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ABSTRACT

The focus of this dissertation was the study of the fleeting and incredible experiences that occur
during a tourism experience that this paper refers to as Tourism Moments. In study 1, a
qualitative inquiry was conducted to gain an understanding of Tourism Moments. The findings
produced a conceptualization and description of the Tourism Moment experience. Four different
types of Tourism Moments were identified. Further, insight was gained regarding the
memorability of Tourism Moments specifically, and tourism experiences at large. In study 2, the
impact of smartphone documentation on the experience and memorability of Tourism Moments
was conducted. Utilizing an experimental design, several hypotheses regarding the latter were
tested. First, the results showcase evidence that travelers who document their Tourism Moments
with a smartphone camera negatively impact their consumption experience. Interestingly, the
findings also indicate that the use of smartphone documentation significantly improves the
memorability of Tourism Moments later. Additional results identified that enjoyment is a
significant predictor of memory, and that sharing a Tourism Moment online does not improve its
memorability. Together, study 1 and study 2 contribute greatly to both theory and industry

stakeholders.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Tourism scholars with a pointed interested in tourism experiences have generally approached the
topic in a few nuanced ways. First and foremost, there has been an overwhelming interest in
trying to understand and describe what a tourism experience is in the first place. In a sense, this
line of research has been dedicated to detailing ‘what a tourism experience is’ and ‘what it is
like’. In the first regard, two broad camps exist: psychological or management-oriented (Quan &
Wang, 2004). Each camp grounding their interpretations of what a tourism experience represents
in their respective bases: psychological camp believing a tourism experience to be the sheer polar
opposite experience of everyday life (Uriely, 1990, 2005), whereas the management-oriented
views the tourist experience as a transaction-based consumption of some tourism-related product
(Tasci and Knutson 2004; Woodside 2000). As such, the tourism literature has been, and
continues to be strongly invested in determining how the tourism experience ought to be
conceptualized and represented. In a similar yet distinct line of inquiry, research has focused on
describing the experiential phenomenon of tourism and travel — or, how is tourism experienced.
Research in this area focuses on highlighting the affective (Nawjin, Mitas, & Kerstetter, 2013),
cognitive (Moscardo, 2017), spiritual (Chen, Scott, & Benckendorff, 2017), or any other
experiential aspects of any given trip (e.g. Kinetics: Chronis, 2015). For instance, Small (2016)
conducted a study on how tourists experience time during extended trips. Even today, interest
still remains in making sense of what exactly represents a tourism experience, and how is it
experienced. This dissertation is in line with this critical pursuit by emphasizing the importance
of more discrete level experiences as Tourism Moments.

A different area of concentration in the tourism experience literature has focused on the
identification of outcomes for tourism experiences. Much like the contentious topic of how best
to conceptualize a tourism experience, there are sharp disagreements for how to ‘measure’
whether a trip was successful or not, from a tourists point-of-view. Historically (and from a
management-orientation), satisfaction has long been utilized as the dominant measure of tourism
experiences (del Bosque & San Martin, 2008; Zabkar, Bren¢i¢, & Dmitrovié, 2010). Scholars

stemming from the psychological/social science camp have challenged this unidimensional and
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narrow take suggesting the interpretation of a successful trip can be captured through alternative
means as well (Chen, Prebensen, & Uysal, 2014; Tung & Ritchie, 2011). This perspective
presumes that the culmination of a trip should not be comprehensively summed in terms of a
satisfying/dissatisfying continuum. Largely stemming from the Experience Economy theorizing
of Pine and Gilmore (1999), and subsequent Experiential Marketing literature (Hudson &
Ritchie, 2009; Schmitt, 1999), attention turned to memory, and memorable experiences as a
more appropriate measure of outcome. Such that, it is not enough that your customers/tourists
walk away satisfied, but that they can retain a vivid recollection of the experience. Alternative
determinants of outcome have also been suggested as well. A tourism experience as restorative
(Lehto, 2013), or transformative (Kirillova, Lehto, & Cai, 2017), stand as appropriate metrics in
which a tourist determines the value of a trip. Along these same lines, attention has also turned to
a eudaimonic interpretation, arguing that experiences can also be measured in terms of the
degree of self-fulfillment realized on a trip (Filep, 2016; Knobloch, Robertson, & Aitken, 2017).
As evidenced by this brief discussion, there exist various positions on how tourists assess the
outcomes of a tourism experience, and thus, varying ways in which the industry can create
experiences deemed valuable. In this dissertation, memorability is selected as the target construct
in which to understand the outcome of a tourism experience. As grounded in experiential
marketing terms, experiences are only as valuable as how well they are engrained as a memory
(Pine & Gilmore, 1999). As such, this dissertation will focus more sharply on the memory
component of memorable tourism experiences.

The influence of social, political, and other societal-level environmental factors have also
been researched regarding their effect on tourism experiences specifically, and the industry at
large. For instance, research topics in political-environmental factors affecting the tourism
industry have included the relationship between political restructuring of a nation and subsequent
changes to tourism experience planning (Altinay & Bowen, 2006). The core objective driving
this line of research is the identification of external factors capable of influencing how tourism
experiences unfold. The technological environment has long proven to be a pivotal factor
affecting both how tourism businesses conduct their operations, and how tourists interface with
the experience of tourism (Buhalis & Law, 2008; Xiang, 2018). A recent surge of interest has
emerged in chronicling the impacts of contemporary technology (Dickinson et al., 2014;

Neuhofer, Buhalis, & Ladkin, 2012; Tussyadiah, 2013). A rapid acceleration in various segments
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of the technology landscape related to the industry witnessed tourism research scrambling to
keep up in making sense of its continuously changing influence on the tourism experience.
Collectively, the combination of social media platforms, smartphones, and mobile networks
launched a new era in which technology was conceived as more intimately intertwined with
experience (Neuhofer, Buhalis, & Ladkin, 2013). Within this research stream, much attention has
focused on the ‘mediating’ effects of smartphones (Wang, Park, & Fesenmaier, 2012).
Accordingly, one of the driving underlying motives of this dissertation concerns investigating
one of the most current and salient environmental factors impacting the experience of travel. Due
to its universal adoption, and ubiquitous nature, the usage of smartphones is the focus of this
research (Wang, Xiang, & Fesenmaier, 2016).

Overall, the global pursuit of this dissertation is three-fold. First, to forward a novel
perspective and articulation of how to make sense of a tourism experience as discrete
experiences. Secondly, to explore a more appropriate conceptualization and operationalization of
memorable tourism experiences as outcomes of trips. Third, to provide an account of the
implications of contemporary technology, such as smartphones, on the both the consumption and
memory of tourism experiences. Figure 1 depicts an overarching conceptualization of the
underlying foundation driving this research — the investigation of discrete tourism experiences
(i.e. Tourism Moments), and their corresponding relationship to contemporary technology and

memorability.
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Figure 1. Theoretical Background of Dissertation
1.2 Defining the Problem

1.2.1 Addressing the Temporality Concern in Tourism Experience Research

Despite decades of discourse and empirical contributions from scholars globally, the
conceptualization of a tourism experiences continues to be one of the most debated topics in the
field (Knobloch, Robertson, & Aitken, 2017). A wide variety of interpretations and beliefs leaves
very little agreeance among tourism experience researchers, and much confusion as a result

(Adhikari & Bhattacharya, 2016). A likely source for this seemingly widespread disconnect and
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ambiguity stems from the lack of consistency in what constitutes the experience in the ‘tourism
experience’ lexicon. Tourism experience definitions in the literature have been interpreted and
operationalized experience in at least three manners.

