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1 Introduction 

1.1 Context of this Research and Problem Statement 

This research emerged from the international and interdisciplinary research project AMIES – 

Analysing Multiple Interrelationships between Environmental and Societal Processes in Mountainous 

Regions of Georgia. The project stems from a joint endeavor of scientists from the Justus Liebig 

University, Gießen, Germany, the Ilia Chavchavadze State University, Tbilisi, Georgia and the Ivane 

Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia and was funded by the Volkswagen Foundation. By 

means of a multi-disciplinary approach, the project analyzes relationships between ecological 

processes and societal developments in the country of Georgia in order to foster a sustainable use of 

land that also enhances the quality of life of the local population.1 While three of the four 

subprojects of AMIES focus on ecological aspects, the fourth subproject providing the data for this 

research concentrates on the socio-economic living conditions of rural Georgian households in the 

Caucasus.2 

With a poverty line at $1.25/day of disposable income per person (based on purchasing power 

parity) for Georgia, 16 % of the population existed below the poverty line during the year of the 

AMIES household survey (2011). The urban poverty per capita ratio on the national level hovered at 

13 %, while the poverty ratio per capita for rural areas was at 22 %.3 Sources confirm that agricultural 

activities are characterized by low productivity and output, mainly carried out for subsistence 

purposes, and thus lack economic growth.4 The low agricultural productivity is considered a crucial 

cause of the prevailing poverty in Georgia.5 Despite the low output of this sector, the percentage of 

the population employed in agriculture has remained above 50 % from 1999 to 2007.6 Yet, if not for 

the cultivation of parcels of land for family subsistence, poverty rates would be even higher.7 At the 

same time, disputes with Russia have caused unstable trade relations in recent years and liberalized 

import regulations have swamped the Georgian market with cheap products from neighboring 

countries, oftentimes making local agricultural production unprofitable.8 

The reasons for the high poverty rate in Georgia are multifaceted. Part of it is related to governance 

practices, malfunctioning markets, issues at the community level and security concerns in the case of 

internally displaced people due to the ongoing conflicts with Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The 

amount of money spent on agriculture for 2009 and 2010 was 1.5 % and 0.8 % of overall government 

spending respectively, thereby showing that agriculture was not a high priority for the national 

government, while the local governments have few legal responsibilities and hardly any fiscal 

autonomy. Especially rural communities lack the financial means to invest in the necessary (high 

                                                           
1 Cf.: Waldhardt, Abdaladze, Otte & Simmering 2011, pp. 5f. 
2 Cf.: Volz, Chkoidze & Leonhäuser 2011, p. 33. 
3 Cf.: World Bank 2015a. 
4 Cf.: Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili 2003; Kegel 2003; Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009. 
5 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, pp. 4f. 
6 Cf.: World Bank 2015a. Unfortunately there is currently no more recent data on employment by sector. 
7 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 167. 
8 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 11. 
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quality) seeds and in new machinery, nor do they have access to adequate veterinary services and 

affordable credit. These resources need to be subsidized by the government in order for farming 

households to acquire them. The fact that such resources need support can in itself be seen as a 

symptom of market failure. Another logistical problem occurs in selling agricultural products, since 

transportation to regional markets is particularly difficult for farming households within remote 

mountainous areas, and in Tbilisi market stalls are hard to come by. Access to international markets 

remains an objective of the Georgian government, but the relationship with the most natural trading 

partner Russia is tense. As is the case in other republics of the former Soviet Union, civic participation 

is very limited and in the case of Georgia, strangers outside of a close network of family ties are not 

trusted. There are also security concerns related to both economic and physical security issues, 

destabilizing these fragile markets even further.9 

Private households – particularly in rural mountainous regions – rely on agricultural production for 

subsistence use and this activity remains an important factor for keeping households from slipping 

even deeper into poverty.10 It should be noted, however, that for many private households, being 

involved in agricultural activities is a necessary means to an end and many members of agricultural 

households would rather find alternative employment.11 As a consequence, part of the workforce 

abandons rural regions in search of better job opportunities, leaving behind an ageing population 

with further negative effects on productivity.12 Young people often leave for larger cities such as 

