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ABSTRACT Special festivals at university campuses have increased in number and size with various purposes
including enhancing organizational culture and providing campus recreation opportunities. It was aimed to identify
the underlying dimensions of the Spring Festival motivation. The data was collected by means of a questionnaire
consisted of three sections. The first section was comprised of 18 statements related to motives of Spring Festival
attendees. The second section of the questionnaire includes 6 items about festival satisfaction as a dependent
variable. The third section was related with festival participant behavior and demographic characteristics of the
respondents. The sample comprised of university students who attended “Spring Fest 2011” at a Turkish state
university in province of Eskisehir.  Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses revealed four factors labeled as
entertainment, escape, novelty and socialization. According to the results it was found that there was a significant
relationship between motivational factors and festival satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

Festivals have seen rapid growth with regard
to number, diversity, and popularity since the
1980s (Crompton and McKay 1997; Getz 1997;
Yang et al. 2011). Many scholars (Long and Per-
due 1990; Getz 1991, 2008) consider festivals as a
new wave of alternative tourism which provide
not only tangible and intangible profitable activ-
ities in the community but also contribute to sus-
tainable development. It was defined as “one of
the most exciting and fastest growing forms of
leisure, business, and tourism-related phenome-
na” (Getz 1997: 1). Festivals demonstrate new
entertainment forms which enable attendees to
achieve their goals of cultural exploration, enter-
tainment, novelty, and socialization (Crompton
and McKay 1997; Huang et al. 2014).

Festivals are planned activities, related to a
particular time and space, and each of them is
unique due to the interaction among the setting,
people, design and program (McDowall 2011).

Festivals are an essential part of the urban life,
having generally many diversified themes such
as thematic festivals, political events, cultural
activities, music and art festivals, and sport
events (Popescu and Corbos 2012). Additional-
ly, they are special events with a strong cultural
component that can play a significant role in the
community life (Palma et al. 2013). Moreover, they
are an essential part of the campus life at the
universities. In recent years, festivals at the uni-
versities have become an interesting and signif-
icant student experience as a campus recreation
activity. The number of university festivals in
Turkey has increased significantly during the
past two decades.

For example, Short Film Festival is a continu-
ous annual event at Inonu University since 2008.
The festival contest consists of three catego-
ries; fiction, documentary and experimental. Dur-
ing the festival, parallel activities such as panel
discussions and workshops are also organized
by the university. In addition, established 17
years ago, Anadolu University International Film
Festival is an annual event that showcases in-
ternational and Turkish films. In addition, Sci-
ence Festivals were carried out by some univer-
sities such as Anadolu University, Mersin Uni-
versity, Hacettepe University and Gazi Universi-
ty. The festival at Anadolu University offers a
wide range of activities related with science and
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technology for 9 days. The last two days of this
free event is open for the children of all ages.
Jazz Festival at Anadolu University Campus is
an annual event providing a valuable opportuni-
ty to experience live concerts for the students.
Culture and Art Festival is held by Selcuk Uni-
versity occurring annually, and representing a
full range of topics, including dance, theatre, film,
arts, and education. Besides, Koç Fest is also an
annual event organized by The Turkish Univer-
sity Sport Federation in cooperation with the
universities in Turkey. It has been one of the
biggest youth festival providing sports compe-
titions and performances since 2006. Among the
various types of festivals at universities, spring
festivals are one of the most popular student
attraction and they have become a fast growing
social and cultural attraction at the university
campuses. Spring Festival is widely celebrated
by almost all the universities in Turkey and it
means an organized series of activities such as
concerts, opening and closing ceremonies, per-
formances, and sporting activities staged by a
university celebrating coming of the spring
annually.

In the literature, since the 1960s many empir-
ical and conceptual studies have examined festi-
val attendee’s motives (Getz 2008; McDowall
2011). Crompton and McKay (1997: 426) cited
three reasons for efforts yielding better under-
standing of the festival motivation: “it is a key to
designing offerings for festival attendees, sec-
ond, it has a close relationship with satisfaction,
and lastly it is crucial for understanding visitors’
decision-making process. Thus, analysis of the
motivations for attending festivals provides some
useful insights for the marketers, organizers and
researchers”.

Objectives

Although a significant number of studies
focus on festival motivation, attention has main-
ly been given to the mega-events and regional
festivals have been neglected (Cheng et al. 2015).
In addition, there is relatively little research on
the motivational studies related specifically to
spring festivals. Therefore, in addressing this lim-
itation, the aim of this paper is to identify the
aspects of spring festival motivation and its re-
lationship with the festival satisfaction. Thus,
this paper looks at an example of a spring festi-
val - Spring Fest 2011- that held annually at a

state university in Eskisehir, Turkey. The festi-
val was chosen as a novel case study, since the
existing literature on festival motivation gives
very little guidance on meeting attendees’ need
with a spring festival.

