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The objective of the study reported here was to identify whether or not 
French and English Canadians differed in their vacation patterns and, if so, to 
investigate the relative influence of culture compared to socioeconomic ante- 
cedents upon those differences. Six vacation travel characteristics were investi- 
gated under separate subhypotheses: availability of vacation time and use of 
that time for vacation trips; number of weeks of vacation time during the 
previous 12 months; number of vacation trips taken during the previous 12 
months; and length, distance, and cost of respondents’ most recent vacation 
trips. 

SAMPLING DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION 

Data used for the study were generated by the 1981 and 1982 Vacation 
Patterns surveys, the two most recent years for which data from this annual 
survey were available at the time this study was initiated. Data were collected 
through in-home personal interviews with respondents residing in the prov- 
inces of Ontario and Quebec. The modified probability sample consisted of 
1,761 for the 1981 data and 1,762 for the 1982 data. Of the 1981 sample, 887 
(50.4%) were defined as English Canadians and 874 (49.6%) as French Cana- 
dians. Of the 1982 sample, 869 (49.30/) o were defined as English Canadians 
and 893 (50.77) o as French Canadians. Details of sampling methodology are 
presented elsewhere in a more extensive discussion of this study (Richardson 
1986). The sample was limited to two provinces in order to control, as much as 
possible, for the effects of region of residence upon vacation travel patterns. 
Only those Ontario and Quebec residents who reported French or English to 
be not only their mother tongue (language first spoken and still understood) 
but also household language (language most often spoken at home) were 
included in the study sample as representative of French and English Canadi- 
ans, respectively. The decision to use language to operationalize culture was 
based upon prior empirical research that has suggested that language in Cana- 

This Department publishes research notes, reports on the work of public and private agencie?, conference 
reports, field (industry) reports, and other relevant topics and timely issues. Individuals interested m submitting 
notes and reports should write directly to Dr. Turgut Var, Department of Recreation and Parks, Texas A&M 
University, College Station TX 77843, USA. The Editor reserves the right to evaluate submitted materials for 
their applicability and usefulness and will decide whether to publish each (in original or edited form) in this 
Department. 

430 



RESEARCH NOTES AND REPORTS 431 

da is representative of different value orientations (Chebat and Henault 1978; 
Schaninger, Bourgeois and Buss 1985; Tigert 1973). 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Data were analyzed through a two-step process involving four types of data 
analyses. First, significant vacation differences between the two samples were 
identified using chi-square and difference-of-means tests, depending on the 
level of data. Second, the relative influences of socioeconomic factors and 
culture were identified using log-linear modeling and analysis of covariance, 
again depending on the level of data. Because the questions of interest to this 
study were almost identical in both 1981 and 1982 surve.ys, analyses were 
replicated for both years. This provided an indication of the stability of the 
results over time. Any differences in questions of interest are noted in the 
analysis section of the paper. 

The first research question was: Is there a signtjkant d@m.ce between Frmh and 
English Canadians in their availability of vacation time during the previous 12 months, and 
their use of that timJbT vacation trtps? The responses to this question for both 1981 
and 1982 were subjected to chi-square analysis. Results of these tests (Table 1) 
were statistically significant for both years (p< .OOl), suggesting dependence 
between language and the “vacation time and trip” variable. Specifically, more 
English Canadians than French Canadians had vacation time available to 
them, suggesting that less vacation time reduces opportunities for vacation 
travel particularly among French Canadians. Among French and English 
Canadians who had vacation time, however, significantly more English than 
French Canadians participated in vacation travel, suggesting that English 
Canadians have a greater propensity to engage in vacation travel during their 
vacation time. 

To compare the relative influences of culture (operationalized by language) 
and socioeconomic antecedents upon this and other vacation travel character- 
istics, variables that significantly differentiated between the two samples (cov- 
ariates) were identified and introduced into all statistically significant relation- 
ships between language and the vacation travel variables. Difference-of-means 
and chi-square tests (p< .05) were used to test for significant differences for 
seven socioeconomic variables. Three variables emerged as covariates in 1981 
(PC .05): age, education, and income. The stability of education and income 
as covariates was further supported by the 1982 data. 

Table 1. Availability of Vacation Time and Use of Time for Vacation Trips 

Vacation Time Vacation Time 
No Vacation Time Total 

% (n) 
and Rip 

% (n) 
No ‘Pip 

% (n) % (n) 

1981a 
English Canadians 40.4 (358) 57.4 (509) 2.3 (20) 100 (887) 

French Canadiana 48.3 (422) 46.8 (409) 4.9 (43) 100 (874) 

1982a 

English Canadians 39.5 (343) 58.3 (507) 2.2 (19) 100 (869) 

French Canadians 48.2 (430) 43.8 (391) 8.1 (72) 100 (893) 

achi-square tests significant at <.OOl level of probability. 
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Pearson’s correlations identified significant associations between covariates 
for both 1981 and 1982 data sets. The positive correlation of education and 
income that suggested that there is some interrelationship between these two 
variables was important to subsequent log-linear modeling. The requirement 
of log-linear modeling that as few empty cells as possible exist in the generated 
crosstabulations required the substitution of either education or income by the 
other when performing these analyses. Income was chosen for presentation of 
the results here due to the a priori evaluation of its effect upon the availability 
of vacation time and participation in vacation travel. However, similar models 
where education replaced income as a measure of socioeconomic status yielded 
almost identical results. 