Tbilisi and Kutaisi in order to study and try to find a job there after their studies.13 Taking into account 

the low productivity of the agricultural sector, the fact that people consider their agricultural 

activities as a temporary solution and given the depopulation of rural areas, other sources of 

monetary income need to be considered by private households in rural mountainous regions. In 

contrast to the more traditional agricultural activities that are carried out in the research regions 

mainly due to the need to supply for basic needs, the tourism sector offers a comparatively more up-

to-date perspective of revenue generation. The number of tourists in Georgia has increased by more 

than five times from 2008 to 2014.14 The tourism sector is regarded to be an auspicious sector and 

the government is supporting this development.15  

By examining data from two mountainous regions in Georgia (Kazbegi and Borjomi), we shall make 

an assessment of their current agricultural activities. In order to provide a sound data basis to answer 

the research questions, a targeted questionnaire was designed and pretested by the author.16 The 

descriptive account will be enhanced by an analysis of the households͛ behavioral intentions 

regarding an expansion of their activities in the field of tourism and its necessary infrastructure. 

Knowledge on the underlying psychological components can serve as a starting point for 

                                                           
9 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, pp. 19–25 and 32f. 
10 Cf.: Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009, p. 237; Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere 

International (CARE) 2010, p. 27; Kegel 2003. 
11 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 154; Kötschau 2012, pp. 167f. 
12 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 31. 
13 Cf.: Badurashvili & Nadareishvili 2012, p. 9. 
14 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013b, p. 211, 2015f, p. 211. 
15 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 8. 
16 Cf.: Volz 2011. 
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interventions.17 It is of special interest to find out which of the constructs influences the behavioral 

intentions the most and to detect significant underlying beliefs as starting points for possible 

interventions. 

Driven by the desire to understand which factors influence behavioral intentions or motives of 

private households, this research contributes to the social sciences by enhancing knowledge on the 

application of a scientific theory in a society which is atypical for this kind of research. The Theory of 

Planned Behavior (TPB) has been applied to questions regarding behavioral intentions and behavior 

many times over, but oftentimes the target population is from Western societies.18 However, the TPB 

has been able to explain considerable amounts of variance in intentions in a multitude of studies, 

covering all kinds of activities. Identifying the amounts and shares of variance that are explained by 

the three explanatory constructs attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control that are 

proposed to be explaining intention in the TPB will help to comprehend what drives the intentions of 

the households in the research areas.  

1.2 Added Value 

In the past years, researchers from various disciplines have been active in Georgia. Chapter 2.3 gives 

an overview of research from natural sciences, social and political sciences and different 

methodological approaches such as economic analyses, case studies and experimental approaches 

that have been carried out in Georgia. Many of these research activities are from other scientific 

fields. Researchers such as Kötschau; Kegel; Lerman; Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili; Haerdle & Bontjer 

(2012; 2003; 2006; 2003; 2010) have also worked with quantitative household data, but in different 

regions of Georgia and with slightly different foci. Based on the data from the household survey in 

Kazbegi and Borjomi, a comprehensive picture of the living conditions and activities in agriculture 

and tourism of private households in selected villages of both regions is given. 

The research at hand is also unique in its combination of the study region with an application of the 

Theory of Planned Behavior. The present study contributes to the scientific community by providing 

an example of an application of the Theory of Planned Behavior in a cultural context that is less 

common than research in Western societies. Most of the applications that are cited in a large meta-

study on the Theory of Planned Behavior that is referred to in Chapter 6.3.1 were conducted in 

Western societies, oftentimes with college students. The sample that was used here differs greatly 

from these investigations since it is from a collectivist culture and also the educational status is 

different. 19 Even if respondents also have a university degree, they are in a totally different point of 

their lives than students. There are some studies that also chose to analyze intentions of people in 

other cultural backgrounds, such as Liñán & Chen (2009) who work with data from Taiwan, or studies 

that focus on farmers, such as Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson (2012), or studies that look at tourism, 

such as Sparks & Pan (2009). However, the combination of quantitative background information on 

activities in both agriculture and tourism with an analysis of behavioral intentions to enhance or start 

                                                           
17 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 331f. 
18 See e.g. the studies included in the meta-study by Armitage & Conner (2001) which mostly features studies in 

