lakes, green forests and red huts”, and Knoller (2014) pointed out that “every
German somehow likes Sweden”. The word “Bullerbysyndromet”, invented by Berthold
Franke of the Goethe Institute, describes the idyllic and idealized image of Sweden
(Arthur, 2008). However, located in the mountains (the so-called fjell), FNP only
partly embodies the typical image of Sweden’s cultural heritage – it rather holds the
image of “wilderness”.

The Swedish mountains along the Norwegian boarder represent about one-third of
Sweden’s entire surface, but contain only 2% of the total population (Fredman & Heber-
lein, 2005), and about 90% of Sweden’s national parks’ surface area are in the mountains.
The mountain regions are among the more unspoiled parts of Sweden’s countryside,
which may also explain why many people perceive them as synonyms with recreation
and relaxation (SEPA, 2009).

Study setting – FNP

Area description

FNP was established in 2002 and then became Sweden’s 28th national park. It is located
in the Municipality of Älvdalen in northwest Dalarna County (Figure 1). There is also a
smaller Norwegian part of the massive which is protected as a national park since
2012. The Swedish part of the park covers 385 square kilometres with about 65%
bare mountain and alpine heath (SEPA, 2002). The park exhibits extensive outdoor
recreation facilities, with 140 kilometres of marked trails, and several cabins for brief
rests or overnight stay. Njupeskär is Sweden’s highest waterfall and, therefore, the
park’s most popular attraction. The establishment of the park involved an “inside-out”
process where local interests were given high priority within a spatial planning frame-
work (Wallsten, 2003). Following the national park designation in Fulufjället the area
received a 40% increase in visitation, from 38,000 visits in 2001 to 53,000 visits in
2003 (Fredman, Hörnsten Friberg, & Emmelin, 2007). However, data from a more
recent visitor survey at FNP showed that visitation has dropped since 2003 (the year
after National Park inauguration) to levels only slightly higher than that of the year
before the park was established (Fredman & Wikström, 2015). This change is confirmed
by the visitor counter at the entrance of the visitor centre.
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Management of FNP

Various visitor groups, from local to international, appreciate excellent opportunities to
experience quietness, solitude, and wilderness in FNP. In order to guarantee the
demanded conditions, the management plan and regulations are based on a division of
the park into four zones based on the ROS (recreational opportunity spectrum) planning
framework (Driver, Brown, Gregoire, & Stankey, 1987) where directions and measures for
use and protection vary between the zones. Most of the mountains above treeline are
within the unspoiled so-called wilderness zone, comprising 60% of the park’s total area.
The wilderness area is kept free from roads, snowmobiles, hunting, and fishing. In this
zone, activities that may disturb the natural environment or visitors’ enjoyment of
nature are highly restricted. The other three zones can be used more intensively for differ-
ent purposes like fishing or snowmobiling (Fredman et al., 2005).

Material and methods

To meet the targets of the exploratory study, data were collected with a mixed-method
research design where a quantitative (on-site contact cards with a follow-up online
visitor survey) and a qualitative (semi-structured interviews) approach were combined.
The more efficient instrument of quantitative research joined with contextualized in-
depth interviews built a base for a more comprehensive interpretation of data
(Puhakka, Cottrell, & Siikamäki, 2013). The mixed-method design thereby has a comple-
mentarity purpose in the sense of triangulation (see Molina-Azorín & Font, 2015; Scholz
& Tietjen, 2002), which refers to the illustration and clarification of the quantitative

Figure 1. Map and location of Fulufjället National Park.

SCANDINAVIAN JOURNAL OF HOSPITALITY AND TOURISM 243



survey results with findings from the interviews. Hence, the quantitative results provided
the identification of five motivational factors and gave information about the level of
importance, while the qualitative data provided a better understanding of these survey
results. The two approaches were conducted simultaneously during the high-use
summer season from early June to late September in 2014.

Quantitative visitor survey

Visitor data were gathered with the help of self-registration boxes at eight different
locations in FNP. In total 3419 registration cards were collected during the summer
season. A link to an electronic questionnaire in three possible languages (Swedish,
English, and German) was sent by e-mail to 2711 visitors. Up to two reminders were
sent out to those who had not answered. In sum, 475 persons received a German ques-
tionnaire version, 255 responded, and 184 approved that the place of residence is
Germany. Thus, responses from 184 participants were used for further analysis.