First, tourism experiences can be regarded as the total set of activities and sub-
experiences embedded within the bounds of a single trip. Much research seems to be grounded
on this definition, emphasizing the entirety of a trip as the level of abstraction (Kim &
Fesenmaier, 2015; Nawijin, Mitas, Lin, & Kerstetter, 2013; Noy, 2004; Pagéan, 2015; Wang &
Alasuutari, 2017). Along these same lines, experience then is bounded from the arrival until the
departure at the destination of interest (Park & Santos, 2017). Secondly, although much less
prevalent, experience has been reflected in a more narrow scope at the episodic or activity level.
In direct opposition to the prior standpoint, Larsen (2007) stipulates “The tourist experience
should also not be considered to be any or all of the various events taking place during a tourist
trip...]” (p. 8). At this event level, experience happens within a matter of minutes to hours, and
can be represented as one discrete scene. For instance, Lynn, Chen, Scott and Benchendorff
(2017) studied tourism experiences as episodes by examining short fleeting instances in which a
tourist reported being mindful. Finally, there exists certain research that interprets the experience
loosely by investigating tourism experiences with a seemingly absent sense of temporal
specification. This pertains to research that investigates experiences at the trip-level and
episodic-level interchangeably, or without a clear determination of either (Pearce, Strickland-
Munro, & Moore, 2017; Volo, 2009).

It is this lack of attention to the importance of temporal specificity that may attribute to
the continual ambiguity in the tourism experience conceptualization. More pointedly, it is
perhaps the over-emphasis of the trip-level abstraction that has seemingly proven to be the
dominant paradigm grounding tourism experience research. Tourism experience is thus generally
regarded in terms of the culmination of all that is experienced within a trip. As such, perhaps
more research should be tailored to consider experiences at a more micro-level of temporal
consideration and analysis. From a psychology perspective, it may be actually less externally
valid to study tourism experiences at a broad-grain of temporal duration such as an entire trip.
This is because it is established that people experience life as a series of discrete events during
on-line perception, and are also more likely to recollect life experiences as bits of experiences via

episodic memories (Conway, 2005; Zacks, Speer, Swallow, Braver, & Reynolds, 2007). If this is
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case, why is there such a strong emphasis on investigating tourism experience at the trip-level,
and ignoring the nuances of experience that occur within a trip?

In the annals of tourism, some discourse has shed light on the position that a trip is not
experienced as one continuous stream of uniform experience. Instead, there are certain spikes,
peaks, or points of heightened interest that end up being the most cherished outcomes of a trip
(Jefferies & Lepp, 2012; McDonald, Wearing, & Ponting, 2009; Williams & Harvey, 2001,
Quan & Wang, 2004). This body of tourism research has brought attention to the realignment of
representing tourism experiences not as one continuous and holistic phenomenon, but in a
segmented fashion. In a recent article, Kim and Fesenmaier (2015) stress the following, “we
argue that identifying discrete “events” within the overall trip experience enables us to better
understand how travelers deconstruct or represent various aspects of their trip as a series of
“acts” or “scenes”” (p. 426). While fruitful strides have been made in recognizing the importance
individual and discrete tourism experiences within a trip (e.g. Cutler, Carmichael, & Doherty,
2014), there is still much more research to be conducted on this topic. That is, a clearer
distinction of these discrete tourism experiences must be made in order to advance this line of
research. Due to the over-emphasis in the literature of treating tourism experience as representing
the entirety of a trip, less conceptual development has been advanced in tourism experience
interpreted at a more micro level of temporality. Accordingly, | wish to study one particular type
of discrete tourism experience: a Tourism Moment. The underlying belief of this approach is that
it will contribute more broadly to a better understanding and description of the tourism

experience moving forward.

1.2.2 Lack of Memory in Memorable Tourism Experience Research

Of the varying outcomes of a trip, one of the most important is the degree to which a tourist
remembers their experiences in the future. A well-remembered experience is valuable to both
tourists and tourism providers alike (Hoch & Deighton, 1989; Manthiou, Kang, Chiang, & Tang,
2016). For tourists in particular, the intangible nature of experiences means that memories are
only what remain long after trips are over (Pine & Gilmore, 1999). As such, it would be
imagined that the study of memory and tourism experience should stand as one of the top
priorities in tourism research. In regards to this topic, a line of research on ‘memorable tourism

experiences’ or MTEs has emerged within the last decade. Largely spearheaded by the efforts of
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Jong-Hyeong Kim, Vincent Sun Tung, and J.R Brent Richie, MTESs represent a unified
conceptualization meant to address the need for memory research in tourism. Although no
official definition has been forwarded, a memorable tourism experience, as these researchers
regard it, alludes to a meaningful experience that is high in memorability (Tung & Ritchie,
2011). The subject of MTEs has gained considerable traction in the literature, yet suffers from a
few key issues. If the subject of MTE is the tourism literature’s primary line of work considering
memory research pertaining to tourism experiences, then there is much more research needed to
address this critical research agenda.

There is concern that although embedded in its label, the subject of MTE may actually
have little to do with memory at all, and simply functions as a way to describe a very special
experience. One of the most telling evidence of the latter is that the term memorable tourism
experience is often roped in along with a slew of other ‘special’ experience constructs such as
peak experiences, extraordinary experiences, or transformative experiences (Ali, Ryu, &
Hussain, 2016; Knobloch, Robertson, & Aitken, 2014; Lee, 2015). In fact, tourism researchers
have used memorable tourism experiences interchangeably along with the prior terms, or it has
functioned as a proxy to describe an experientially rich experience (Chandralal & Valenzuela,
2013; Tung & Ritchie, 2011; Zhong, Busser, & Baloglu, 2017). Said differently, MTEs are
merely represented as a particular type of tourism experience. Evidence to the latter may be
understood when considering the theoretical roots of MTE research - experiential marketing.
Both seminal contributors to experiential marketing principles utilized language in their writings
of experiential marketing of alluding to memory such as the need to curate ‘unforgettable
memories’ (Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999). Yet clearly, these authors were utilizing such
language to simply color their descriptions of special experiences, and not to literally base their
arguments on memory theories. What has resulted then is perhaps a semantic oversight such that
although its label alludes to memory, its conceptualization is much more oriented to describing a
sort of ideal experience, rather than the study of memory. For instance, in their work on
memorable destination experiences, Hudson & Ritchie (2009) interview tourism business leaders
and marketers to learn about how they curate ‘memorable experiences’. Interestingly, there is
nothing remotely related to memory in their research, as ‘memorable’ seems to be used as a
tagline to qualify the experiential nature of the experience. Perhaps, this is why the bulk of the

research on MTEs has been concerned with identifying the salient experiential characteristics of
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such an experience (Chandralal, Rindfleish, & Valenzuela, 2015; Kim, 2010; Lee, 2015). For
example, this research would suggest that memorable tourism experiences feature some degree
of novelty and meaningfulness (Kim, 2010).

As such, there is concern that the MTE literature is not truly about the study of
memorability. In fact, of all the research claiming to study MTEs, not a single one actually
measured memory in any form or fashion. Psychologists thus would find the topic of MTE
misleading, as the study of memories typically involves memory functioning as an outcome
variable (e.g. Bernsten, 2001). As it stands, MTE research presumes that the degree to which a
tourist remembers their experience can be predicted by a tidy set of experiential elements
(Chandralal & Valenzuela, 2013; Tung & Ritchie, 2011). Even more so, memorability is only
assumed in the recall of experience, as interview participants are generally just asked to describe
their ‘memorable experiences’, without actually validating if in fact that memory is vivid or rich.
With that said, the study of memory and tourism experiences needs to be reconsidered, with
research bringing focus back to investigating factors that affect the memorability of any given
experience. The scientific study of memory has been long investigated in the field of psychology,
and as such, memory research in tourism stands to benefit when adhering to these already
established principles and theories. Akin to the initial efforts of Tung, Lin, Zhang, and Zhao
(2017) this dissertation seeks to reorient the study of memorable tourism experiences back into
focus, by examining and testing factors that may actually influence the long-term memorability
of experience. More specifically, participant’s memory of their tourism experiences will be

explicitly measured in order to study memorability in a more objective and appropriate manner.