Western societies. 
19 Cf.: Gupta & Hanges 2004, pp. 183–186; Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, pp. 463–473. 
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activities within tourism infrastructure is unique to the best knowledge of the researcher. Using this 

sample provides evidence for the fact that the Theory of Planned Behavior can be applied to 

collectivist cultures as well since the basic structures of the theory were confirmed. The results 

furthermore indicate that in such a case, the subjective norm component, i.e. important referent 

groups such as family and friends, has a more prominent role than it usually does while the attitude 

component that is often the strongest predictor was not found to exert a significant influence on 

intentions to enhance the tourism supply.20  

The model of the Theory of Planned Behavior incorporates beliefs which underlie the latent 

constructs which in turn influence intention. This research is also special due to the incorporation of 

these beliefs. Although the use of beliefs is recommended by Fishbein & Ajzen (2010), the 

combination of belief-based measures with global measurements is not frequently done in practice. 

By using this approach, this study identifies possible starting points for interventions (see Chapter 

7).21 

Aside from the exceptional sample, this study tests Yzer͛s (2007) assumption that perceived 

behavioral control moderates the influence of attitude and subjective norm on intention. For the 

case at hand, it was not possible to find evidence for a moderation effect from perceived behavioral 

control. However, several aspects make it difficult to detect such a moderated effect, especially with 

small sub-sample sizes as in this case. For a discussion of these issues see Chapter 6.3.3. 

This study also provides proof for a mediated effect from a background variable (in this case 

experience) on intention. As proposed by Fishbein & Ajzen, the effect of experience is fully mediated 

by the constructs of the model and no direct influence is discernable when controlling for the latent 

constructs.22 Consequently, adding the variable to the model did not increase explained variance in 

intention, but it shows that households that are already involved in tourism have a more favorable 

social surrounding and feel more able to enhance their tourism supply and therefore also have a 

higher intention of doing so. Unexperienced households, on the other hand, have lower values on 

the latent constructs and therefore also lower intention values. 

This research has answered several questions, but others have been risen or are beyond the scope of 

this work and not all issues could be addressed. Information on income from other sectors than 

agriculture and tourism could provide insights into further sources of monetary income. It would also 

be interesting to address the question of gender equality, particularly in a collectivist country such as 

Georgia. However, focusing on households as the unit of analysis, this point was not taken into 

account here. Looking at the distribution of work within households could render information on 

who the driving force is when it comes to business decisions. Being aware of the costs both 

financially and in matters of time, research would greatly benefit from panel data from the regions 

and on the research questions addressed here. Regarding the socio-economic living conditions, panel 

data could show if there is an overall positive effect on household income from enhanced activities in 

                                                           
20 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001. 
21 Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 203–206. 
22 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 226–253; Ajzen 2005, p. 134. 
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the tourism sector and maybe even a multiplier effect onto other households that are able to sell 

more agricultural products, either to tourists or other locals involved in tourism. Very interesting is 

also the question of whether households abandon agriculture in favor of tourism or if they diversify 

their activities and are active in both sectors. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior in a panel 

analysis would also be very beneficial and would allow several possibilities. One possibility that opens 

up when households are questioned a second time is the analysis of actual behavior. In order to 

examine actual behavior and the strength of the relationship between intention and behavior, it is 

necessary to record whether or not the households put their intentions into practice after the 

proposed time has elapsed (in this case after twelve months). Another possibility is to divide the 

sample into two groups and compare a treatment group to a control group. So after the first data 

collection, beliefs are analyzed and an intervention is designed to target significant beliefs in order to 

induce behavioral change. The treatment group is targeted by the intervention, e.g. affordable 

micro-credits, and after the follow-up survey, treatment and control group are compared to see if it 

was possible to actually change the behavior. 

1.3 Structure of the Thesis 

With an outline of the political changes that occurred during the past three decades, Chapter 2 starts 

off by portraying the contemporary conditions that shape the operational framework in Georgia. 

With the break-up of the Soviet Union, the economic system in Georgia underwent a radical change 

from a socialist market economy to a free market economy which entailed the deconstruction of 

kolkhozes and sovkhozes. The chapter includes an account of the implications of the land reform for 

private households. The transformation of the agricultural sector caused a severe change in the use 

of land: whereas land use had been previously organized centrally by the soviet government, after 

the disintegration of the Soviet Union, private households used the assigned land in order to provide 

for their own imminent needs. These preconditions affect the scope of actions of the private 

households to be analyzed. Since the tourism sector remains important for the research areas, this 

sector is described for Georgia as well. After I present this general information on Georgia, facts and 

figures on Kazbegi and Borjomi give deeper insight into the regions surveyed. Available secondary 

data gives an idea of agricultural activities in the regions. Various research activities and international 

projects are and were carried out throughout Georgia in the years following its independence. 