The questionnaire included, besides for example social background characteristics,
information about the visit and a reworked REP scale of 40 items within 10 domains
(see Table 1). Motive statements were ranked on a 5-point Likert-type scale with the cat-
egories “not at all important” (1) to “extremely important” (5). Most of the items (33 items
from Raadik et al., 2010) were previously found to be valid, reliable, and applicable to the
Scandinavian context. Nevertheless, redundant items were excluded and scales were ver-
ified, adapted, and expanded through further literature review (Borrie & Roggenbuck,
2001; Driver, 1983; Haukeland et al., 2010; Manfredo & Driver, 1996).

Qualitative in-depth interviews

Complementary data were generated through semi-structured in-depth interviews with
30 German FNP visitors (14–77 years old). Study participants were a sample of the national
park centre visitors during the high-use months of July and August. Within any sampled
group, the research technician conveniently selected an individual or couple at the
main entrance to report about specific travel motives and experiences. The semi-struc-
tured interview format allowed informants to elaborate their thoughts, feelings, and
understandings while keeping a flexible framework as guideline. The interview guide
implemented structured questions like socio-demographic issues, questions concerning
the visit (e.g. length of stay), as well as the main open-ended question asking for pull
and push factors. According to time constraints of visitors, interviews ranged from 7
minutes to more than 40 minutes (on average around 18 minutes). Every second intervie-
wee was for the first time in Fulufjället. About 40% stayed only for the day, while the rest
stayed on average for two days in FNP. Interviewees were also asked to fill out a self-regis-
tration card for the online survey at the park entrance, so they were represented in that
part of the study as well. All conversations were recorded and held in German. Translations
to English were carried out by the author afterwards. First, open coding was used to
roughly identify and categorize the phenomena found in the text. After the quantitative
categorization of the travel motivation, a re-reading of the interview text led to an assign-
ment to those factors. Further, it provides data for a profound interpretation and gives
hints for the improvement of REP items.
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Table 1. Description of recreation experience preference scale.
Original domain Description Items

Exploratory Describes the impulses to discover new territories in pristine
landscapes. This travel motive often pushes the extremes of
human travel in terms of risk and challenge

. Experience the scenic quality of
nature

. Physical challenge

. Having a sense of discovery

. See dramatic landscapes

. Tranquility and peace

Remoteness Is considered as a function of distance, accessibility, and the
restricted number of people in the area

. Being alone/solitude

. Free from observation from all
other people

. Develop a sense of remoteness
from cities

Simple living Describes the human desire for a life without daily
commitments, constraints, and burdens in today’s society.
The awareness of an unhealthy lifestyle leads to the demand
for physical activity as well as recovery

. Get away from daily routines

. Physical health and exercise

. Simplify daily priorities

Natural
environment

Refers to an environment that encompasses the interaction of
all living species. Recreationists, voting for these items,
travel to experience the beauty of the ecosystem with all
senses

. Enjoy outstanding views

. Explore the natural
environment

. Observe/hear wildlife

. A clean and unpolluted
environment

. Enjoy comfort in natural
surroundings

Shared solitude Means to travel in a group that is separated from other groups
or people. This implies to enjoy the solitude of the
wilderness without disturbances of others

. A small intimidate group

. Privacy from most people but
personal relationship

. Feel a special closeness with
others in my group

. Other group members were
accepting me for who I am

Connectedness/
spiritual

Is the degree that an individual includes nature as part of the
identity. The appreciation of the ecosystem rises while
feeling the spirit of nature

. Feel connected to a place that
is important

. Recreate in a primitive
environment

. Feel a connection with others
who value wilderness

. Observe and appreciate the
ecosystem

. Obtain a deeper connection in
life

Wilderness travel
skills

Wilderness skills and behaviour in nature are often neglected
or unknown in today’s world. This refers to the ability of the
visitor to learn or reawake skills

. Develop a sense of self-
confidence

. Share my skills with others

(Continued )
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Data analysis

Statistical techniques used range from simple descriptive statistics to reliability analysis
and exploratory factor analysis. A reliability analysis examines the internal consistency
of the previous domains and the extracted factors. A Cronbach alpha of above .60 is con-
sidered as an acceptable range of internal consistency (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978). An
item-total correlation test (<.30) was performed to check if an item in the set varies from
the averaged behaviour of the others and can be rejected (Field, 2005).