Literature Review

Festival Motivation

Prior studies have focused on different as-
pects of festivals such as economic and social
impacts, residents’ attitudes and perceptions,
image and marketing, experiences and attendance
motivation (Yang et al. 2011). Motivation has re-
ceived significant attention since the early 1990s
(Yolal et al. 2012). An extensive body of the liter-
ature indicates that motivations are considered
to be critical to make a decision about participat-
ing behavior.

Motives can be considered as the driving
forces behind all behaviors (Viviers et al. 2013).
Iso-Ahola (1980: 230) defines the motive as “an
internal factor that arouses, directs, and inte-
grates a person’s behavior” (cited in Yolal et al.
2012). In terms of festival, it was defined as “a
driving force that arouses people’s interest to
attend a festival” (McDowall 2011: 273).

The literature related to festival motivation
identified some common factors across different
festivals including escape, family togetherness,
and socialization (Williams and Saayman 2013).
In leisure studies, motivations can be classified
into six categories including physiological, so-
cial, psychological, emotional, intelligent, and
spiritual aspects (McLean et al. 2005; Huang et
al. 2014). Similarly, motivations of visitors of the
festivals may be clustered into cultural explora-
tion, novelty, socialization, interaction and gre-
gariousness factors (Crompton and McKay 1997;
Huang et al. 2014). Some researchers (Uysal et
al. 1993; Backman et al. 1995; Schneider and Back-
man 1996) identified festival motivations as an
aspect of escape, excitement, novelty, socializa-
tion, family togetherness and relaxation. Re-
searchers have examined motivations for the dif-
ferent types of festival. For example, Yolal et al.
(2009) investigated festival motivations for at-
tending the International Festival in Eskisehir,
Turkey. Eighteen motivation items were factor
analyzed and four dimensions of motivation
emerged: escape and excitement, family togeth-
erness, event novelty, and socialization. In addi-
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tion, McDowall (2011) summarized dimensions
of motivation as socialization, event novelty,
escape, excitement, family togetherness, nature
appreciation, curiosity, novelty or regression,
cultural exploration, recovery equilibrium, exter-
nal interaction or socialization, gregariousness,
being with friends, being entertained, and en-
joying special events. Similarly, Duran and Hama-
rat (2014) explored visitor motivation for attend-
ing the International Troia Festival, and they iden-
tified six distinct factors: cultural exploration, fam-
ily togetherness, socialization, novelty, escape
and excitement, event attractions. Kitterlin and
Yoo (2014) have also found festival scape fac-
tors such as program content, staff, facility, food,
and benefits have a significant impact on attend-
ees’ motivation and loyalty behavior. Blesic et
al. (2014) investigated Exit Music Festival attend-
ees’ motivation, and found that exploration of
the festival program and atmosphere, perception
of the festival and learning, and socialization were
the main motivational dimensions. Matheson et
al. (2014) studied visitor motivations for the Fire
Festival and explored the role of spirituality on
the festival motivation. Their findings showed
that there was a significant correlation between
motivational dimensions (cultural adventure and
escape) and spiritual attitudes. A recent study
by Yoo et al. (2015) divided motivations of the
Food Festival into two categories, and as a re-
sult of qualitative study they identified six in-
trinsic motivations (social interaction, novelty,
nature, family togetherness, cultural exploration
and relaxation) and three extrinsic motivations
(previous food festival experience, natural envi-
ronment, and food). In research on the festival
motivation, Cheng et al. (2015) have found that
when attendees’ novelty seeking in Fireworks
Festival is stronger, their satisfaction in the event
will be higher. Huang and Lee (2015) derived three
motivation domains (learning new things, social-
ization and family togetherness) from their sam-
ple of multicultural festival visitors. They also
identified motivations which are particular to a
multicultural festival including reminiscing about
previous cross-cultural experiences, nostalgia,
celebrating own culture, and obligation. Review-
ing the festival motivation researches from Ta-
ble 1, people attend festivals for a variety of
reasons.

The reason to report and summary of the
available research in the context of the festival
motivation is to evaluate the results critically.