Reports of and articles regarding these projects are explored for valuable information. The given 

facts and figures lead to the last part of Chapter 2 that deduces the research question at hand. With 

a focus on the individual actions of households, the Theory of Planned Behavior is used in order to 

formulate the key research question which in turn is supplemented by another research question 

that focuses on the importance of agricultural activities in the regions under examination. A third 

research question addresses possible starting points for interventions. ColeŵaŶ͛s ďoat seƌǀes as a 
framework of actions for the relationship between the societal macro-level and the individual 

behavior on the micro-level. 

Chapter 3 introduces the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) which serves as the theoretical 

framework for a large part of the ensuing empirical analyses iŶ oƌdeƌ to eǆaŵiŶe the households͛ 
intentions of becoming active (or increasing their activities) within the tourism sector to improve 

their livelihood. Rooted in the Theory of Reasoned Action, the TPB enhances the scope of application 

to behaviors that are not completely under volitional control. After introducing the theory in general, 
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the chapter turns to the practical application of the theory to the research objective at hand. 

Enhancing activities in the tourism branch within a set time frame is presented as the behavior under 

study. The next subsection shows the connection between the latent constructs and the manifest 

items in order to eŶhaŶĐe the ƌeadeƌs͛ understanding of the measurement of the psychological 

concepts of the theory. Following additional theoretical considerations, a moderation effect of 

perceived behavioral control – oŶe of the theoƌǇ͛s ĐoŶstƌuĐts – is proposed. Further aspects can 

serve as background factors which allow the incorporation of e.g. knowledge on the behavior or 

demographic variables into the TPB model which itself assumes that behavioral intention is directly 

explained by the proposed constructs while other variables serve as background factors which in turn 

iŶflueŶĐe the theoƌǇ͛s ĐoŶstƌuĐts. Working in a cultural area that is less common for the application 

of the TPB than Western societies, special attention is given to the influence of cultural aspects on 

the relationships between proposed constructs. Having explained the TPB as the theoretical 

framework, the items that were formulated for the measurement of the latent constructs are 

derived in the next step. Since the cultural area is not typical for TPB applications, the collectivist 

nature of the Georgian culture is addressed.  

Following the theoretical implications of Chapter 3, Chapter 4 puts the explanations into testable 

hypotheses. The relationships between the core constructs serve as the overall structural model, 

which is supplemented by hypotheses on the creation of the constructs themselves, resulting in 

several measurement models that are both reflective and formative. The suggested moderation by 

perceived behavioral control results in a hypothesis on the comparison of structural coefficients and 

the integration of a background variable leads to a set of hypotheses designed to test mediational 

effects. The second part of Chapter 4 develops hypotheses independent of the TPB. In most cases, 

these hypotheses highlight the differences between the two research regions and between 

households from the main villages versus households from the smaller villages. Comparing the two 

regions helps to gain a differentiated look on what is characteristic of Kazbegi and Borjomi. 

Chapter 5 turns to the empirical analysis of the data from the household survey in the two study 

regions of Kazbegi and Borjomi. Starting off with descriptive information such as age and number of 

household members, the first subsection gives an overview of basic sample characteristics before 

portraying the socio-economic living conditions in detail. Sources and amount of household income 

show the monetary situation of local households. Data on livestock, resulting animal products and 

land use emphasize the importance of agricultural production as a non-monetary income source for 

private households. Comparing the percentage of products sold with the percentage of products 

consumed personally, makes it clear that for a large majority of households in the research villages, 

agricultural production is not commercial, but rather just subsistence farming. Since some of the 

private households are also involved in tourism business, the chapter also looks at tourism in the 

regions. Subsection 5.4 analyzes the behavioral intentions of private households to enhance their 

activities in the tourism business with the theoretical model from the TPB and incorporates 

descriptive data on the involvement of households in tourism as a background factor. The 

hypothesized moderation and mediation are tested. 