The exploratory factor analysis was conducted to establish factors between the
measured variables based on Bartlett’s sphericity and the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO)
test (Kaiser, 1970). A Scree test determined the number of factors (Cattell, 1966). Items
with low communality (<.40) and cross-loading items with a high loading (>.32) on two
or more factors were excluded (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Computed factor scores
were used in subsequent analyses. All data analyses were conducted using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

Results

Profile of the German visitor

As predicted, there is a relatively high proportion of international visitors in FNP. More than
one-third of all visitors were from abroad. The statistics show that Germans were the
largest foreign group (17.7%), followed by the Dutch (4.5%) and Danes (3.8%).

A profile of the German FNP visitor in contrast to the average FNP visitor shows some dis-
tinctive features. Themean age of German visitors is 44 years, which is 5 years less compared

Table 1. Continued.
Original domain Description Items

Self-discovery Wilderness opens up a path leading to the inner self. Away
from daily life routines it is possible to rediscover the
purpose of life

. Chance to think/solve
problems

. Develop an oneness with
nature

. Get in touch with true self

. Opportunity for self-discovery

. Reflect on life

. Stimulate creativity

Adventure Expectation that wilderness will produce a reward; the
adventurous experience motivates individuals to travel to
natural environments

. Having an adventure

. To have a story to tell

. Experience places I have read
about

. Feel like I was the one of the
first people to use this place

. Freedom of choice as to actions
and use of time

Inspiration Reflects the desire to find inspiration in different nature
sceneries. Visitors who felt inspired will enjoy the benefit
also during daily life

. Experience nature’s magic and
mysticism

. Find inspiration in natural
surroundings
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with all visitors (49 years). Just like the visitors from other nationalities, nearly every German
travelled to FNP by private means (96%) and with the family (70%). Germans stayed on
average longer in FNP (2–3 days) and the activity spectrum was wider and more intensive.
Thus, the day-long hike was marked as the most important activity by 35% of the Germans,
followed by a short walk (30%), and a hike for several days (18%). The activity profile of these
visitors also displays an outstanding preference of nature photography (70%). Other activi-
ties were picking berries (22%), and nature study/bird watching (19%). Another significant
difference is that Germans were more spread over the area and about one of three visited
the wilderness zone. But the most frequent visited zone was number four (91%) which has
the Njupeskär waterfall. It is noticeable that the overall satisfaction is very high among
Germans – 44% were completely satisfied, and 52% were satisfied with their visit in FNP.
There were also a large number of repeated visitors (32%). Hence, these facts are a first indi-
cation of a possible fulfilment of motivational incentives.

Motivational classes

Next, looking at the motivations to visit FNP among the German visitors, a reliability analy-
sis revealed that all original chosen domains had acceptable internal consistencies (>.60),
but the examination of the corrected item-total correlations revealed two items (“enjoy
comfort in natural surroundings” and “physical challenge”) with an insufficient acceptable
level of internal stability. These items were not used for further analysis. Moreover, stat-
istics presented a “meritorious” KMO index (>.8) according to Kaiser and Rice (1974),
which indicates that variables are measuring a common factor. The analysis of the anti-
image correlation matrix also supported the use of a factor analysis and suggested a
grouping into a smaller set of underlying factors. Three variables (“freedom of choice as
to actions and use of time”, “to have a story to tell”, and “experience places I have read
about”) had to be deleted because of cross-loadings and an inappropriate internal consist-
ency within the revealed factors. Hence, five factors out of 10 domains were able to rep-
resent appropriate relations between the test variables (Table 2).

The final rotated component matrix shows that the first component explains 34.5%,
while the second explains 10.6% of the variance. All reliability coefficients have acceptable
internal consistencies. The boxplot visualizes the distribution of the level of importance on
a converted scale from 0 (not at all important) to 4 (extremely important) (Figure 2).

Factor (2)was highly appreciatedbyGerman tourists. Thus, nature had the highestmedian
(2.33) and 50% of the data had a higher importance than “moderate”. Visitors had also the
highest agreement among themselves (inter quartile range (IQR) = 1.22). Factor 5 shows
similar results, while factor 3 seems to build the medium category with no outstanding pos-
ition. In contrast, the self-related factor 1 plays a subordinate rolewithin the travel decision of
Germanvisitors. Nearly half of all visitors assessed this factorwith the category “slightly impor-
tant”. Social factor 4 shows a similar picture, but the IQR reveals the highest range (1.5). People
agree less consistently with the social motives than with the self-related motives.