1.2.3 Limited Empirical Research on the ‘Mediating’ Effects of Technology

Technology plays an inevitable role throughout the various stages and components of the tourism
system. Xiang (2018) regards the last 20 years as representing two eras of technology: 1) Era of
Digitization (1997-2006) and; 2) Era of Acceleration (2007-2016). While research in the
digitization era focused on understanding the pre-adoption factors (e.g. attitudes towards
technology), research agendas in the acceleration era turned to understanding the post-adoption
manifestations of technology usage by travelers/customers as a result of the increasing
intensification of technology. Due to the acceleration and proliferation of technology in the

modern era, much research focused on pinpointing and unpacking the affordances granted by the
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advanced technology. With such a focus, research was dedicated to a descriptive level
delineation of the novel technology-induced behaviors and practices. For example, one new
phenomenon revealed was the mobile connectivity due to the inception of the smartphone and
social media platforms, such that tourists can maintain connected to their everyday life (Molz &
Paris, 2015; White & White, 2007). That is, mobile connectivity is the affordance which spurred
a new manifestation of tourist behavior. A recent study by Wang, Xiang, and Fesenmaier (2016)
is yet another example of this research, as their findings revealed an array of smartphone usage
types in travel, and their corresponding changes to common tourist practices. It is believed that
the dominant research paradigm in the literature within the last decade has been concerned with
chronicling the unique behavioral changes brought upon by technology (Xiang, 2018).

An alternative, yet less prevalent emphasis has dedicated in going further by investigating
the consequences to tourism experiences of such new practices and behaviors afforded by
contemporary technology. This research goes beyond just making sense of what new practices
technology has granted. It looks at revealing more closely how these new practices and behaviors
have affected the experience of tourism and travel. Researchers towards the tail end of the
digitization era began recognizing the lack of attention in examining how technology usage is
intimately influencing the experiences of tourists (MacKay & Vogt, 2012). In response, much
discourse has centered on the ‘mediating’ effects of the advanced technology available in recent
years (Tussyadiah & Fesenmaier, 2009; Wang, Park, & Fesenmaier, 2012). Yet, research on the
technology-mediation of tourism experiences still largely remains at a conceptual level, with
more empirical research needed on understanding exactly how technology is mediating
experiences, and to what extent (Yoo, 2010). Some exceptions in the literature exist, with recent
research efforts zeroing in on studying the consequences of specific technology practices on the
tourism experience. Regarding the consequences of the novel affordance of mobile connectivity
cited earlier, Song & Kim (2017) discovered that compulsive usage of social media leads to less
fulfilling and enriching tourism experiences. Similarly, Kirillova and Wang (2016) investigated
the implications of smartphone-enabled connectedness, and found that the restorative qualities of
destination experiences are better preserved when tourists use smartphones to maintain

connected to their everyday lives.
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It is in the spirit of this line of research that this dissertation seeks to continue forward.
There is a fairly good understanding of the changes technology has brought upon the travel
sector, but not enough to further reveal the nuanced implications of such changes to the tourism
experience. In one regard for instance, there is inconclusive evidence as to whether the novel
technology-enabled practices carry positive or negative implications to tourism experience (Song
& Kim, 2017; Tribe & Mkono, 2017; Yu, Anaya, Miao, Lehto, & Wong, 2018). Attributing to
the inconclusive nature of the evidence is perhaps the overemphasis in researching exclusively
the positive impacts of technology. Accordingly, this dissertation identifies the documentation of
experiences as one of the most prevalent and pervasive behaviors brought upon by the inception
of the smartphone (Morris, 2015). More pointedly, to investigate the ramifications of such tech-
mediated behavior on the consumption and memorability of tourism experiences. The efforts of
this research should offer partial evidence regarding the ‘mediation’ of tourism experiences, and
the benefit or detriment of such mediating effects. In turn, this research should contribute to the
imbalance in the over-emphasis of research on adoption factors and changes to behavior, and

under-emphasis on identifying the consequences of the behavioral changes.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Tourism Experience Research

The attempt to understand the concept of the ‘tourism experience’ features a long and diverse
history. Seemingly from the outset, scholars dedicated efforts to unravel and discover not only
why people travel, but more simply trying to understand what a tourism experience is. Early
scholars such as MacCannell (1973), forwarded propositions aligning tourism experiences as a
pursuit for the authentic, or Cohen (1972) who focused on categorizing the range of possible
tourism experiences. These early tourism scholars sparked subsequent generations of research
and discourse surrounding the topic of the tourism experience.

Multiple decades after some of the early work on tourism experience, the subject still
remains highly debated, complex, and with little resemblance of an agreed upon
conceptualization or even understanding of the tourism experience phenomenon. In fact, the only
agreement lies in the acceptance that there may never exist a single unified and conclusive
description of what a tourism experience entails (Li, 2000; Chhetri, et al., 2004; Selstad, 2007).
As a result, tourism experience research is broad and diverse, so often in summarizing the
research on this topic, researchers have recognized the various overarching categories of interest
pertaining to the tourism experience (Mannell & Iso-Ahola, 1987; Quan & Wang, 2004; Volo,
2009). In a similar vein to what others have proposed (e.g. Cutler & Carmicheal, 2010; Walls,
Okumus, Wang, & Kwun, 2011), tourism experience research can be best presented as pertaining
to any of the following overarching research categories: 1) definition/conceptualization; 2)
phenomenology/nature of the experience; and 3) peripheral aspects of the tourism experience.

The definition/conceptualization area of the literature is characterized as research which
attempts to establish definitional and conceptual parameters to the tourism experience. Typically,
the objectives underlying this area of tourism experience research aim at conclusively
determining how to best portray and describe the tourism experience. Not surprisingly, a
seemingly infinite number of definitions or conceptualizations have been proposed over the
years. As will be discussed in greater detail, there exist various camps within the
definition/conceptualization research stream, each establishing specific doctrines for the tourism

experience (Volo, 2009). The following series of tourism experience definitions and
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conceptualizations are included to showcase just a small sample of the wide variety. For many,
the tourism experience constitutes everything that can occur within the traditional three-stages of
travel (e.g. pre-trip, during-trip, post-trip) (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; Park & Santos, 2016).
Others pinpoint the ‘reversal of everyday life’ as being the ultimate distinguishing characteristic
bounding the definition of the experience (Cohen, 1972; Graburn, 2001). Using a psychology
lens, Larsen (2007) proposes a tourist experience to only be those “travel-related” events that
make it into one’s long-term memory (p. 15). For Andersson (2007), a tourism experience is best
projected as a ‘consumption project’ in which tourists enact their own resources in order to
produce and actualize an experience (of tourism) that is all their own. Taking a much more
abstract approach, the tourism experience is simply understood as the culmination of the tourists’
feelings and attitudes (Page, et al., 2001), or overall takeaway impression towards their trip
(Walls, et al., 2011). The fundamental pursuit of this line of research is best captured by Volo
(2009) who asked “That is, what does it take for a visit, an activity, an event, a view, a gelato, a
feeling, knowledge or learning to become experience, the tourist experience?”, highlighting the
field’s perpetual pursuit of defining what is (and is not) a tourism experience (p. 119).

In a similar yet distinct fashion, another category of tourism experience research focuses
more on uncovering and understanding what a tourism experience is like. Rather than being
primarily concerned with the definitional parameters of the term, research in this area aims to
delineate and describe how the phenomenon is experienced from the tourist’s perspective. As
argued by Ek, Larsen, Horskov, and Mansfeld (2008) “[...we know little about how tourists
actually experience — or perhaps better put, do — tourism” (p.124). One of the early and most
influential descriptions of the tourism experience portrays the tourist as one who gazes upon a
destination’s attractions and landmarks, a sort of romantic notion that the intake of visual stimuli
is at the heart of the experience (Urry, 1990). Through a different approach, some focus on the
biological and physiological processes that tourists undergo throughout the tourism experience,
such as the central role of perception in the experience (Larsen, 2007; Selstad, 2007; Volo,
2009). For researchers such as Wearing and Foley (2017), the tourism experience is a process
wherein tourists’ encounters with the place are what culminate in an experience. Rather than
provide a sweeping description of the phenomenon, other research spotlight certain types of
tourism experiences. Examples of the latter include the adventure tourism experience (Wu &

Liang, 2011), backpacking tourism experience (Germann Molz & Paris, 2015), family tourism
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experience (Lehto, Lin, Chen, & Choi, 2012), or the urban tourism experience (Sternberg, 1997).
Though not always, research that zeros in on specific types of tourism experiences has a strong
focus on bringing to light how the tourists experience what they go through. For instance,
sometimes specific activities represent the focal experience of an entire trip for some tourists.
Flamenco dance is one such activity, and thus, qualitative research has been conducted to gain a
more in-depth understanding, learning from tourists who describe their flamenco tourism
experience as deeply spiritual and emotional to the extent that it can contribute to a sense of self-
fulfillment (Matteucci, 2014; Matteucci & Filep, 2017). This category of tourism experience
research is generally explorative in nature, seeking to understand the phenomenon of tourism,
simply for the sake of knowing how tourists live through their experiences.