The discussion in Chapter 6 summarizes the empirical findings from Chapter 5 and creates a coherent 

picture from the descriptive findings and the modelled behavioral intentions. The findings from the 
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application of the TPB are embedded into a cultural framework by comparing them to results from a 

meta-study. This chapter also addresses methodological issues and examines critical aspects 

regarding e.g. data quality. 

By reviewing the empirical findings, the last chapter draws conclusions from the results. Chapter 7 

also attempts to formulate recommendations for starting points of interventions with the aim of 

fostering conditions for an enhancement of income-generating measures in the tourism sector. In 

this way, tourism is promoted as a viable economic option to the impoverished local farming 

activities. 



 

 

2 State of the Art and Present Situation in Georgia 

2.1 General Information on Georgia 

Georgia is located between Eastern Europe and Western Asia, the Greater and the Lesser Caucasus 

ranges shape the valley that holds the lowland of Georgia. It is bordered by Russia in the north, 

Turkey and Armenia in the South and Azerbaijan in the Southeast. The western part of Georgia faces 

the Black Sea. The largest part of the country is covered by mountains (54 %), one third by foothill 

and the rest is lowland (13 %). The climate ranges from humid and subtropical at the seashore in the 

west to snowy high mountain climate in the north and mid-southwest. Traditionally, livestock and 

plant production play an important role for Georgia. About 43 % of the 67 900 km² of Georgia are 

used for agricultural purposes, one fourth of which is arable land while the rest is either pastures or 

hay lands. Especially in eastern Georgia, the soil is eroded due to water and wind erosion, causing 

almost 35 % of the agricultural land to be degraded.23 This tendency is exacerbated due to 

anthropogenic influences. The degree of deforestation in Georgia is very high and makes soil erosion 

and landslides more likely, at the same time there are no strategies for a sustainable management of 

resources.24 

After Georgia gained independence from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), it had to face 

a drastic reduction in gross domestic product (GDP) per capita like all other Commonwealth of 

Independent States (CIS) countries. However, like the other CIS countries it recovered from the drop 

in the second half of the 1990s.25 The absolute amount of GDP has been rising since the beginning of 

the new century with only a small drop in 2009 (see Figure 1). 

                                                           
23 Cf.: Urushadze & Ghambashidze 2013, pp. 78f. and 95. 
24 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 25. 
25 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 11. 
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Figure 1: Composition and development of the gross domestic product of Georgia from 1980-2013 

and 1990-2013 respectively  

Note: GDP = gross domestic product. Source: Own presentation of data from the World Bank (2015a). 

The importance of the agricultural sector rose when the soviet economy collapsed, allowing the 

population to provide themselves with food.26 According to World Bank data, the share of the 

agricultural sector in the composition of the GDP of Georgia rose to over 60 % iŶ the ŵid ϭϵϵϬ͛s 
(Figure 1). In the years before the collapse of the Soviet Union, the share of agriculture had been 

rather stable at around 25 % and returned to this level at the turn of the century before dropping 

below 10 % in recent years. The seƌǀiĐe seĐtoƌ deĐƌeased iŶ iŵpoƌtaŶĐe folloǁiŶg Geoƌgia͛s 
independence for some years, but in the last ten years, it has become more and more important and 

Ŷoǁ aĐĐouŶts foƌ the lioŶ͛s shaƌe of the GDP ǁith ϲϳ % in 2013. When the agricultural sector started 

contributing a larger share to the composition of the GDP, the share from the industrial sector 

diminished. It rose a little in the second half of the 1990s and has been rather stable ever since. 

While both the share from the agricultural and the industrial sector have declined compared to 

before the disintegration of the USSR, the service sector is the only one that has gained in 

significance. Data on employment by sectors is only available from 1998-2007. During this time 

frame, the share of all three sectors hardly changed (see Figure 2). Considering that during the same 

time span the share of added value of agriculture in GDP fell from 28 to 11 %, the same amount of 

work force had to cope with a share in GDP that was less than half. 

                                                           
26 Cf.: Plachter & Hampicke 2010, p. 444. 
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Figure 2: Employment by sector and unemployment rate from 1998-2007 and 1991-2013 

respectively  

Source: Own presentation of data from the World Bank (2015a). 

Since the independence of Georgia unemployment was between 11 and 17 % of active labor force. 