Interpretation of motivational classes

The first revealed factor “Focus on Self – Introspection” describes the nature of FNP as an
instrument to obtain psychological outcomes. It is the degree to which the elements of the
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experience are internalized, a reflective thought process where the development of
immediate solutions should be sought. Recreation and leisure are considered to be the
ideal situations in which identities can be confirmed (Borrie & Birzell, 2001). Kaplan and
Kaplan (1989) found that contact with nature or elements of nature has a positive effect
on the human mind and life quality. Experiences in wilderness settings also seem to be
more intensive than that in other settings, for example local recreational areas (Chang,
Hammitt, Chen, Machnik, & Su, 2008). Cole (2010) found that even a few hours spent in
wilderness are sufficient for substantial stress reduction and mental rejuvenation.

Table 2. Reliability analyses of determined factors.

Domains and corresponding Itemsa
Item-total
correlation

Cronbach’s alpha if item
deleted

Cronbach’s
alpha M SD

1. Focus on self – introspection .913 1.20 .94
Reflect on life .832 .894
Obtain a deeper connection in life .750 .899
Opportunity for self-discovery .825 .893
Get in touch with true self .790 .896
Find inspiration in natural surroundings .689 .904
Chance to think/solve problems .645 .906
Stimulate creativity .672 .905
Develop a sense of self-confidence .588 .911
Feel like I was the one of the first people to
use this place

.475 .916

2. Focus on nature – awareness and sensation .868 2.90 .71
Recreate in a primitive environment .700 .846
Observe and appreciate the ecosystem .718 .843
A clean and unpolluted environment .660 .853
Explore the natural environment .686 .850
Experience nature’s magic and mysticism .597 .856
Develop a oneness with nature .694 .845
Observe/hear wildlife .556 .859
Experience the scenic quality of nature .449 .868
Feel connected to a place that is important .524 .866
3. Focus on freedom – escape and balance .858 2.48 .89
Develop a sense of remoteness from cities .776 .814
Being alone/solitude .716 .824
Free from observation from all other
people

.591 .844

Get away from daily routines .728 .822
Tranquility and peace .629 .840
Simplify daily priorities .489 .858
Physical health/and exercise .466 .858
4. Focus on others – relationships .831 1.30 .99
Feel a special closeness with others in my
group

.744 .774

Other group members were accepting me
for who I am

.704 .781

A small intimidate group .530 .818
Privacy from most people but personal
relationship

.509 .823

Share my skills with others .630 .801
Feel a connection with others who value
wilderness

.528 .820

5. Focus on experiences – exciting setting .740 2.89 .75
See dramatic landscapes .599 .644
Having a sense of discovery .641 .633
Enjoy outstanding views .486 .707
Having an adventure .475 .746
aItems were coded on a 5-point Likert scale, with the response categories 1, not at all important, to 5, extremely important,
N = 184.
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However, the survey results only partly prove FNP’s ability to increase the mental well-
being among visitors. A closer look at the conducted activities reveals that visitors with
a high appreciation of factor 1 preferred to hike for several days rather than for a few
hours only. Thus, a long hiking trip seems to be more suitable to satisfy these motives.
The introspection factor was also brought up in the qualitative interviews. In this
context, a 48 years old father from Cologne stated, “It is an experience you cannot find
somewhere else. Such a unique experience that is not available in normal life, in a town
or a park”. Further, a 70 years old woman reported:

To be active in the natural environment is simply restorative. And of course, one can find inner
peace. When a human goes to the loneliness he always gains a benefit. That is an individual
benefit for the soul and the spirit. This stands also behind [… ] behind wilderness.

The second factor “Focus on Nature – Awareness and Sensation” proposes rewards
associated with the aesthetical experience (scenery, symbolic qualities, and other valued
attributes) found in the natural environment. There is a commonality with factor 1, but
factor 2 reflects more the enjoyment of the biophysical environment rather than the
emotional experiences from it. As a result, visitors may become attached to a certain
type of landscape by developing meanings, feelings, and subjective perceptions (Borrie
& Birzell, 2001).

Survey results show a high importance of this factor not only in general, but also more
specifically among the respondents to the qualitative interviews. Overall, a closer look at
the item constellation reveals that experiencing the scenic quality of nature had the
highest single meaning among all items; about nine of 10 Germans ranked this item as
extremely important followed by a clean and unpolluted environment, which had the
second highest ranking. Visitors felt less attracted by attributes like outstanding and spec-
tacular (factor 5); it is much more the experience of nature’s quality (naturalness,
unspoiled, and primitive state) that counts.