Two important points emerged from the thorough
search of the literature. First, literature review
concludes that multiple factors are essential for
the festival motivation and that they vary signif-
icantly from festival to festival. Some research-
ers have focused on whether differences occur
in the motivations of attendees to different types
of festivals. Varying motivations were identified
for the festival types and significant differences
in motivation were found between the festival
attendees. Furthermore, authors suggested that
people attend different types of festivals for dif-
ferent motivations and events should be viewed
as a distinctive phenomenon that affects peo-
ples’ festival motivations (Chen 2011). It is there-
fore clear that festivals and special events can-
not be seen as homogenous, as they vary de-
pending on the visitor segment, type of festival,
theme, venue, contents and purposes of the fes-
tival, hence motives differ from festival to festi-
val (Nicholson and Pearce 2001; Park et al. 2008;
Saayman 2011; Blesic et al. 2014). Similarly, Yolal
et al. (2012) claimed that dimensions of the festi-
val motivation could be similar, however, the spe-
cific components of dimensions may vary de-
pending on the types of the festivals and moti-
vations may change across different festival at-
tendee groups. As such, common festival moti-
vations may not be suitable for explaining mo-
tives of different types of festivals (Huang and
Lee 2015). Second, the literature review for the
festival motivation demonstrates that numerous
studies have investigated motives of the festi-
val goers (Pegg and Patterson 2010), however
these studies neglect the motivations of spring
festivals. These two points emerged from the lit-
erature review led researchers to study dimen-
sions of motivation for the spring festival.

Relationship between Motivation and
 Satisfaction

Satisfaction has been defined as consumer’s
evaluative judgment related to the pleasurable
level of consumption-related fulfillment (Oliver
1996). Giese and Cote (2000) indicate that satis-
faction has been typically conceptualized as ei-
ther an emotional or cognitive response. Prior
empirical studies (Lee et al. 2004; Huang et al.
2014) have indicated that motivation is an impor-
tant determinant for behavioral intentions and
additionally motivation has a significant impact
on festival satisfaction (Ross and Iso-Ahola 1991;
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Fielding et al. 1992; Lee et al. 2004; Huang et al.
2014). In recent studies, the relationship between
festival motivation and attendees’ satisfaction
has received considerable attention. Many stud-
ies examined the factors which affect the levels
of festival attendees’ satisfaction and their loy-
alty towards the festivals (Wan and Chan 2013)
and indicated that attributes leading higher sat-
isfaction and loyalty were the festival program
and the quality of facilities including sufficient
facilities at the festival site, clean area and a nice
atmosphere in the festival site (Ozdemir and Cul-
ha 2009). In addition studies evaluated motiva-

tion and its effects on satisfaction during differ-
ent types of festivals such as hot air balloon
festival (Mohr et al. 1993), island events (Nichol-
son and Pearce 2001), aboriginal festivals (Lee
and Hsu 2013), Blues festivals (Bayrak 2011),
Roxette concerts (Kruger and Saayman 2012),
cultural festivals (Formica and Uysal 1998; Savi-
novic et al. 2012), arts and music festivals (Pegg
and Peterson 2010; Saayman 2011; Yu and Yen
2012), and wine and food festivals (Yuan et al.
2005; Park et al. 2008). However, little is known
about the motives of spring festivals attendees,
and empirical results remain unclear regarding

Table 1: Previous researches on festival motivations

Author(s) Festival type and location Motivations/Factors Year

Lee, Lee 2000 Kyongju World Culture Cultural exploration, family togetherness, 2004
and Wicks   Expo, South Korea   novelty, escape, event attractions, socialization
Bowen and Daniels Fairfax Music Festival and Discovery, music, enjoyment 2005

  Virginia-USA
Yuan, Cai, Vintage Indiana Wine and Festival and escape, wine, socialization, 2005
Morrison and    Food Festival, USA   family togetherness
Linton
Park, Reisinger South Beach Wine and Taste, enjoyment, social status, change, 2008
and Kang   Food Festival, Florida-USA   meeting people, family, meeting experts
Pegg and Patterson Tamworth Country Music Love country music, friends/family, 2010

  Festival, Australia   desire to attend, business/professional
  reasons, country music awards, chance to
  meet stars, annual holiday, line dancing

Bayrak Efes Pilsen Blues Festival, Socialization, escape, festival 2011
  Izmir-Turkey

Saayman Cultivaria Art Festival, Event attraction, cultural exploration, escape 2011
  South Africa

Chen Lotus World Music and Art Family togetherness, community support, 2011
  Festival, Indiana, USA   novelty, relaxation, socialization

Kruger and Roxette Concerts and Cape Artist affiliation and unique experience, 2012
Saayman   Town, Sun City   socialization and event novelty, fun and

  group affiliation, enjoyment and entertainment,
  nostalgia

Savinovic, Kim 2009 Festa-Croation Food Community support, escape, knowledge/ 2012
and Long   and Wine Cultural Festival,   education, food, wine and entertainment,

  Adelaide-South Australia   novelty, family togetherness, marketing,
  socialization

Yolal, Woo, Eskisehir International Festival, Socialization, excitement, event novelty, 2012
Cetinel and Uysal   Turkey   escape, family togetherness, meeting people,

  family togetherness, past or prior experience
Yu and Yen 2010 Lemonade Fair, Novelty, exploration, family gathering, 2012

  Minnesota-USA   recovering equilibrium, socialization
Dikmen and International Bellapais Music   Free tickets, desire to attend, reputation, 2013
Bozda?lar   Festival, North Cyprus   explore new things,