For the year of the survey, the rate was at 15 %. The National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 

reports unemployment rates for urban and rural areas separately. This data states that 

unemployment is considerably higher in urban areas than in rural ones with 27 and 7 % 

respectively.27 When speaking about unemployment it is important to know that every person that 

owns at least one hectare of land is considered to be self-employed. In many cases these people 

consider themselves to be unemployed and only see agricultural production as a short-term activity. 

In this way, factual unemployment is underrated.28 Although employment is higher in rural areas, 

average monthly household income, on the other hand, is lower for rural households than for urban 

ones.29 There is a very basic social aid in Georgia that grants electricity subsidies, health insurance 

and a very low monetary aid if families are eligible for social aid according to a point system, but 

poverty is still a severe problem. This was furthermore aggravated by the war with Russia in August 

2008 and the global financial crisis.30 The distribution of income in Georgia is very uneven and the 

growing range between high and low incomes is increasing the income gap.31 

Today the political leadership in Georgia has to cope with several structural difficulties, many of 

which are a consequence of the authoritarian rule that lasted several decades. The Georgian civil 

society is weak, there is a lack of political pluralism and the economy is not well adapted to 

globalization. The ongoing conflicts with South Ossetia and Abkhazia and the tense relationship with 

Russia furthermore exacerbate the difficulties of the country and its leadership. On the other hand, 

Georgia features an advantageous geographical location and a well-educated labor force. These 

                                                           
27 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015c. 
28 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 154; Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, pp. 16–18. 
29 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015b. 
30 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 23. 
31 Cf.: Gabidsaschwili & Gelaschwili 2007, pp. 12 and 17. 
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factors can help fostering a positive economic development.32 Generally, Georgia is Western oriented 

and favors an accession to Western political unions and alliances such as the European Union (EU) 

and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).33 

2.1.1 Political & Economic Transformation 

In the wake of the formation of the Republic of Georgia in 1991, the country has been struggling with 

the process of political and economic transformation. The first Georgian president was overthrown in 

a bloody revolt in 1992, the second president was able to persist until the so-called Rose Revolution 

in 2003 which resulted in democratic elections in 2004, making the Western-oriented Mikheil 

Saakashvili the third president.34 He was able to solve one of three secessionist conflicts when Adjara 

was reintegrated into Georgia, thereby improving security in the country. But in the case of South 

Ossetia the actions taken by the government resulted in a war with Russia in 2008 that led to 

economic problems.35 Before the war in 2008, Georgia had managed to attract much foreign direct 

investment which triggered notable economic growth. However, the loss of the Russian market as a 

consequence of the war is hard on the size of exports, particularly in the case of agricultural 

products, food processing and industry.36 The earlier stages in the secessionist conflicts also had a 

negative effect on the economic development of Georgia, e.g. because of a number of internally 

displaced people who needed support. Structural problems, poor infrastructure and hyperinflation 

were problems Georgia had to face, just to name a few. With the introduction of the Georgian Lari 

(GEL) in 1995, the economy stabilized and the GDP began to grow. Structural reforms after the Rose 

Revolution improved business climate and led to a further growth in GDP.37 Although Georgia has 

made considerable progress, there are also factors that undermine past positive developments. 

Saakashvili was reelected in 2008, but in the following years the government showed authoritarian 

tendencies and the gap between the rich and the poor has been growing. In 2012, the parliamentary 

eleĐtioŶs ǁeƌe ǁoŶ ďǇ a Ŷeǁ alliaŶĐe Ŷaŵed ͞GeoƌgiaŶ Dƌeaŵ͟ ǁhiĐh also ǁoŶ the pƌesideŶtial 
elections in 2013 with its candidate Giorgi Margvelashvili. An association and free trade agreement 

was signed one year later between the EU and Georgia.38 

An important step towards democratic institutions is fighting corruption. For example raising the 

salaries of state officials such as judges or policemen and also a targeted change of personnel in 

certain positions reduced corruption significantly. Nevertheless personal relationships are still very 

important and it is questionable if democratic procedures are well-estaďlished iŶ Geoƌgia͛s 
administration. Print media and television stations are influenced by the government to a certain 

degree, print media being more independent than television.39 Geoƌgia͛s iŶaďilitǇ to oǀeƌĐoŵe the 
existing patronage networks not only impedes democratic processes, it furthermore inhibits the 

development of democratically legitimized forms of self-organization. Even non-governmental 