Figure 2. Level of importance for determined factors. Converted 5-point Likert-type scale with the
response categories from 0, not at all important, to 4, extremely important.
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The on-site interviews were also comparable with the quantitative survey results in this
respect. Nearly all interviewees mentioned the quality of nature in some way. “Magnifi-
cent”, “beautiful”, “natural”, and “magical” are all examples of quality determining descrip-
tions of FNP. Such interpretations are of course in the hand of each individual, but it is
obvious that FNP offers highly contrasting landscapes to Germany. The desire to discover
this setting can be seen as one possible expression of deficiency in one’s home environ-
ment. Interviewees expressed the outstanding position of the setting, “Here nature is still
nature – primordial nature”, “Nature is original and unaffected. The landscape is still open”
and “Experiencing nature is something different here. You do not have this type of nature
all the time around you”. The geographical location and accessibility are also seen as
crucial advantages of FNP. On the one hand, the area lies on the passage to Norway
and on the other hand, it is one of the first possibilities to see the fjäll as a typical and
famous type of Swedish landscape travelling north from Germany. It is likely that frequent
visitors developed a feeling of familiarity to Sweden. A couple even “found” a second
home in the FNP Mountains, “That may sound hypothetical and exaggerated, but I feel
like coming home.” A 77 years old man expressed his feelings towards the travel destina-
tion, “We are here every year, for centuries. We speak Swedish (… ) we inhale it like the air
we breathe.” A couple from south of Germany even reported that they are infected by the
“Scandinavian fever”. Visitors also developed high expectations to spot wildlife during
their holiday stay, “For nearly 40 years we drive to Scandinavia, but we had seldom
seen moose – maybe 10 times. But thank goodness, we have seen renders this year.” It
is noticeable that the actual product of the observation is a kind of holistic experience.
In this case the setting of the encounter does not matter so much to the visitor; it is the
sensual experience, the feeling of a connection to a greater whole.

The factor “Focus on Freedom – Escape and Balance” places value on wilderness experi-
ence because it allows one to escape from problems associated with urban living or daily
work life. Nowadays, people have to face a number of stressors like personal, organiz-
ational, societal, and environmental factors that may lead to physiological or psychological
discomfort and in some cases even illness (Steg, Berg v.d., & de Groot, 2012; Stokols &
Altman, 1987). A natural area like FNP provides a setting without many of the exposures
to challenging stressors, and the Right of Public Access allows for a feeling of liberty while
roaming in the Scandinavian landscape.

The data show that gaining physical health through exercise in a tranquil and remote
area is an important motive for this category. Another noticeable feature was that visitors
valued the item “being alone” relatively high, while only 5% was completely unaccompa-
nied during the visit at FNP. Thus, solitude should be more understood in the context of a
shared solitude, being away from home, and enjoying a transitional isolation from social
structures. A prerequisite for this process is privacy. However, data show that 63% of the
Germans actually felt disturbed to a certain degree.

Especially the long-time hiking tour is a suitable instrument for the profound purpose of
this factor. The natural and/or adventurous setting (factors 2 and 5) is rather seen as per-
ipheral and visitors were mainly concentrated on struggle or involvement in the task.

Interviews are able to also support these findings. A 67 years old man stated, “Our three
most important reasons for visiting Fulufjället? That is simple: tranquility, being without
stress, and remoteness.” The mobile phone seems to be one last remaining indicator of
the daily life. Some interviewees refused the unpleasant “souvenir from home” with the
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expectation to slow down life. It is well known that remote areas are often appreciated in
more urbanized countries for providing a contrast to the stress of urban life. A visitor from
the metropolis of Hamburg expressed his feelings, “It was spontaneous (… ) maybe an
anti-civilization impulse! We wanted to go to a place where it is not crowded and
where we find less settlement. Actually, we wanted to relax [… ] being absolutely
away.” But some visitors also felt disturbed during the visit to FNP. The trails often get con-
gested, particularly close to the facilities and the main attraction, Njupeskär. An experience
of crowding may lead to spillover effects such as stress, conflicts, and/or complaints. Thus,
interviewees clearly defined the wilderness borders as “everything except from the Nju-
peskär trail”. But the statements also indicate that these visitors were successful in
seeking alternatives (off-season visit, change of zone/setting). Apparently, the sense of
place is stronger than the disturbance factor.

The factor “Focus on Others – Relationships” focuses primarily on the multifaceted
social experiences in a wilderness area. Concerns about presence (or absence) and
responses to other people like friends, family, strangers, and the general public shape
the meanings in this context (Borrie & Roggenbuck, 2001).

Items of this factor were considered rather unimportant except for the item “privacy
from most people but personal relationships”. This is consistent with the fact that
almost all visitors came to FNP on a private trip. Even if the family played a major part
during the FNP visit and the stay with friends was over-represented, there was no incentive
to increase the group cohesion. Only long-time hikers were slightly more influenced by
motives of this factor.