The last category, ‘the peripheral aspects of the tourism experience’ is distinguished by
its absence of concern for both defining what a tourism experience is or understanding what the
experience is like. That is, this category essentially represents all other tourism experience
research in which the focus is not primarily on either of the previous two category’s objectives.
Rather, this richly diverse body of literature pertains to research in which the tourism experience
is the just phenomenon or product of interest, and thus explores a variety of topics that are
associated to tourism experience. For instance, a long-standing line of research within this
category has centered on identifying the driving motivators for why tourists travel (Prentice,
2004), with the desire for escape as one of the staple motivators (Mannell & Iso-Ahola, 1987;
Oh, Fiore, & Jeoung, 2007). Other research within this category take a model-centric approach in
identifying all or if not the most important themes/dimensions that make up the tourism
experience. Nickerson (2006) projects the tourism experience as encompassed by only three
overarching elements of the tourist, the destination as the product, and the local residents,
whereas Mossberg (2007) concludes that the major influencing elements are the physical
environment, service personnel, other tourists, and the tangible products/souvenirs. Cutler and
Carmicheal (2010) forwarded a fairly comprehensive model depicting the various dimensions of
the tourist experience, with overarching dimensions such as the ‘influential realm’ and ‘personal
realm’, and sub-dimensions within these such as topics related to social aspects or outcomes.
Naturally, research has often isolated certain aspects or dimensions of the tourism model. The
social environment is considered one of the major domains at play in a tourism experience with

topics ranging widely within this area (Maria, Kr, & Jacobsen, 2014; Schénzel & Smith, 2014;
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Tussyadiah, 2013). For instance, the tourist-local dynamic is a research topic given much
attention (Woosnam, Norman, & Ying, 2009). Oftentimes, certain themes rise as dominate and
popular aspects typically associated with the tourism experience. The topic of authenticity is one
such topic. Whether pertaining to either objective or existential authenticity, it has been shown
that tourists seek authenticity in their tourism experiences in one way or another (MacCannell,
1973; Wang, 1999). In other words, the element of authenticity is now understood as one of the
critical elements associated with the tourism experience. The outcomes of tourism experiences is
most certainly one of the most popular aspects of the tourism experiences over the years.
Tourism experiences have been shown to enhance our knowledge of the world (Li, 2000), fortify
self-realization (Desforges, 2000), and even be transformative to our everyday lives (Kirillova &
Lehto, 2015).

It is important to note that within the proposed category of ‘peripheral aspects of the
tourism experience’, certain research is qualified as being more managerial or business-centric.
This characterizes research agendas grounded from the perspective of the supplier, business, or
management (Andersson, 2007, Ellis & Rossman, 2008; Oh, Fiore & Jeoung, 2007). In relation
to the outcome aspect of the tourism experiences touched on earlier, the central determinant of a
tourism experiences lies in the degree to which a tourist is satisfied or dissatisfied with their trip
(Pearce, 2005). Similarly, business-centric research also pinpoints revisit intention as a
measuring stick of the tourism experience outcome (Hung, Lee, & Huang, 2016; Um, Chon, &
Ro, 2006; Wu, Li, & Li, 2018).

As evidenced here, the third category of tourism experience research is multifaceted, with
less interest in defining or understanding the nature of the experience and aimed more at
identifying and studying the aspects that accompany and are believed to be important to the topic

of the tourism experience.

2.2. Overemphasis of Trip/Peak Experience Perspective

Across the three categories previously discussed, there have been a number of dominant
perspectives that have grounded much of the research. These perspectives have been used as a
means in which to demarcate and characterize the various lenses in which the tourism experience
has been historically viewed across the tourism experience literature. Quan and Wang (2004), for

instance, refer to these perspectives as ‘general approaches’ which dictate the manner in which
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the tourism experience is viewed and interpreted by researchers. | believe that these perspectives
have produced the academic tourism field’s overall image of the tourism experience. In the
section to follow | will detail how three of the most established perspectives in the tourism
literature have collectively depicted the tourism experience as represented by the following
overarching conceptualization:

a peak uniform experience that transpires over the course of an entire trip

2.2.1 Modernistic Perspective

Across its history, tourism experience discourse has followed the overlying paradigm influence
of its corresponding time. As such, researchers such as Natan Uriely have taken notice and
analyzed the nuanced distinctions in the development of the tourism experience
conceptualization. Uriely (2005) proposes that tourism experience research can be summarized
as pertaining to one of two theoretical camps: 1) modernism; 2) postmodernism. These function
as a “style of academic theorizing” which underpins the dominating perspective onto which
tourism experience research is analyzed and conceptualized (p. 200). He argues that modernism
is associated with many of the early tourism experience theories and ideas, whereas
postmodernism perspective is aligned with more contemporary conceptualizations. The
modernist perspective is believed to have dominated the first era of tourism experience research,
represented by the seminal work of researchers such as Cohen (1979), MacCannell (1976), and
Boorstin (1964). While postmodernistic ideals began to surface as early as the 1990s (e.g. Lash
& Urry, 1994), Uriely appears to align the presence of the true postmodernism tourism era as
emerging around the turn of the century. Accordingly, the modernistic perspective of tourism
experience is not only associated with the inception of tourism experience theory, but seems to
have a longer presence in the historical timeline as well. It is also crucial to clarify, as Uriely
does himself, that postmodernism has not necessarily replaced modernism in today’s tourism
academic landscape. That is, much research today and within the last decade still corresponds
closely with principles of the modernistic perspective. For instance, the Memorable Tourism
Experience topic that has emerged in recent years is one steeped in the belief that all tourists will
perceive a tourism experience as memorable so long as it features one or more of a tidy set of
dimensions proposed (Chandralal & Valenzuela, 2013; J.-H. Kim & Ritchie, 2013). As has been

criticized by some, this indicates there exists one ideal type of memorable tourism experience for
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all tourists, a notion which parallels with a modernistic take on the tourism experience
(Knobloch, Robertson, & Aitken, 2014). It can then be argued that modernism has been one of
the most dominant perspectives on the tourism experience historically — it was the focal
perspective during the inception stage of tourism experience theorizing, and has had a longer
tenure of presence than its postmodern counterpart. In that sense, the modernistic perspective has
potentially had a stronger and more persistent influence on decades of tourism experience
research.

Given its dominance as a theoretical perspective shaping tourism experience research,
modernism holds certain principles which have helped feed the bigger picture of the tourism
experience conceptualization presented earlier. As | will detail in the subsequent discussion, the
modernistic perspective as presented by Uriely (2005) has assisted in painting the tourism
experience as being uniform in nature and consisting of all that is experienced throughout the
trip.

The subject of differentiation is one of the staple principles governing the modernistic
perspective (Uriely, 2005). Uriely credits seminal scholars in the inception stage (e.g. 1970s) that
all equally emphasized the distinctive nature of the tourism experience as the opposite of
everyday life (Cohen, 1972, 1979; MacCannell, 1973; Smith, 1978). At the heart of the tourism
experience is the physical displacement from home, and in turn, the ensuing flow of experience
that occurs in the new foreign environment (Ryan, 2002; Selstad, 2007; Turner & Ash, 1975). It
is due to the novel nature of the circumstance that a tourism experience can be underway. From a
modernistic perspective, a tourism experience in the simplest sense then was the demarcation
point in which a person was no longer in the context of everyday life (Turner, 1969). This rather
intuitive distinction on what is (and is not) a tourism experience has remained as one of the most
prevalent and accepted conceptual parameters. In this being the case, | propose this has indirectly
created an implicit understanding of the tourism experience as representing the entire trip of a
tourist. The United Nations World Tourism Organization (2008) defines a trip as follows: “A trip
refers to the travel by a person from the time of departure from his/her usual residence until
he/she returns...]”. Certainly, trips can range in duration from day trips to even as long as several
years, though typically trips researched pertain to much shorter intervals of time. Nonetheless, so
long as the tourist is not in the context of their everyday life, and situated within a tourism-

related environment, then they are in a tourism experience. A tourism experience as a trip then
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theoretically begins as soon as one physically departs from their ‘home’ and concludes upon
return. Hence when modernistic tourism scholars refer to a tourism experience, they are
indirectly also referring to the entire scope of time elapsed between these two beginning and end
points of demarcation. Supporting the latter is the field’s practice of using the term ‘tourism
experience’ and ‘trip’ interchangeably. For instance, the paper by (Maria et al., 2014) titled
‘Motivations for sharing tourism experiences through social media’ refers to the popular three-
stage model of the trip as representing the tourism experience that is being shared on social
media. Though certainly not always explicitly stated as such, it becomes apparent that the
modernistic perspective has influenced a generally implicit view of equating the tourism
experience as consisting of all that is experienced throughout a tourist’s entire trip.