                                                           
32 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 27. 
33 Cf.: Salukvadze 2008, pp. 16f. 
34 Cf.: Chkoidze 2009, p. 59. 
35 Cf.: Chkoidze 2009, pp. 64f. 
36 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 25. 
37 Cf.: Chkoidze 2009, pp. 66f. 
38 Cf.: Bundesministerium für wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ) 2010-2015. 
39 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, pp. 8 and 10f. 
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organizations (NGOs) face distrust since there are NGOs that employ urban intellectuals who are 

driven by the wrong motivation instead of supporting the matters of those they are supposed to 

represent.40 Although iŵpoƌtaŶt aŵeŶdŵeŶts to the ĐoŶstitutioŶ haǀe ďeeŶ ŵade, the ͞pƌoĐess of 
ĐoŶsolidatiŶg deŵoĐƌatiĐ iŶstitutioŶs is still [ĐoŶsideƌed to ďe] faƌ fƌoŵ Đoŵplete͟41. The president 

(from 2013 on the prime minister) appoints the regional governors and the municipalities have to 

rely on the central government for financial transfers since they do not have any fiscal authority.42 

Georgia stands accused of ignoring civil rights regarding various aspects. Tax rules are somewhat 

arbitrary, property rights are violated, traders report of being extorted, the penitentiary system is 

known for its brutality and police uses excessive force against protesters.43 A general problem for 

private persons who wish to make investments is the fact that interest rates are high. Banks and 

micro-financial institutions offer no reasonable conditions that would allow small-scale farmers or 

people active in the tourism sector to pay back a loan after the investment returns revenue.44 

2.1.2 Land Reform & Land Policy Issues  

The transformation process in Georgia was accompanied by a land reform that started one year after 

Georgia gained its independence. The land reform regulated the distribution of agricultural land that 

belonged to collective and state farms before 1991 to private households. This process has been 

ongoing for several years, but the performance of this process has been criticized. One example of 

the bad performance is that many small farmers still lack an official transfer certificate that legally 

completes the transfer. Without the certificate they are not able to sell the land or use it as collateral 

for a loan.45 Biased and delayed registration procedures accompany the complicated bureaucratic 

structure and at least until before the Rose Revolution corruption was widely spread and a severe 

problem.46 A report from 2011 states that 17 % of the agricultural land was registered at the time. 

With a fee of 50 GEL per agricultural land parcel, registration is not cheap (this does not include a 

cadastral survey of the land), especially if households need to register more than one parcel. Some 

people also do not see the necessity of registering their land since they themselves know the location 

of their parcels.47 

The core objective of land reforms in former Soviet Union states was twofold: while productivity was 

supposed to increase, poverty was supposed to decrease by supplying private households with a 

means of generating income by cultivating agricultural land.48 The land underneath individual houses 

was transformed into private ownership.49 A family was able to receive a maximum of 1.25 ha of 

private property through the land reform if a family member had been employed in agriculture. The 

amounts of received land were less for families without a family member that had been employed in 

                                                           
40 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 17. 
41 Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 14. 
42 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 14.  
43 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, pp. 13f. 
44 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 18. 
45 Cf.: Gogodze, Kan & Kimhi 2007, pp. 1–4. 
46 Cf.: Ebanoidze 2003, pp. 129f. 
47 Cf.: Egiashvili 2011, p. 15. 
48 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 165. 
49 Cf.: Ebanoidze 2003, pp. 127f. 
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agriculture and the maximum of land was up to 3 ha in mountainous areas. The way in which land 

was distributed is criticized because it lead to a high fragmentation of land parcels which show small 

sizes in many cases. However, it was on the other hand able to ensure food security and stabilized 

the political situation in the early 1990s.50 

Part of the land that was not privatized is now community owned agricultural land. In most cases this 

land is pasture land and livestock grazing routs. Even though this land legally belongs to the state, it 

is permanently used by the villagers.51 

An agricultural census in Georgia showed that land fragmentation is particularly evident in family 

holdings52 whereas agricultural enterprises own larger pieces of land. Family holdings have an 

average of 2.3 parcels with an average size of 0.45 ha, agricultural enterprises own 3.1 parcels with 

an average size of 40 ha. The overall size of an average agricultural enterprise is 111 ha, opposed to 

an average family holding with 1.05 ha.53 Specifically in the case of private owners, the cultivation of 

the highly fragmented arable land is unprofitable.54 

2.1.3 Agriculture & Agricultural Development  

As land was privatized in the wake of the breakdown of the Soviet Union, the agrarian structure in 