Lee and Hsu Aboriginal Festivals, Taiwan Cultural experiences, leisure and psychology, 2013
  self-expression

Blesic, Pivac, Dragacevo Trumpet Ethno Festival perception and learning, exploration
Stamenkovic   Music Festival, Guca-Serbia   of festival program and atmosphere,
and Besermenji   psychophysical welfare, socialization 2013
Huang, Lee, Coffee Festival, Taiwan Curiosity/learning, escape, socialization/ 2014
Yeh and Hsiao   family togetherness, pleasure/release
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whether the spring festival motivation can exert
a significant and positive influence on satisfac-
tion. Therefore, the popularity of the spring fes-
tivals at the universities and increasing amount
of interest related with festival attendees’ moti-
vation and their satisfaction led to construct
conceptual model for this paper and the follow-
ing hypotheses was stated:

H1. The constructs of spring festival motiva-
tion relate positively to satisfaction.

METHODOLOGY

Measurement Instrument

As the aim of this paper was to identify the
underlying dimensions of spring festival moti-
vation, quantitative research design was adopt-
ed and the data was collected by means of a
questionnaire as the main technique. The ques-
tionnaire was designed with three sections. The
first section was comprised of 18 statements re-
lated to motives of spring festival attendees. The
statements in the first section were adapted and
modified from the past festival studies (Uysal et
al. 1993; Crompton and McKay 1997; Lee 2000;
Nicholson and Pearce 2001; Lee et al. 2004; Savi-
novic et al. 2012). Statements in the second sec-
tion were concerned with the satisfaction as the
dependent variable. Six single satisfaction state-
ments were adapted from Moscardo and Pearce’s
(1999) study. In the first and second section, re-
spondents were asked to indicate their attitudes
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from
“1=strongly disagree” to “5=strongly agree”. The
last section was designed to collect festival par-
ticipant behavior and demographic characteris-
tics of the respondents.

Data Collection and Sample

The sample comprised of visitor students
who have participated in Spring Fest 2011. Spring
Fest, which has more than 30 years of history, is
the annual social and cultural festival held on a
university campus of Eskisehir-Turkey, during
the month of May in the spring semester. The
visitors of Spring Fest 2011 are the population of
students of the university. It is one of the largest
student festivals in Eskisehir. During the festi-
val, students from different departments of the
university wear masks and costumes, walk the
city streets throwing flowers and welcome com-

ing of the spring. It starts in the downtown area
of the city with the opening ceremony pageant
and continues at the campus with numerous
sporting activities, concerts, dance shows and
food and craft vendors.

A convenience sampling method was adapt-
ed in the present paper, because it was not phys-
ically possible to employ a random sampling
method in such an open area. In convenience
sampling, the researcher selects subjects from
whoever is available at a given place at a given
time (Blankenship 2010). To collect data festival-
intercept survey technique was used by station-
ing research surveyor along different points of
spring festival area. Self-administrated and re-
search-aided questionnaires were distributed by
surveyor. The time to explain the study and com-
plete the questionnaire was approximately 15
minutes. Approximately, 500 visits were record-
ed during the festival, a total of 400 question-
naires were distributed, 250 of which were re-
turned, resulting in a response rate of 62.5 per-
cent, and representing about 50 percent of the
population.

In determining the appropriate sample size
for the current paper, Wimmer and Dominick
(1997: 73) suggested that “one guideline recom-
mended for multivariate studies is as follows:
50=very poor, 100=poor, 200=fair, 300=good,
500=very good”. In addition, the appropriate
sample size depends on several factors, differ-
ent authors tend to give different guidelines con-
cerning the number of cases required for Explor-
atory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Fac-
tor Analysis (CFA), and Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM). Some researchers stated that
SEM analyses should not be performed on sam-
ple sizes smaller than 200, whereas others sug-
gested minimum sample sizes between 100 and
200 participants (Worthington and Whittaker
2006). According to Pallant (2011: 187), “ideally
the overall sample size should be 150+ and there
should be a ratio at least five participants per
variable”. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007: 123) give
another formula for calculating sample size re-
quirements: N>50+8m (m: number of independent
variables). In a population of 500 (N), 217 respon-
dents (n) would be seen as representative and
result in a 95 percent level of confidence with a
±5 percent sampling error (Sekaran 2002). There-
fore, it can be suggested that there is an ade-
quate sample size and ratio of cases to variables
in this research.
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RESULTS

Sample Profile

The demographic characteristics of the par-
ticipants are shown in Table 2. The sample com-
prised of 250 student attendees of the Spring
Fest 2011 of whom 56.8 percent were male and
43.2 percent were female. The respondents
ranged in age from 18 years to 28 years. The
largest age groups were between 23-24 age brack-
ets, represented by 34.4 percent of the respon-
dents. The distribution of the respondents by
their current year of study are as follows: third
rate class students constituted the largest stu-
dent cohort by 30 percent, followed by the soph-
omores, senior year students, juniors and the
last group was prep class by the rate of 1.2
percent.