Log-linear results describing the relative influences of culture and socioeco- 
nomic covariates upon the “vacation time and travel” variable discussed earlier 
are presented in Table 2. These results identify the significant effect of income 
(p= .OOOl) and language (p= .05) upon the availability of vacation time and 
use of it for vacation travel. Relationships that contributed to the overall 
significance of income and language were further identified. Respondents 
characterized by the lowest income levels (< $9,999) were significantly more 
likely to have had no vacation time (p= .OOl) or vacation time and no travel 
(p= .004) than were respondents in the highest income categories (> $30,000). 
Respondents in the second highest income category ($20,000-29,999) were 

Table 2. Age, Income, Language by Vacation Time and Travel: 
Log-Linear Results 

Analysis of Variance Table 

Source DF Chi-,%luare Probability 

Age 6 5.4 .5 
Income 6 46.6 .OOOl 
Language 2 5.9 .05 

Age by Language 6 4.6 .57 

Age by Income 18 17.4 .49 

Income by Language 6 10.0 .12 

Residual 18 10.2 .93 

AneIysIs of SIgnIficant Paremeters 

Standard 
Effect Parameter Estimate Error Chi-Square Probability 

Incomea 
<S9,999/No vacation time 

<$9,99S/Vacation time/no travel 

$20-29,OOO/No vacation time 

Languageb 
English/No vacation time 

English/Vacation time/no travel 

.88 .18 22.6 .OOOl 

1.0 .34 8.6 .004 

-.3 .lO 8.7 .003 

-.I1 .06 3.4 .05 

-.31 .16 3.7 .05 

aComparison category Is $30,000 + . 
bComparIson category is French. 
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Table 3. Total Weeks of Vacation Time and Number of Vacation Trips 

English French Significance Significance Level of 
Dependent Canadians Canadians Level of t- F-Statistic 
Variables X (n) F (n) Statistic Lang.o Income= Ed.C Aged 

Total weeks of 
vacation timea 16.7 (411) 12.1 (420) .Ol .004 .004 .18 N/A 

Total vacation 
trips (1981) 1.5 (508) 1.5 (408) .56 .81 .I1 .0005 .ll 

Total vacation 
trips (1982) 1.6 (506) 1.5 (390) .04 .08 .04 .OOOl N/A 

avariable exists in 1982 data base only. 
bIndependent (class) variable; probability after adjustment of covariate effects. 
CCovariate; probability of effect. 

significantly less likely (p= .005) to have had no vacation time than were 
respondents in the highest income category (< $30,000). Since the tests identi- 
fied no significant interactions between language and income, these relation- 
ships are presumed to exist across both French and English Canadian cultural 
groups. 

The significant effect of language upon vacation travel was also supported 
by the log-linear results. English Canadian respondents were significantly less 
likely to have had no vacation time (pz.05) or vacation time and no travel 
(p=.O5) than were French Canadian respondents. Log-linear models were 
also constructed for the 1982 data. Their analyses yielded identical results to 
those for the 1981 data, suggesting the stability of these findings over time. 

The second research question was: Is there a signi&ant di&~e between French 
and English Canadians in t&r total weeks of available va~atMn time during the 12 months 
p&r to the tourism study? The variable “total weeks of vacation time” was mea- 
sured only in the 1982 survey. Differences between French and English Cana- 
dians in total weeks of available vacation time were substantial and significant 
(Table 3). English Canadian respondents averaged 16.7 weeks of vacation time 
compared to an average of 12.1 weeks for French Canadians (p = .O 1). 

Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to explore the relative 
effects of culture and the covariates (education and income for 1982). The 
relationship between language and number of weeks of vacation time re- 
mained significant (p= .004); income also emerged as a significant predictor of 
this vacation travel variable (p= .0004). 

The third research question was: Is there a significant d@rence between Fresh and 
English Canadians in the toti number vf vacation ttips taken in the 12 months p&r to the 
study interview. Data for this variable were gathered by both 1981 and 1982 
surveys. The average number of vacation trips reported by each of the samples 
was similar and stable across both years (Table 3). In 1981, English and French 
Canadians both reported an average of 1.5 vacation trips. Similarly, 1982 
results revealed averages of 1.6 and 1.5 vacation trips for English and French 
Canadians, respectively. Although results of difference-of-means tests iden- 
tified a significant difference between the 1982 means (p=.O4), subse- 
quent analysis of covariance eliminated the influence of language and 
identified education as the significant predictor of total number of vacation 
trips taken. 