During the interviews, visitors highlighted that they prefer to travel privately and not in
organized groups. They emphasized to be “total individualists”. It may be the reason why
building up new relationships and sharing skills were less important. It is more the isolation
from others and the enjoyment of a shared solitude that count (factor 3). In some excep-
tional cases was the transfer of knowledge a reason to visit the unknown terrain, “We
wanted to show it to our children, at least once in a lifetime (… ) this type of tundra
zone with the berries and the renders. It was amazing to see some!”

According to the last factor “Focus on Experiences – Exciting Setting”, FNP is seen as an
arena for action and adventure. From the viewpoint of the participant, the scenery with its
features is only one aspect of a complex environmental experience (Ittelson, 1978). Hågvar
(1999) argued that humans love to be fascinated, to observe unexpected phenomena and
processes, and to think about possible explanations. Hence, a collection of unexplained
wonders in nature seems to be like a “mental harvest”. Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) even
pointed out that the curiosity of exploring the environment could be understood as a
basic human need. The landscapes of FNP are contrasting and diverse, including the
plateau, belt of spruce trees around, old pine trees, peat bog areas, as well as the coverage
with lichens and mosses. But also the main attraction Njupeskär has a large audience. The
survey results showed that particularly “seeing dramatic landscapes” and “enjoying out-
standing views” were the most important motives. One-day hikers valued this class
above the average.

The interpretation of these items is a wide spectrum of alternatives. Interviewees often
mentioned the exploration of the typical landscape type fjäll as an incentive to visit FNP.
But visitors also listed more individual preferences, “getting to know new plants”,
“animals”, or just the “ecosystem” as a whole. A central element of the visit is the learning
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dimension. Increasing the knowledge about the park in the first language (via brochures,
information boards, and guided tours) is appreciated. One interviewee stated, “It is nice to
have some information along the trails about things you would not discover on a first
glance for example formations of trees.” But to discover nature’s mystery and unfamiliar
landscapes and to explore hidden information may also be seen as a challenge where indi-
viduals test their physical abilities. Features of modernity and security, like mobile net-
works, are not demanded. This condition seems to be a certain appeal of the
wilderness experience, “They have no mobile network up there. But they know it and
that is actually what they want.” However, Germans in FNP do not specifically seek a
risk or challenge in wilderness. Some security tools concerning infrastructure, manage-
ment, and service quality are demanded. A clearly signposted hiking trail network,
tourism infrastructure (visitor centre, campground, and food facilities), and the closeness
to areas of local supply are regarded beneficial. Overall, this guarantees a certain feeling of
safety even when being in a wilderness.

Discussion

The mixed-method approach applied in this study was useful to demonstrate how the
travel motivation of German visitors to FNP is constructed. The quantitative analysis
allowed identifying five possible motivational groups. The factor “Focus on Nature –
Awareness & Sensation” had the highest mean agreement followed by “Focus on Experi-
ences – Exciting Setting”. Rather unimportant were “Focus on Others – Relationships” and
“Focus on Self – Introspection”. “Focus on Freedom – Escape & Balance” seems to build a
medium category.

Previous research has shown that experiencing nature is a main travel motive among
visitors of Scandinavia (Gössling & Hultman, 2006) and comparable studies have identified
a similar motivation pattern. Raadik et al. (2010) identified the category “Experience of
Places” as one possible factor among all FNP visitors and “Sightseeing” was found to be
a travel motive among international motor tourists in Norway (Haukeland et al., 2010).
Research has also shown that nature is seen as a romanticized playground in which the
visitor is embedded in a passive process of being engaged (Gössling & Hultman, 2006;
Hultman & Cederholm Andersson, 2006). The involvement of a primitive environment
(wilderness setting) enables visitors to find rewards unobtainable in civilized settings.
This finding is in line with German travel market research where get-away motives are
well known to overbalance the travel motive ranking (Laßberg & Steinmassl, 1991).