The daily spending amount in festival
showed a wide distribution; about 29.2 percent
of the respondents did not spend any money
during the festival, 44.4 percent spent less than
10$, 16.8 percent spent $11–$15, and 9.6 percent
spent more than $16.

 As shown in Table 3 majority of the respon-
dents (90.4%) participate to festival with friends.
In terms of frequency of the festival participa-
tion, 31.2 percent of the respondents have par-
ticipated for the first time, and 25.6 percent have
participated in the Spring Fest for three times.
On the other hand, 42 percent of the respon-
dents informed about Spring Fest by advice or
word-of-mouth communication. In addition, 40.4
percent of the respondents spent at least 2-3
hours, and 29.6 percent of respondents spent 3-
4 hours on festival arena.

Reliability and Validity

To verify the face scope validities, 5 Turkish
experts having extensive studies and publica-
tions in leisure area, were asked to evaluate the
questionnaire items. One of the most critical ele-
ments in generating the content validity of the
items in a survey is conceptually defining the
domain of the characteristics (Churchill 1995).
Content validity of the research was established
through the adoption of validated instruments
by previous studies (Cowton 1998). For the con-
struct validity of the questionnaire, EFA and CFA
were applied. Construct validity is the extent to
which the items on a scale measure the abstract
or theoretical construct (Churchill 1979). For the
festival motivation variables, Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) was 0.896, indicating that the sample was

Table 2: Characteristics of the respondents

Frequency     % Frequency     %

Class 3 1.2
Gender   Prep class 64 18.4
  Male 142 56.8   Junior 83 25.6
  Female 108 43.2   Sophomore 75 30.0

  Third rate class 62 24.8
Age   Senior
  20 and < 46 18.4 Average spending ($) 73 29.2
  21-22 80 32.0   No spending 111 44.4
  23-24 86 34.4   10 USD and < 42 16.8
  25 and > 38 15.2   11-15 USD 24 9.6

  16 USD and > 3 1.2

Table 3: Participation behavior of the respondents

Frequency  %

Frequency of Participation
Once 78 31.2
Twice 62 24.8
Three times 64 25.6
Four times and > 46 18.4

Event Awareness Style
Written and visual media 26 10.4
Internet 37 14.8
Brochures, advertisements, 82 32.8
  billboards
Advice or word-of-mouth 105 42.0

Average Time Spending
2 hours and < 53 21.2
2-3 hours 101 40.4
3-4 hours 74 29.6
4 hours and > 22   8.8

Event Participation Style
Alone 13   5.2
With friends 226 90.4
Other 11 4.4
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adequate for the factor analysis (Kaiser 1974).
The Bartlett Test for Sphericity (BTS) was
2432.282 (p<.001), indicating that the hypothe-
sis variance and covariance matrix of variables
as an identity matrix were rejected; therefore, fac-
tor analysis was appropriate. Bagozzi and Yi
(1988) defined a factor loading exceeding 0.70 as
evidence of convergent validity. As suggested
by Meehl (1990) and Chin (1998) most of the load-
ings should be, in CFA models, 0.60 or above,
indicating that each measure is accounting for a
consistent portion of the variance of the under-
lying latent variable (Longo and Mura 2007). Child
(1970) states that a factor loading value of 0.50
and above is considered good and very signifi-
cant, whereas 0.45 is fair and 0.32 and below is
poor. In the current paper, factor loadings were
between .45 and .82, indicating good convergent
validity (Kaiser 1974; Steenkamp and Trijp 1991).
In measurement models, convergent validity oc-
curs while each variable significantly loads to
related latent variable. In the measurement mod-
el, all the t-values were higher than 1.96. Thus
we assume that this can be considered as a sup-
port for convergent validity (Steenkamp and Tr-
ijp 1991). Discriminant validity occurs when one
measure in a construct does not correlate with
other measures in other constructs. It is recom-
mended that constructs that do not have high

correlations provide discriminant validity (By-
rne 2001). While correlations between factors
were not higher than 0.70 (see Table 4), we can
consider this as a support for discriminant valid-
ity. Another way to provide discriminant validity
is to check for correlations among the factors of
the proposed model.

Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
was computed to assess the internal consisten-
cy reliability. As reported in Table 5, the Cron-
bach’s alpha value of the scale was .92 and four
dimensions had high reliability coefficients ex-
ceeded the 0.70 cut-off value as recommended
by Nunnally (1978). Composite Reliabilities (CR)
were higher than 0.70 indicated satisfactory lev-
el. Finally, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Table 4: Correlation matrix and descriptive sta-
tistics

Constructs    1    2      3    4

Entertainment 1.00
Escape 0.63* 1.00
Novelty 0.67* 0.55* 1.00
Socialization 0.59* 0.44* 0.54* 1.00
M 4.12 4.01 3.87 4.04
SD 0.69 0.78 0.76 0.71

* p<0.01

Table 5: Festival attendees’ motivations

Constructs Std. loadings     CR AVE     á

Entertainment
I came to see the atmosphere of event 0.60 0.78 0.42 0.85
I came to see different events 0.63
I came to have fun 0.73
I came because I enjoy these events 0.68
I came to see fun activities 0.60

Escape 0.79
I came to escape from routine life
I came to relieve boredom 0.82 0.86 0.60 0.86
I came to change my routine life 0.82
I came to relieve daily stress 0.66

Novelty
I came because I like a variety of things to see and do 0.45 0.78 0.43 0.81
I came to enjoy special events 0.65
I came to experience different things 0.64
I came to experience new things 0.76
I came because I am curious 0.72

Socialization
I came to be with friends who enjoy the same thing 0.78 0.78 0.47 0.73
I came because the event is different activity 0.71
I came to meet and to see different people. 0.52
I came to be with my friends 0.70

÷2 = 204.49  (p=0.000), df =81, ÷2/df =2.51, RMSEA = 0.078, SRMR = 0.052, GFI = .90, AGFI = .85, NFI = .96,
NNFI = .97, CFI = .98, IFI = .98
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values ranged from 0.42 to 0.60, and revealed
three of the four dimensions failed to meet the
recommended criteria.

Measurement Model of the Spring Festival
Motivations

Principal factor analysis was used to sort out
and classify variables as well as to convert them
into main factors. According to results, the fac-
tors related with motives of spring festival were
classified into four dimensions. These factors
were named as entertainment, escape, novelty
and socialization. Total explained variance in this
scale was 65.385 percent. There are significant
relationships (p<0.05) between motivational fac-
tors and satisfaction.

After principal factor analysis, the motiva-
tion items were subjected to CFA. The finding of
the CFA revealed the data fit the model reason-
ably well, although the chi-square goodness-of-
fit index was statistically significant 204.49,
p<0.01. According to Kline (2005), good fitting
models are reflected with a non-significant χ2

value, a value less than 3.0 for the χ2/df ratio. In
the current paper, the ratio of the Chi-square to
its degrees of freedom (χ2/df) was calculated as
2.51, meeting the acceptance level 3.0 (Kline 2005).
It is commonly accepted that chi-square statistic
will reject valid models in large samples (Baggozi
and Yi 1988; Bove and Johnson 2006); therefore,
the many researchers relied on the goodness-of-
fit (GFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the in-
cremental fit index (IFI), the non-normed fit index
(NNFI), the standardized root mean square re-
sidual (SRMR), and the root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) (Meehl 1990; Chin
1998; Longo and Mura 2007). Table 5 presents
the values of fit statistics. CFI and NNFI indicate
how much better the hypothesized model fits
compared to the base model. A value greater than
0.90 indicates an acceptable fit with the data (Hu
and Bentler 1999). SRMR and RMSEA measure
the poorness of fit (Lee et al. 2007). Browne and
Cudeck (1993) suggested that SRMR and RM-
SEA should be below the cut-off value 0.08. In
the measurement model, the RMSEA value of
0.078 was well below 0.1 or 0.08, indicating a low
discrepancy between the implied covariance in
the model and observed covariance in the data
(Li et al. 2006). In addition, SRMR value (0.052)
was also well below the 0.08. Five of all four in-
cremental fit indices (GFI = 0.90, AGFI = 0.85; CFI

= 0.98, NFI = 0.96, NNFI = 0.97, IFI = 0.98) met or
exceeded the preferred level of 0.9 (Bagozzi and
Yi 1988). Only AGFI was less than required level,
and close to it at 0.85.

Measurement Model of the Satisfaction

Satisfaction as a dependent dimension con-
tains six items. Factor loadings of the items were
ranged between 0.53 and 0.70. Reliability and CR
were higher than 0.70 as recommended by Nun-
nally (1978). As stated by Kline (2005), the χ2

value indicated good fit data (χ2=4.68, df= 2, χ2/
df=2.34, p=0.09618). The RMSEA of .073 and
SRMR of .023 were acceptable as less than .08.
The comparative fit indices were all higher for
the model, NFI=.99, NNFI=.98 and CFI=.99. Ad-
ditionally, all of the goodness of fit indices
(IFI=.99, GFI =.99, AGFI=.95) exceeded well the
.90 acceptance level of model fit.