The final three research questions referred to the length, distance, and cost 
of the most recent vacation trip taken during the report year. Data for the trip 
length variable were generated by both the 1981 and 1982 surveys. This varia- 
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ble was operationalized as total nights spent away from home during the most 
recent vacation trip. The pattern of distribution of this variable was consistent 
across both 1981 and 1982 (Table 4). For both years, English Canadians spent 
more nights away from home than did French Canadians. In 1981 the most 
recent vacation trips of English Canadian respondents averaged 13.6 days 
compared to 11.2 days for French Canadians (p = .02). Although differences in 
the 1982 average trip length were not statistically significant, they reflected a 
similar pattern (i.e., longer trips by English Canadians). 

The 1981 means were subjected to analysis of covariance to assess the 
relative influence of covariates. This test eliminated the influence of language 
and identified all of age, education, and income as significant predictors of trip 
length. 

Eip distance, operationalized as “number of miles away from home at the 
farthest point,” was investigated by both the 1981 and 1982 surveys. Results 
were consistently significant across both years. In 1981, English Canadians 
and French Canadians reported average trip distances of 1,175.5 and 782.6 
miles, respectively (p= .0003). Th e averages in 1982, reported by English and 
French Canadians, were somewhat shorter at 933.5 and 732.8 miles, respec- 
tively (p= .03). 

Analysis of covariance results for both years continued to support the rela- 
tionship of language to trip distance. However, the effects of certain covariates 
upon trip distance, and particularly the effects of education were also signifi- 
cant, suggesting that variations in culture and education primarily explain 
variations in trip length. 

Data regarding total cost of most recent vacation trips were gathered only in 
1981. English Canadians and French Canadians reported average total trip 
costs of $1,009 and $912, respectively. The difference in these means was not 
statistically significant and analysis of covariance was subsequently not 
performed. 

Table 4. Length, Duration, and Cost of Most Recent Vacation Trips 

Dependent 
Variables 

English French Significance Significance Level of 
Canadians Canadians Level of t- F-Statistic 

X (n) x (n) Statistic Lang.o lncomeC Ed.C AgeE 

Length of ‘Trip: 
Total nights 
away from home 

1981 13.6 (360) 
1982 12.3 (435) 

Distance of Trip: 
Number of miles 
from home at fur- 
therest point 

1981 1175.5 (360) 
1982 933.5 (435) 

cost: 
Total cost 

11.2 (318) 
11.9 (323) 

762.6 (318) 
732.8 (323) 

of trip 
i981a $1009. (360) $912. (318) 

.02 .08 
.O? .75 

.0003 .005 

.03 .05 

.35 .9 

.005 .005 .0006 

.81 .12 N/A 

.26 .0002 .Ol 

.02 .OOOl N/A 

.OOOl .OOOl .05 

avariable measured in 1981 data base only. 
bIndependent (class) variable; probability after adjustment of covariate effects. 
Wovariate; probability of effect. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The first three variables, availability of vacation time and use of it for 
vacation travel, total weeks of vacation time, and total number of vacation 
trips offer insight into variations in the opportunity and proclivity to engage in 
vacation travel. The finding that French Canadians appeared to have both less 
opportunity and proclivity to engage in vacation travel suggests the opportuni- 
ty to reduce constraints to travel (time availability among them) and stimulate 
travel. 

When interpreted as a group, results for the three variables measuring trip 
length, distance, and cost offer insight into the nature of the vacation travel 
undertaken by French and English Canadians. While English Canadians ap- 
peared to travel significantly further and longer on their vacation trips than 
did French Canadians, French Canadians spent more per day (or per mile) 
than their English Canadian counterparts. This finding is consistent with the 
Canadian consumer behavior literature (cf. Mallen 1977) that suggests that 
French Canadians consider travel an appropriate product for premium in- 
volvement . 

Two schools of thought have emerged regarding French and English Cana- 
dians’ behavior and decision-making. The first argues that cross-cultural dif- 
ferences are based in deeply rooted cultural (value-related) factors. The second 
suggests the determinants of behavior are to be found in areas other than 
culture, most importantly social class. The study reported here suggested that 
variations in the selected vacation variables are attributable to both culture 
(operationalized by language) and selected socioeconomic covariates. Besides 
culture, the effects of income were particularly influential upon presence and 
amount of vacation time; the effects of education were particularly influential 
upon variables describing the amount and nature of actual vacation travel. 
These results were highly consistent across both years for which the study was 
replicated, suggesting the stability of the results over time. q ICI 
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