Modernism, as one of the most dominant perspectives in the tourism literature can also be
attributed to projecting a tourism experience as homogenous and uniform in nature. That is,
suggesting that any given trip is experienced in a roughly similar manner by all tourists. The
modernistic perspective plays a role in such a view due to two primary reasons. Uriely (2005)
identifies the interpretation of authenticity within the tourism context as another distinguishing
factor of modernistic ideals. Specifically, objective authenticity and constructive authenticity as
central viewpoints. Objective authenticity concerns the degree to which a displayed (touristic)
object is genuine to its original form — i.e. how real is it? Constructive authenticity also regards
the judgement of assessing originality, but permits room for interpretation regarding its degree of
genuineness — i.e. how real do | believe it is? Central to both forms of authenticity lies the notion
that authenticity stems squarely on the attractions and activities delivered by a
destination/industry (Uriely, 2005). In that manner then, any given tourism experience can boil
down to a measure of the collective perceived level of authenticity displayed by a destination.
For example, Tourist A and Tourist B, if visiting the city of Rome, should have a very similar
overall impression of how authentic the destination is if they visited the same landmarks. Thus,
with authenticity as the key marker, every tourist’s experience of a destination should be roughly
the same because the destination’s delivery of its authentic objects is a static and consistent
performance (Wang, 1999). A tourism experience is effectively uniform as each tourist’s
encounters with a destination’s displayed objects should contain the same degree of authenticity
— in turn, the same staged tourism experience for all (Boorstin, 1964; MacCannell, 1973). The

‘modern’ tourist’s quest for authenticity ultimately stipulates that destinations can consistently
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fulfill this demand across the board for the masses (Wang, 1999). The projected uniform
characteristic of a tourism experience is thus established due to the impression that every tourist
will perceive the authenticity of a destination’s contrived attractions in the same manner (Cohen,
1995).

Fueling the projection of a uniform tourism experience is the modernistic practice of
viewing tourism experiences from either a mass tourism perspective or typologies. True to its
principles, modernism is founded upon a grand design approach wherein phenomena functions
within a tidy and total system (Denzin, 1991). Naturally, modernistic tourism scholars “presented
homogenizing portrayals of it [tourism experience] as a general type” (Uriely, 2005, p. 204).
This became known as a mass tourism interpretation where tourism experiences were
predetermined and commodified (Wearing & Foley, 2017). In this light, tourists go through the
same tourism system, and thus, experience tourism in the same way. In countering against a mass
tourism approach, yet still within the modernistic perspective, typologies emerged that aimed at
providing a more complete and diverse picture of tourism experiences. This research aimed at
identifying and describing the different forms/types/categories of tourism experiences so as to
showcase that the experience of tourism varies widely (Zotic, Alexandru, & Dezsi, 2014). The
work by Cohen (1972) represents one of the earliest efforts at recognizing the diversity in
tourism experiences by suggesting five modes of tourist experiences. These modes spanned on a
spectrum between the quest for pleasure or meaning as the end poles. Effectively, this relegated
any tourism experience as needing to fall within one of these modes on the spectrum. From this
perspective, tourism experiences are thus uniform as one tourist may only incur pleasurable
experiences, and another, only meaningful experiences. With time, typologies become more
refined and specific, identifying and classifying specific segments of tourists (e.g. backpackers).
Yet again however, this typology approach indirectly projects tourism experiences as
homogenous nonetheless as it puts tourist’s into neat boxes classifying them as one type over
another — backpackers vs. urban tourists, group tour vs. individual, etc. (Wickens, 2002). In other
words, a backpacking tourism experience is only about backpacking. Within this view, tourism
experiences come to become uniform and homogeneous for each classification of tourism

experience.
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2.2.2 Social Science Perspective

Another notable perspective proposed is that of the social science approach to tourism
experience research. The seminal paper by Quan and Wang (2004) is one of the most cited in the
tourism literature suggesting many of the ideas put forward are generally agreed upon (e.g. Volo,
2009). Central to their argument is the proposition that tourism experience literature can be
classified as either aligned with a social science or marketing/management approach. The social
science perspective represents a general set of principles and beliefs that collectively present a
view of the tourism experience as an event that is parallel with a peak experience. Said simply,
research within the social science perspective spectrum has created a description in which an
entire tourist’s trip is conceived as one long ‘peak experience’ from beginning to end.

From the social science view, the essence of the tourism experience originates purely
from its distinction from everyday life. Tourism experiences function as the polar opposite to the
everyday experience (Cohen, 1972, 1979). Tourism experience represents extraordinary
phenomenon, as opposed to the ordinary phenomenon experienced when not on a tourism
experience. Tourism experience is “essentially a temporary reversal” to what is experienced in
the everydayness of life (Cohen, 1979, p. 181). In a similar light, the grandiose-esque depiction
of the experience is also illuminated by its alignment with the ‘sacred journey’ in which a tourist
undergoes the ritual of displacement from everyday life and into the religious-like phenomenon
of travel, and the cyclical transition back into everyday life (Graburn, 1989; Hennig, 2002;
Jansson, 2007; Kirillova & Lehto, 2015; MacCannell, 1976; Rickly-Boyd, 2012). With such
definitive and grand analogies, it is no wonder the tourism experience is raised to such a high
level of unique and amazing stature. From this perspective, all that is experienced on a trip is
significant and powerful simply due a person’s transient role as a tourist, as opposed to their
everyday role.

This differentiation effect to everyday life comes with a number of connotations such that
the tourism experience is associated with peak and extraordinary experiences (Quan & Wang,
2004). Peak experiences have been described as rare instances in which one reaches the highest
degree of happiness and fulfillment, typical of deeply enriching revelations (McDonald,
Wearing, & Ponting, 2009). Similarly, extraordinary experiences are those events that are the
most memorable, special, and emotionally charged (Jefferies & Lepp, 2012). The tourism social
science spin on these two terms focuses on attributing these experiences of elation to the
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attractions and activities encountered within a trip (Quan & Wang, 2004; Volo, 2009). That is,
only tourism experiences permit access to such attractions and activities as they are absent in the
everyday context life, explaining the inability to obtain such a peak experience in everyday life.
Though a tourism experience is not always just about these peak-eliciting attractions and
activities, Quan and Wang (2004) argue the entirety of a tourist’s trip is often characterized as a
peak or extraordinary experience. Tourists experience only the exotic, rather than anything that
may resemble the ordinariness of everyday life. Accordingly, the social science perspective not
only projects the tourism experience as uniform in nature as does the modernistic perspective,
but places emphasis on qualifying the entire experience as a peak experience. This alludes to a
theoretical switch that is automatically activated in which any given tourism experience is
instantly peak-like once one has departed from home. The tourist essentially experiences one
long euphoric ‘high’ where their arousal, awareness, and intrigue is captivated at all times during
the trip. Due its dominance as one of the most prevalent perspectives in the literature, it becomes

evident that this has been one of the most established characteristics of the tourism experience.