Through the quantitative study, it was demonstrated that travel motivation could be
identified as patterns and combinations of multiple motives that are influenced by pre-
vious travel experiences and activities. It is noticeable that the determined motivational
factors show interrelations and interdependencies and that “push” and “pull” travel
motives work in tandem. For example, follow-up visitors felt less attracted by the high-
lighting attributes like “outstanding” and “spectacular”; it is more the quality of nature (nat-
uralness, unspoiled, and primitive state) that counts. Furthermore, short-time hikers and
long-time hikers had a reversed motivational profile. The aesthetical value of nature
seems to be the main attracting factor for short-time hikers, while a hiking tour of
several days is the crucial instrument for the profound purpose of temporal escape
from home with an inner reflection and social cohesion in mind. Hence, there is evidence
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that attendants of a long-time hiker have a slightly higher tendency to represent a “harder”
type of eco-tourist who is characterized by being more physically active, searching deep
relations with nature, looking for more physical challenges, and expecting few if any facili-
ties (Weaver, 2008). The transfer of these findings to tourism planning and management
activities is highly relevant, especially for unspoiled destinations (Sæþórsdóttir, 2010).

From the quantitative data, it is obvious that the experience and exploration of a natural
and pure environment with an outstanding scenic quality determined the visitors’ travel
decision. But through analysing the qualitative interviews, it is evident that exploration
should not be interpreted in the sense of discovery. Exploration should be understood
in a rather passive way of experiencing FNP’s outstanding views, natural attractions and
the biota. Game watching belongs to nearly 9 of 10 Germans to a true wilderness experi-
ence and activated a profound reflection during the interviews. The perception of nature
with all senses leads in effect to the development of particular emotional attachments in
the form of sense of place (see the meaning-based approach by Borrie & Birzell, 2001). A
high rate of follow-up visits proves the bonding force of FNP. Moreover, Germans feel
addressed through the relative secure environment during their visit. Overall, tourists
do not seek to interact with nature in terms of experiencing risks and challenges.
Certain basic infrastructures like cabins for rest, a marked trail network, and a national
park centre as a major information source are demanded. The reported importance con-
cerning the infrastructure facilities along with the ROS planning system is also confirmed.
Germans are more spread over the area and appreciate possibilities to enjoy a shared soli-
tude, but privacy throughout the park’s zones. A hiking tour with moderate involvement is
a valued form to satisfy the needs. An inner reflection was not an apparent reason, but an
unconscious reflection that cannot be excluded. Furthermore, the high degree of individu-
ally organized journeys may be one reason for a low assessment of the social factor.

It is obvious that FNP’s scenery, and in particular the wilderness characteristics of the
area, has a unique instrumental significance in times of ongoing population growth,
increasing land use, and continuous environmental pollution that many parts of Central
European countries face today. Especially in Germany, wilderness areas are very rare
and, therefore, the instrumental potential for values such as those studied here is highly
reduced. Recent studies also found that Germans wish to have access to and experience
more wildernesses (BfN, 2013), but the dominance of cultural landscapes only allows a few
places to represent wilderness in the sense of the International Union for Conservaion of
Nature and Natural Resources (2013).

Limitations and future research

Before considering any further implications of the results, it is important to reconsider the
study limitations, some of which could influence the scope to which the results are appli-
cable. Findings of this exploratory study were also rather comprehensive and there are still
unanswered issues giving room for future research. The mixed-method approach, supple-
menting the quantitative results with in-depth interviews, provides a much more informa-
tive examination than a quantitative analysis alone does. But according to a relatively small
sample size (N = 184) and the study’s complexity, an approach of a larger scale is recom-
mendable to provide better representativeness. The investigation of other Scandinavian
National Parks and a long-time monitoring of FNP visitors provide evidence about the
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study’s validity, supported by the comprehensive questionnaire which draws from earlier
research in the area (Fredman et al., 2007; Raadik et al., 2010). But as the quantitative and
qualitative research were conducted simultaneously, the design followed a triangulation
approach, rather than a complementary or development design. Nevertheless, the pre-
sented REP scales (Table 2) are tested to be valid and recommendable for further research
in FNP and in other Scandinavian National Parks. A suggestion for future studies could
then be to use additional interviews for the expansion of the REP scales. Germans put a
high focus on the cognitive component and were pleased to find information material
in their language. Therefore, “generating knowledge in your own language” could be a
suitable item to determine the importance via a qualitative ranking. Concerning the infra-
structure and management quality, it was evident that security during the visit is appreci-
ated. Thus, “obtain the feeling to be secure in wilderness” is a possible description for an
additional motive in future REP scales. Additional items specific to FNP are “seeing another
landscape type (fjäll)”, “obtain a feeling of freedom”, “roam free in the landscape”, and
“seeing incomparable and spectacular attractions” (relating to Njupeskär). Further,
Germans showed a very high agreement with the item “experience the scenic quality of
nature”. The understanding of the aesthetical perception of nature among Germans
could be improved through additional qualitative research. Moreover, “get away”
motives have often a high personal connotation and in-depth interview techniques may
allow a closer examination of this category. A qualitative survey among different zone
users and a closer examination of the activity spectrum would also allow us to more
clearly see the boundaries between factors.