Table 4 displays the means, standard devia-
tions and correlation coefficients. By running
descriptive statistics, mean and standard devia-
tion were found for the each factor. According to
the descriptive statistics, the factor of entertain-
ment had a higher mean score (4.12) compared to
the remaining three constructs. The bivariate re-
lationships revealed that all of the variables sig-
nificantly correlated (0.44-0.67). All four factors
were moderately correlated with one another.
Construct-based scales were generated by sum-
ming the relevant items.

The Relationship between Spring Festival
Motivations and Satisfaction

SEM was used to analyze the relationships
between the dimensions of spring festival moti-
vations and attendees’ satisfaction (see Table 6).

The ratio of χ2/df (2.58) was satisfactory in-
dicating below the cut-off point 3.0 (Kline 2005).

Table 6: Results for the structural model

Standardized  t-value
  solution

Socialization → Novelty 0.33 4.37
Escape → Novelty 0.55 6.89
Novelty →Entertainment 0.83 9.26
Entertainment ’! Satisfaction 0.67 8.36

÷2 = 371.66  (p=0.000), df =144, ÷2/df =2.58, RMSEA =
0.080, SRMR = 0.079, GFI = .86, AGFI = .82, NFI =
.95, NNFI = .96, CFI = .97, IFI = .97
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The fit indices produced through the SEM indi-
cated that that the model provided adequate fit
for the proposed. The SMSEA (0.079) was below
the cut-off point 0.08, while NFI (.95), NNFI (.96),
CFI (.97) and IFI (.97) indicated an adequate fit of
data given that each met the recommended crite-
ria of .90 (Kline 2005). All of the path diagrams in
the model had higher t-values than 1.96, indicat-
ing that the model is significant at the .05 level.
T-values equal to 1.96 or above are generally
considered to have a strong casual relation
among variables (Khine 2013). Taken as a whole,
the goodness of fit statistics produced by the
SEM indicated that overall data may fit the mod-
el satisfactory.

According to the results of SEM, the dimen-
sions of socialization and escape had positive
influence on novelty in spring festivals. In addi-
tion, novelty significantly affected entertainment
dimension. And lastly, the model indicates that
entertainment had a direct effect on event
satisfaction.

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this paper was to inves-
tigate the motivational factors related to the
spring festival and to analyze effects of these
factors on satisfaction in the context of spring
festivals in a Turkish state university in 2011.
This descriptive research investigates the dimen-
sions that underlie festival attendees’ motiva-
tion and the relationship between these dimen-
sions and festival satisfaction.

The results of EFA and CFA produced four
important dimensions of spring festival motiva-
tion: entertainment, escape, novelty and social-
ization. The dimensions were found to be reli-
able and valid. This finding is similar to previous
studies (Uysal et al. 1993; Backman et al. 1995;
Schneider and Backman 1996; Crompton and
McKay 1997; Yolal et al. 2009; McDowall 2011;
Yolal et al. 2012; Williams and Saayman 2013;
Huang et al. 2014; Duran and Hamarat 2014;
Blesic et al. 2014; Yoo et al. 2015) suggested at-
tributes socialization, event novelty, escape, ex-
citement, family togetherness, nature apprecia-
tion, curiosity, novelty or regression, cultural
exploration, recovery equilibrium, external inter-
action or socialization, gregariousness, being
with friends, being entertained as festival moti-
vation. In particular, entertainment and social-
ization were stronger motivational dimensions

with higher mean scores, which is consistent with
the findings of some prior studies (Yolal et al.
2009; Yang et al. 2011; Yolal et al. 2012; Blesic et
al. 2014) related with various festivals in differ-
ent regions.

In addition, the results of SEM indicated that
there were meaningful relationships among mo-
tivational factors and satisfaction. Socialization
and escape were found to be related with the
festival satisfaction through novelty. Similarly,
novelty had a positive impact on entertainment,
and entertainment was found to be directly relat-
ed with the satisfaction. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to note that socialization and escape act as
a stimulus that improve novelty, and novelty
enhances entertainment, and entertainment plays
a significant role to enhance festival satisfac-
tion. It is also interesting to report that socializa-
tion, escape and novelty aspects of motivation
were not directly related with the satisfaction.
Similarly, this well supported by Yolal et al. (2012)
who identified socialization, excitement, event
novelty, escape and family togetherness as mo-
tivational factors related with International Fes-
tival, and examined the effects of motivational
factors on satisfaction. However, the study re-
vealed no significant relationship between these
factors and satisfaction. Thus, they suggested
that attendees were satisfied with the festival
regardless of the motivational dimension.

The findings from this paper also outlined
that the dimension of entertainment played the
most significant role in explaining the level of
overall satisfaction. As suggested by Yang et al.
(2011), entertainment activities are very impor-
tant part of the festivals, which could attract
many participants in a short time to enjoy the
event and prolong the length of staying time.