2.2.3 Touristic Gaze Perspective

John Urry’s “Tourist Gaze’ is perhaps known as one of the most recognizable and leveraged
lenses in which tourism experience research is conducted. In defining the original iteration of the
tourist gaze, tourists core form of consuming the tourist experience was through a systematic and
guided visual consumption of destination-related landmarks and attractions (Urry, 1990). Not
only utilized as a theoretical foundation in many tourism experience studies, the tourist gaze has
also spawned a multitude of other gaze perspectives such as the family gaze (Haldrup & Larsen,
2003). Even today, Urry’s tourist gaze remains as an active and influential theory or lens. For
instance, an e-mediated gaze is believed to better capture today’s technological environment in
which tourists’ consumption of the tourist experience is always facilitated by technology
(Robinson, 2016). As will be argued next, due to its extensive influence in the literature Urry’s
tourist gaze has played an instrumental part in feeding the bigger picture of the tourist experience
as a uniform and peak phenomenon.

The tourist gaze privileges a particular manner of consumption which depicts the tourist
as a passive consumer of the tourism experience. Urry bases his initial tourist gaze description

with the notion of the flaneur who is portrayed as follows: “The flaneur was seen as a new kind
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of city dweller who had the time to wander (practising flanerie), idly observe and browse in the
public spaces of the modern city” (Wearing & Foley, 2017, p. 101). In this light, the tourist is
akin to a zoo visitor whom is able to wander through and idly ‘take in’ the visual stimuli that is
before them. Tourists witness experience, but do not really participate (Larsen, 2001). Key to the
flaneur depiction in the tourist gaze is the tourist’s proposed detachment with what they are
experiencing (Shortell & Brown, 2014; Wearing & Wearing, 1996). The destination environment
that a tourist wanders through and witnesses is static. Tourists are free to gaze upon this static
environment (e.g. landscapes, landmarks, sites, people, etc), but are always at a distance from
what it is they are gazing. The culmination of such a view is that it removes subjectivity out of
the equation. Although the role of subjectivity has been recognized as central to the tourism
experience, Urry’s tourist gaze disregards the tourist as having any influence on how their
individual experiences manifest — because what tourists gaze at is the same (i.e. destination
environment). With this passive-oriented form of consumption, and without subjectivity, there is
only room for a homogeneous view of the tourism experience.
The tourist gaze view of the tourism experience is thus deterministic and commodified, likening
it to an experiential system that all tourists experience in the same fashion. Tourists’ gaze is
institutionalized to the degree that the tourism experiences is able to be commodified and
predetermined in advance (Wearing & Foley, 2017). Destination marketing is able to dictate and
direct the ‘image’ of their place through media for the sake of *“...[influencing tourists’
perceptions of what they look at and what they should be experiencing while at a destination”
(Gretzel, 2010, p. 7). From this logic, destinations and industry stakeholders function as a factory
which generate an experiential product that features the same specifications and features to all
tourists. Through various sources of media, tourism marketers have the power to reinforce and
promote the same generalized view of their tourism experience offering (Urry, 1990, 2002). Urry
goes as far as characterizing the tourist gaze as existing within a bubble (Urry, 1992). Within this
systemized bubble, you can just plug in any given tourist, and they will experience the bubble all
the same.

To an extent, the tourist gaze perspective has also helped fuel the romanticized image of
the tourism experience as a peak experience. Referring back to Urry’s flaneur analogy, this
represented one who for a temporary period of time is able to escape the everyday routine of life

(Urry, 1990). In a foreign tourism environment, the flaneur takes great pleasure in simply taking
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in the visual spectacle of their foreign place. A tourism experience as a spectacle is so
experientially rich that one is afforded an extraordinary and delightful experience through merely
wandering (and gazing upon) a place. Tourism experiences are thus inherently picturesque, and
thus everything that is encountered throughout a trip is worthy of a tourist’s gaze. To this effect,
tourism experiences can only contain the incredible and grandiose or else wandering and gazing

alone would not be enough.

2.3 Tourism Experience — A Collective Viewpoint

In analyzing and reconciling the three dominant perspectives previously covered, it becomes
evident that they collectively project a global depiction of the tourism experience. Perspectives,
as they are discussed here, parallel paradigms which represent the underlying set of beliefs and
assumptions that underly researchers’ efforts — their ‘worldview’ (Patton, 2002; Guba, 1990).
Paradigms play a very critical role in influencing generations of researchers, in not only how
they execute studies (i.e. methodology), but in how they believe concepts and theories to be
(Vargo, 2008). As influential paradigms, the modernistic perspective, social science perspective,
and tourist gaze perspective have collectively and indirectly created a generalized view of the
tourism experience for the academic tourism field. This does not necessarily suggest that each
and every tourism researcher subscribes to this generalized conceptualization. Rather, it
represents a conceptualization that most tourism research has generally aligned with across the
history of the literature. It is a sort of generalized impression of the tourism experience given off
by the academic discipline as a whole. In other words, assuming one were to read every research
article about the tourism experience that exists in the tourism literature, they would walk away
with a single (though generalized) understanding of the tourism experience.

Specifically, the field’s collective conceptualization is that the tourism experience constitutes a
peak uniform experience that transpires over the course of an entire trip. First, tourism
experiences simply represent everything that the tourist undergoes from the beginning of the trip
to the end. This means that tourism experiences have fairly definitive temporal and spatial
boundaries to what is and is not part of the tourism experience. Though a trip may contain visits
to several destinations, so long as the tourist is not within the spatial confines of ‘home’, the
tourism experience is still active. Tourism experiences are also akin to a peak experience which

are regarded as extraordinary, incredible, transcendent, and awe-like. The tourist is afforded a
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unique level of quality experience that cannot be found elsewhere. Due to its experiential
richness, tourism experiences tend to be some of the most memorable experiences in our life
(Tung, Lin, Qiu Zhang, & Zhao, 2016). As a peak experience, it represents a deep and
heightened sense of sensory, emotional, and cognitive stimulation for the tourist. Tourism
experiences are inherently and automatically assumed to always reach such heightened levels of
experiential richness. Additionally, tourism experiences are also uniform and consistent.
Accordingly, this accepts an understanding “to equate the whole tourist experience [i.e. trip] to
the peak experience” (Quan & Wang, 2004, p. 299). Projecting a fantasy portrayal of sorts, the
tourist experience is homogeneous to the extent that they only experience peak-like events
throughout. In this light, every encounter, interaction, and observation of their touristic
environment resembles a peak experience — the tourist maintains the same high degree of
experiential quality at all times ended only by their return home. This uniformity characteristic
ultimately stipulates that a tourist experiences no dull moments, or lapses in their euphoric

experience.

2.4 Argument Against the Traditional Tourism Experience Conceptualization

Although an overarching conceptualization has loomed over the field of tourism, some discourse
has emerged in challenging some of the fundamental characteristics. To many it appears, the idea
of the tourism experience as a uniform peak experience at the trip level does not project an
appropriate image. While it is generally accepted that the tourism experience can represent the
entire trip, contention primarily stems from the uniform and peak-like portrayal. Challenged is
the notion that tourists all experience a trip in fairly the same fashion, and that the tourism

experience parallels the peak experience in its entirety.

2.4.1 The Case against Uniformity

Central to the counterargument against the overemphasize of uniformity is its blatant omittance
of subjectivity. As opposed to the tourist gaze’s flaneur, the analogy of the choraster highlights
the interactive role of the tourist such that it is through their interaction with space in which
experience is actualized (Wearing & Foley, 2017). It is through place-tourist interaction in which

experience materializes. Rather than the static view of destinations that are to be gazed upon,
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Wearing and Foley (2017) emphasizes the “arena of interactions” tourists engage with (p. 99).
With a uniform view, tourism experiences can be mass produced and mass marketed online and
in travel magazines, waiting to be delivered upon arrival. Instead, Ek, Larsen, Hornskov, &
Mansfeldt (2008) suggest destinations are simply places for tourists to enact their own stories
upon. Similarly for (Volo, 2009), tourism represents a marketplace of experiences, and tourists
bring the mental places where experiences come to be. The exaggeration of the uniform
characteristic presents a ‘vacuum effect” such that experience are pre-determined, and neither
internal or external effects play a role in the actualization of experiences (Walls, Okumus, Wang,
& Kwun, 2011). Tourism experiences are thus not foregone conclusions. There is inherent
fluctuation built in to every tourism experience, as no two tourists will experience the same
thing. In fact, two tourists going through the exact same event/activity will walk away with two
very different experiences all their own (Kim & Fesenmaier, 2015).