Conclusions and implications

With the above-mentioned limitations in mind, the study still provides many important
marketing and management implications with a potential value to public sector managers
and business decision-makers, as well as the tourists themselves (Pearce, 2005).

On the one hand, an understanding of motives, as initiators of the travel decision
process, builds the key to successful business activities because industry practitioners
will be able to offer more customized and memorable products (Huang & Hsu, 2009).
Factors with a high meaning for Germans visiting FNP were mainly “pull” factors. Thus,
there is a potential to coordinate marketing activities to identified items of nature
(factor 2) and experiences (factor 5). A closer look at the advertising by tourism stake-
holders allows a comparison between measured on-site motives and advertised messages.
An example is provided by the Swedish National Tourist Board that promotes Swedish
nature with the terms naturalness, accessibility, and exploration (Visit Sweden, 2015). It
awakes the desire to discover the “last remaining wilderness hotspots” in Europe.
Especially FNP is highlighted by the advantage of all-season nature adventure and experi-
ences. Regarding this study, it seems that Germans who valued the experiences of factor 5
should feel highly addressed. This is especially valid for one-day hikers.

The “call of the wild” seems to be an effective marketing slogan of German tourist oper-
ators. But the study indicates that the influence of wilderness could not be referred to the
spatial distribution of the tourists. Various people may feel attracted by this item: from a
Njupeskär visitor in the front-country region to a hiker who stayed overnight on the
plateau in the back-country part of the park. The term wilderness thereby needs to be
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specified for target group-orientated marketing activities as the spectrum of understand-
ing appears to be pretty wide. Especially long-time hikers would feel addressed by the pro-
motion of temporal isolation and anti-civilizing features. In this sense, the “call of the wild”
may be interpreted as the demand for a natural and remote setting, an antithesis to the
existing world that promises to provide the feeling of freedom. In general, it is not recom-
mendable to use items of the determined introspection or social factors for marketing pur-
poses. Especially, problem-orientated motives like “having a chance to think” or “solve
problems” were not evident in this study. But it is obvious that marketing which addresses
different target groups should take such divergences into account.

The promotion of protected areas as tourist destinations has also brought increased
impacts with it and agencies are increasingly being faced with visitor management
issues (Eagles, 2014). Having knowledge about the visitors is, therefore, important for
shaping expectations and for directing users to appropriate parks or places. Tourism,
especially in FNP, is highly dependent upon the quality of the environment. About nine
of 10 visitors were mainly driven by the idea to explore the scenic quality of nature.
Thus, it can be affirmed that the protection status should be maintained to ensure
these values. But the second issue is more challenging as it cannot be generalized; it is
the maintenance of the recreational experience quality for the tourists themselves. Key
factors which may affect the quality of the experience include the number and type of
other users encountered, as well as the expectations, preferences, and experiences of
the users themselves (Boyd & Butler, 1996).

Within the context of ecotourism growth and the increasing demand for recreation, a
number of visitor management frameworks and procedures have been developed over
the past decades. Study results indicate that people are sensitive towards crowding
within the zoning system at FNP, and some respondents even defined wilderness as
“everything despite of the Njupeskär trail” (located in zone 4). The wider area was fre-
quented by long-time hikers who valued the factor “Focus on Freedom – Escape and
Balance” above the average. Thus, related motives need to be guaranteed in the rather
undisturbed zone. Another issue that should get attention in management plans is
waste disposal as Germans want to experience a clean and unpolluted environment.
Hence, the zone system with its permissions and restrictions should be communicated fre-
quently with the visitors to FNP, and a systematic monitoring scheme would allow for
screening whether management actions have desired effects (Eagles, 2014).

Besides the maintenance of recreational opportunities in agreement with the protection
principles, it is alsobeneficial to communicate FNP’s valuesmore intensively. The significance
of Njupeskär as themain visitor attraction is uncontroversial. But as Germans were generally
more spread over the area, there seems to be a strong interest to discover additional features
of the national parkwell beyond themore developedparts. However, FNP is still an insider tip
among Germans and managers should pay more attention to this. Added values (activities,
guided tours, and events) need to be both implemented and communicated, mainly during
the pre-visit phase. If visitors were to spend more time in the area, it will likely contribute to
revenues for the nearby communities and intertwined tourism businesses.
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