Since this is the first attempt to examine the
motivations and their influence on satisfaction
in the context of a spring festival in a Turkish
students sample, it is hard to find any evidence
to contradict or provide additional comments.
However, the results can be discussed in the
context of motivations of different types of festi-
vals in different geographical regions. For exam-
ple, the tourists in the Yanshuei Fireworks Festi-
val in Taiwan perceived novelty seeking as an
important factor for satisfaction (Cheng et al.
2015). Also, participants of the International Troia
Festival ranked family togetherness and cultural
exploration as the most important motives (Du-
ran and Hamarat 2014). Similarly, cultural explo-
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ration was ranked as the most important motiva-
tional factor by the visitors of the Kyongju Cul-
tural Expo in South Korea (27% of total variance
explained) (Lee 2000), by the participants of the
festival in San Antonio (23% of total variance
explained) (Crompton and McKay 1997), and by
the visitors of the aboriginal festivals in Taiwan
(40% of total variance explained) (Lee and Hsu
2013). Respondents in the Exit Music Festival
perceived socialization as the most important
motivation (21% of total variance explained)
(Blesic et al. 2014). Similarly, Yolal et al. (2009)
found that participants of the Eskisehir Interna-
tional Festival ranked socialization as the most
important motivational dimension (32% of total
variance explained). However, Blesic et al. (2013)
reported that respondents in the Ethno Music
Festival ranked festival perception and learning
(26% of total variance explained) higher than the
socialization (14% of total variance explained).
In the study of Kruger and Saayman (2012), art-
ist affiliation and unique experience had the high-
est mean score among the other motivational di-
mensions for the Roxette Live Music Festival.
Visitors in the Food and Wine Festival in South
Australia perceived knowledge and education
as the most significant antecedent of satisfac-
tion (β=.213, p<.05) (Savinovic et al. 2012). These
results showed that those attending different
kinds of festival in different regions were signif-
icantly more likely to be motivated by cultural
exploration and novelty, and significantly less
motivated by entertainment. Participants who
attended the Spring Festival were more strongly
motivated by desires to entertain than by the
other motives. According to these data, it can be
concluded that those attending in the Spring Fes-
tival are more likely to entertain and socialize, rath-
er than desiring cultural experience or novelty. In
addition, these findings were consistent with the
results of the previous researches (Nicholson and
Pearce 2001; Park et al. 2008; Saayman 2011; Blesic
et al. 2014) that suggested motives change across
different types of festivals.

CONCLUSION

The findings from this paper offer both prac-
tical and theoretical implications and contribu-
tions to the organizers and researchers. A key
theoretical contribution is the application of the
reliable and valid scale to measure spring festi-
val motivations. This led to generate two major

conclusions: Firstly, motivations of the student
attendees of the Spring Fest 2011 were four do-
mains: entertainment, escape, novelty and so-
cialization, secondly entertainment was the most
significant predictor of satisfaction. Knowing the
extent of the relationship that exists between
satisfaction and motivational dimension of en-
tertainment may provide the festival organizers
at the campuses to build new insights for the
future organizations.  Furthermore, it can be sug-
gested that the results of this paper can contrib-
ute to design a new form of entertainment activ-
ities to stimulate more attendees to the spring
festivals. Based on the findings regarding moti-
vational dimensions, campus recreation manag-
ers of the spring festivals should pay much more
attention to entertaining activities than other
specific constructs including novelty, escape
and socialization.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Future research on festival experience could
be extended to include a wider demographic base,
both geographically and internationally, to fur-
ther explore the extent to which the findings are
generalizable. Further research may apply our
conceptual framework to major or hallmark events
in different universities. This effort would pro-
vide a great helpful insight to clarify motivation-
al factors of different festivals. Future research
should investigate to obtain a better understand-
ing of the attitudes, motives, satisfaction and
participation frequencies of the festival attend-
ees to help the campus recreation managers to
improve festival programs. Furthermore, addi-
tional data including perception, event brand
image, and perception festival quality could be
gathered from participants. Finally, future re-
search may use structural equation modeling to
demonstrate the relationship among scales in-
cluding festival experience, festival loyalty, and
festival benefits. Despite these limitations, the
results of current paper can be evaluated a sign
of motivational factors toward spring festivals
in the universities.

LIMITATIONS

Certain limitations should be kept in mind
when interpreting the preliminary findings report-
ed in this paper. The current paper focused spe-
cifically on a limited number of people. Although
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the sample was appropriate for a study on festi-
val motivation, the results may differ if probabil-
ity sampling methods are used. Because non-
probability samples are not representative of the
population. Therefore, the results may not ade-
quately represent the total population in Turkey.
This paper was conducted during a four-day
period of the 2011 Spring Fest, and the generali-
zation of the findings of this paper was limited to
those festival attendees. Consequently, that is
why the results cannot be applied to all festival
participants.
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