In direct contrast to the modern perspective discussed earlier, the post-modern
perspective view on the tourist experience typologies popular in modernistic research is rooted in
challenging the unidimensional boxes that typologies create. The typologies popularized in the
literature tend to assume that tourists’ pertaining to a particular category such as backpacker all
experienced their backpacking tourism experience in the same manner — i.e. to describe one
backpacker tourism experience is to describe them all. (Uriely, 2005) argues this running
assumption — that tourists in the same typology category share the same experiences — is invalid.
Uriely references two key articles to support this conclusion. Wickens (2002) indicates that
tourists classified under the mass tourist category, seek out micro-types of experiences that are
not in line with their prescribed category. Similarly, Uriely, Yonay, and Simchai (2002)
discovered that tourists’ undergoing a backpacking tourism experience represent their
experiences within a range of different modes, from pure pleasure to a search for meaning.
From the notion of authenticity, the post-modern perspective further debunks the impression of
uniformity within tourism experiences as reflected in typology-centric research. Regardless of
the type of tourism (e.g. nature, beach, family, urban), sources of authenticity do not necessarily
stem only from physical objects, but rather, tourists reach instances of existential authenticity
that are separate from toured objects (Wang, 1999). For instance, although all tourists at a
particular destination may encounter the same objectively authentic landmarks within an urban

tourism experience, they each will experience their own distinct moments of existential
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authenticity. Accordingly, this debunks the notion of a uniform tourism experience as the
overarching purpose/classification of a tourism experience does not dictate the entirety of the
tourism experience — encountering one’s authentic self is independent from any pre-scribed
categorizations as well as destinations’ physical and cultural offerings. In other words, the
backpacking tourism experience for Tourist A is different from Tourist B simply due to their

individual experiences (or lack thereof) of existential authenticity.

2.4.2 The Case against the Peak Experience

The fantasized and glorified view in paralleling the entire tourism experience to a peak
experience is also problematic in a few aspects. In critically reviewing the tourist gaze
perspective, one can see how destinations and tourism experiences are given too much credit.
From the tourist gaze perspective, the name of the game for destination marketing is promoting
and providing aesthetically pleasing environments (Urry, 1990). In that regard, the ‘best’ tourism
experiences are those that maximize tourists’ gazing of a place. This supports tourism
experiences as a peak experience because it seemingly assumes everything at a destination can
and should be worth gazing at. It paints a romantic notion that everything at a destination is
fascinating and worth a tourist’s gaze. The notion of the ‘performance turn’ emerged in direct
opposition to the tourist gaze (EK et al., 2008). Rather than a perspective which privileges the eye
and the visual, the performance turn “highlights how tourists experience places in more
multisensuous ways that can involve more bodily sensations, from touching, smelling, hearing
and so on” (p. 125). This goes against a peak experience portrayal of the tourism experience
because meaningful or intriguing experience is only derived when and in how tourists perform
upon places — tourism experiences are thus not inherently peak-like, and thus gazing alone would
not suffice.

Perhaps one of the most incriminating evidence against the peak experience conception is
the presence of everyday life elements during tourism experiences. On one side of the coin, the
popular ritual/sacred journey analogy of the tourism experience suggests this ritual is only
obtained through the physical displacement away from home (MacCannell, 1976). However,
travel and tourism is now so engrained within the everyday fabric of life that one can achieve
tourism experience elements in the everyday context (Andersson, 2007). On the other side of the

coin, it is now widely recognized that many everyday life activities are conducted during trips
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(Schanzel & Smith, 2014; Uriely, 2005; D. Wang, Xiang, & Fesenmaier, 2016; White & White,
2007). The differentiation of everyday life and tourism experience is thus problematic. Quan and
Wang (2004) highlighted the importance of very home-like activities such as sleeping and eating,
and forwarded a depiction of the tourism experience as including both peak and supporting daily
experiences. Perhaps one of the most notable ‘everyday’ activities present in tourism experiences
is the act of working while away. Especially due to the advancements in information and
communication technologies, it has become commonplace for tourists to engage in work
activities during a leisure trip (Kirillova & Wang, 2016). This alone contradicts ascribing the
entire trip as a peak experience, and instead as proposed by Walls, Okumus, Wang, and Kwun
(2011), recognizing that tourism experiences feature elements of both extraordinary and routine
experience.

From a different approach, yet still in line with the latter, tourists’ cognitive engagement
with their trips must also be considered. From one of the most seminal definitions of experience
in the consumer literature, a tourism experience represents tourists’ private and personal events
that occur as a response to some trip-related stimuli (Schmitt, 1999). At least as it regards to a
cognitive stimulation, a peak tourism experience then would be one in which a tourist’s arousal
and attention is captured wholeheartedly throughout the entire trip. In other words, a tourist
arousal and attention remains at a high level at all times during a trip. Yet, such sustainment is
not likely as tourists’ flow of perception is governed by experiences of novelty and familiarity
(Selstad, 2007). Regarding arousal levels, in order to reach a heightened, peak-level, it stipulates
that basic level human needs must be satisfied (Andersson, 2007). Hence, activities which satisfy
such basic needs (e.g. sleeping, eating) can hardly be considered as peak-like, and highly
arousing. Scholars thus recognize that many activities that take place on a trip are quite low in
experiential richness or intrigue (Volo, 2009). That is, because ‘true’ experience is only acquired
when it is vividly recognized and “translated into knowledge”, a great deal of what is
experienced on a trip is simply a lived occurrence that goes otherwise unobserved (Caru and
Cova, 2003, p. 269). Cognitively, it is inappropriate to assume that a tourism experience provides
a high level of arousal that fully captivates a tourist’s attention at all times. As argued by Filep
(2014), people are not experience machines, and thus the tourism experience is not experienced

as one big high of happiness and engagement.
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2.4.3 The Episodic and Fluctuating Nature of Tourism Experiences

In light of the previous discussion, it is reasonable to suggest the tourism experience is not
experienced as one big peak experience, but rather, in a more rhythmic fashion. As opposed to
attributing the entire trip to a peak-experience, tourists’ may only come to reach such heightened
experiential richness at certain instances throughout a trip. From a hedonic standpoint, happiness
and pleasure have served as a barometer of such experiential richness (Filep & Deery, 2010). A
tourist’s emotional involvement with their trip at hand is telling of how peak-like their
experiences have been (Graefe & Vaske, 1987). As confirmed by a recent study, a tourists’
emotional involvement with their trip is quite variable. Using a wrist-worn electrodermal activity
device to measure emotional responses, Kim and Fesenmaier (2015) conducted a case study to
investigate tourists’ ‘real-time’ emotional reactions within a natural tourism environment. Their
findings reveal that tourist’s emotional involvement vary widely not only within a trip, but also
within a single discrete activity. For instance, within the one-hour activity of ‘visiting a park’,
one participant’s emotional arousal spiked to a heightened level at three different instances.
Based on their results, (Kim & Fesenmaier, 2015) concluded that it is important for further
research “to better understand how travelers deconstruct or represent various aspects of their trip
as a series of acts or scenes” (p. 426).

As alluded to previously, not all that occurs on a trip is noteworthy or cognitively
stimulating enough to spike a tourist’s arousal and attention. Said simply, not everything that
occurs on a trip matters. Volo (2009) speaks to this matter in a discussion on the role of
perception in tourism experiences:

“When perceiving and interpreting the incoming stream of information about the
external world, the novelty of the perceptions and the novelty of the external
events that gave rise to them, acts as a driver that allows, in fact directs, the
human mind to differentiate between external occurrences and how they are
experienced.” (p.120)

Here, VVolo suggests it is only that which tourists are truly receptive of that should count as
enriching experience — the emergence of novel stimuli is one source capable of spawning
meaningful experience. This places perception and cognitive sensory at the heart of qualifying
peak-like experiences. Not surprisingly, the importance of engagement has long been considered
a distinguishing factor in tourism experiences (Moscardo, 2017). Yet, a destination’s role in

producing sensory input substantial enough to elicit a sharp sense of perception (i.e. engagement)
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is grossly exaggerated (Larsen, 2007). Accordingly, there is no one-to-one formula suggesting
simply being at a destination results in a heightened, sustained level of cognitive engagement
with one’s trip. Instead, there may be fluctuating swings in engagement such that tourists’
continuous flow of perception features a low to ‘normal’ level of arousal disrupted by instances
of increased cognitive stimulation.

The episodic and fluctuating nature of the tourism experience also stipulates that
experientially rich experiences can occur anywhere and anytime on a trip. Events, activities, or
occurrences resembling a peak experience come to be the spontaneous moments which are
greatly cherished. Central to their core thesis, Quan and Wang (2004) argue peak-like
experiences cannot be pre-determined as only including tourists’ original motivations of
sightseeing (e.g. city tour). Otherwise ordinary activities such as food consumption may emerge
as reflecting characteristics associated with a peak experience. Along the same lines, mobility
research indicates that meaningful experiences are independent of touristic landmarks/sites,
giving credence to the idea that spikes in experiential richness can occur at any moment in space
at a destination (Urry, 2007). In that sense, the crux of tourism experiences is not always about
the ‘stereotypical’ leisure activities or popularized landmarks/sites marketed to tourists — hence,
the quality of an experience is not necessarily dependent on the destination. As exemplified
simply by Selstad (2007), the “Experiences anticipated by tourists do not always materialize, and
unexpected events are integrated as a part of experience” (p. 30). There then seems to exist a
special form of experience which occurs sporadically (and sometimes unexpectedly) within a
trip.

Together, the prior points suggest the tourism experience should be depicted as
experiencing fleeting instances of peak-like experience within an otherwise continuous flow of
ordinary phenomena (in terms of emotional involvement and cognitive engagement). Explicitly,
I propose the existence of ‘Tourism Moments’ as representing these fleeting instances of spiked
intrigue. In direct opposition to a uniform peak experience trip representation, this proposition is
grounded in embracing the fluctuating nature of tourism experiences which contain elements of
mundane experience, ordinary experience, and extraordinary experience. An entire trip is not one
big euphoric monolithic experience. Rather, tourists come to encounter clearly sharp and discrete
moments within a trip that reach a particularly higher quality of experiential richness. Even if

one accepts that the trip represents a particularly unique period of time that is generally more
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intriguing than what is experienced at home, Graburn (2001) reminds us that even within this

‘heightened time’ tourists encounter both high (i.e. the extraordinary, exciting, deep relaxation,
etc.) and low (i.e. the ordinary, mundane, unintriguing, and everydayness) points of experience.
As such, and as will be further discussed next, the tourism literature and other fields have been

implicitly alluding to the existence of Tourism Moments as these high points for some time.

2.5 Evidence for the Existence of Tourism Moments

In reconciling the literature in the areas of tourism, leisure, sociology and psychology studies
regarding moment-like experiences, it is possible to recognize the Tourism Moment exists as a
discrete and concrete experience all its own. The experience of a Tourism Moment has been
cloaked in a slew of different terms and types of micro-experiences such as epiphanies, flow, or
extraordinary. Each of the different types of experiences presented in this section feature their
own distinct characteristics. Yet, together there is indication they may all be referring to the same
phenomenon in one way or another. To follow is a brief review of various types of moment-like

experiences that have been identified which bear evidence to the existence of Tourism Moments.

2.5.1 Flow

The experience of flow is perhaps one of the most recognizable experience types there is.
Credited for its inception is the psychologist Mihalyi Csikszentmihalyi who sought to understand
human’s pursuit for optimal experiences in even the trivial activities of everyday life.
Experiencing flow involves reaching an optimal psychological state in which one is completely
absorbed in a task or activity resulting in heightened levels of fun and enjoyment
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). Reaching such an optimal state requires a harmonious balance
between how challenging an activity is, and the level of skill required to meet the challenge
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). For many, an experience of flow is one of the most enriching and
immersive experiences possible. Flow is characterized by a combination of discrete features. As
a mental state, people experience effortless involvement, deep immersion, and a hyper-sense of
consciousness in the present (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Elkington, 2010). A distorted sense of
place and time underlies the experience in conjunction with lack of self-awareness where outside

concerns have no bearing (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Rickly-Boyd, 2012). As its name suggests,
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an experience of flow is a dream-like state of mind where present consciousness reaches a peak
level of immersion and enjoyment. Beyond its description, flow experiences are also typically
meaningful and eudaimonic in nature (Filep, 2008). Traditionally, flow is believed to stem from
circumstances found during ‘free time’ or leisure activities (Carli, Dell Fave, & Massimini,
1988). While often found in these carefree and intrinsic-centered experiences, flow is not a
forgone event — in fact, experiencing flow is quite rare (Rickly-Boyd, 2012). Flow does not just
happen. Although flow can occur anywhere and anytime, this form of experience only
materializes intermittently at best within a given activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1992). Perhaps one
of its most distinguishing characteristics is its transient nature. For Csikzenmihalyi (1997), flow
occurs “in moments” (p. 29). Referring to a rhythmic fashion, flow interrupts fairly ordinary
lived experience but only a for a moment’s notice. In other words, it is not possible to be in a
state of flow for a prolonged period of time once it is initially obtained (Elkington, 2010).
Understood within a tourism setting, moments of flow are those fleeting instances of pure and
out-of-the-ordinary experience. For instance, Larsen (2013) recognized that family vacations
may occasionally reach instances of ‘family flow” in which an optimal social balance is struck
between parents and children such that each obtain their respective experiential peaks —
relaxation for parents, excitement for children. Yet again however, instances of family flow are
few and far between as reported by one of their participants: “We have a glass of wine,
talk...however it is rare that they [the children] allow us to sit quietly.” (Larsen, 2013, p. 167).
Flow then ultimately speaks to those elusive moments of deep engagement and enjoyment which

emerge unexpectedly and dissipate just as quickly.

2.5.2 Awe

While flow is generally regarded more as a cognitive-oriented experience, the experience of awe
represents the emotionally charged spikes which arise within the continuous lived experience. To
clarify at the onset, awe can be discussed as a discrete emotion humans experience due to some
stimulus (e.g. Shiota, Keltner, & Mossman, 2007). However, awe as an experience embodies its
own distinct event by itself. Awe-experiences refer to such a powerful positive, yet complex
emotional reaction that it is capable of shocking the body and mind. The source of this is

attributed to the notion of vastness, pertaining to those instances in which one confronts
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something that is symbolically bigger than oneself, resulting in feeling overwhelmed through
such an encounter (Keltner & Haidt, 2003).

In further unpacking the experience of awe, Schneider (2009) identified 10 fundamental
dimensions of the experience which include: profoundness, connectedness, numinous, vastness,
existential awareness, openness and acceptance, ineffable wonder, presence, heightened
perception and fear. Awe-experiences can be brought upon by a variety of different events and
occurrences (Keltner & Haidt, 2003). Typically however, the extant literature has recognized the
aesthetic role of nature, landscapes, landmarks, and other physical environments for offering up
the beautiful and exotic. Regardless of the causal agent, awe is typically experienced
spontaneously (Jefferies & Lepp, 2012). Even within the context of tourism in which tourists
expect and seek out the extraordinary and fascinating, the actualization of an awe-experience is
so profound that it always seems to catch the tourist off-guard. In essence, tourists come to
sporadically stumble across moments of awe within their physical touristic journey as well as
their ‘inner journey’ of the mind (Picard, 2016). Through a study of awe-experiences in a nature-
based tourist destination, Pearce, Strickland-Munro, and Moore (2016) shed light on the surprise
element of this experience. Their interview participants disclosed how awe-experiences opened
opportunities for self-reflection. Certainly, for many of these tourists, they did not go into their
trip expecting to encounter such life-altering moments of emotionally-charged experience.
Crystallizing the spirit of an awe-experience is the mystery and wonder embedded within events
such as tourism experiences where experientially intriguing and meaningful situations seemingly

arise out of ‘mid-air’ (Picard