Georgia changed substantially. Enterprises were dissolved and households used the land they had 

been given through the land reform for the production of agricultural goods. In most cases, this 

production served subsistence purposes.55 The majority of households consider agricultural 

production as a temporary situation until another source of income off farm can be found.56 In the 

meantime, subsistence farming serves as an important economic and social buffer, especially in rural 

areas.57 

Along with the land reform, agricultural producers changed the kinds of crops they cultivated. Since 

there were no more subsidies, processing equipment was lacking and the markets were disrupted, 

the private households replaced the high-value cash crops that the kolkhozes and sovkhozes had 

been producing by basic foods.58 Traditional vineyards were turned into arable land to plant staple 

foods, thereby destroying values that had been built over years.59 Private persons often lack 

knowledge on production strategies since they had other employments before the breakdown of the 

USSR. In some cases these people worked as industrial workers and have no experience in 

agricultural production.60 In 1990, almost 100 % of wheat, barley, rye, oats and hay and 51 and 41 % 

                                                           
50 Cf.: Kegel 2003, pp. 148f. 
51 Cf.: Egiashvili 2011, p. 25. 
52 The teƌŵ ͞holdiŶg͟ is used iŶ the offiĐial statistics of Georgia. The use of the term in this work does not abide 

by an agricultural definition of holding. 
53 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., p. 84. 
54 Cf.: Ebanoidze 2003, p. 133. 
55 Cf.: Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009, p. 225. 
56 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, 167f.; Kegel 2003, p. 154. 
57 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 159. 
58 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 13. 
59 Cf.: Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009, p. 226. 
60 Cf.: International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) 2004, p. 3. 
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of potatoes and vegetables respectively were produced by agricultural enterprises. Since the 

beginning of the 1990s, the share produced by family holdings increased, making them the main 

producer of grains, potatoes, vegetables, hay and melons with 93-100 % of the total production in 

2014.61 The first National Agricultural Census of Georgia from 2004/2005 showed that only 0.1 % of 

all holdings are agricultural enterprises and that 82 % of the holdings produce mainly for self-

consumption. Agriculture is the main activity of the person operating the holding for 74 % of all 

holdings.62 

Figure 3 shows the development of the numbers in livestock during the soviet regime and beyond. 

The numbers of pigs and also cattle were rising slightly during the time that Georgia was part of the 

USSR. The numbers of sheep and goats fluctuated more than in the case of cattle and pigs, but they 

also remained comparatively high during the same time period. At the beginning of the 1990s, all 

graphs bent downward. While there are still more sheep and goats than pigs, sheep and goats 

experienced the most severe decline in numbers. 

 

Figure 3: Livestock numbers for Georgia (1940-2014) in holdings of all categories (in thousands)  

Source: Own presentation of data from National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) (2015a, p. 57). 

Although many private households (specifically in rural areas) are engaged in agricultural activities, 

the majority of them is not working in a market oriented way. Their objective is to grow basic food 

products that are needed for the preparation of meals for the family. Even in cases where production 

exceeds the needs of the family, it is hardly enough to pay the hired workers in kind and to supply 

the needed inputs. Aside from selling surplus production, it is also common to barter goods. Since 

the food processing industry collapsed completely, it is very challenging to market agricultural 

products. This is also true for products such as tea, wine and fruits that were traditionally produced 

                                                           
61 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2008, p. 35, 2015a, p. 32. 
62 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 3, 27 and 24. 
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in Georgia.63 During soviet times, in most cases at least one household member was working on a 

kolkhoz or sovkhoz, but they were mainly following assigned tasks on these state and collective 

farms. They often lack knowledge on productive farming techniques and it is also difficult for them to 

ĐoŶsideƌ theŵselǀes a ͞faƌŵeƌ͟.64 

2.1.4 Tourism Sector 

During the last years the tourism sector has gained in importance and has developed into the 

primary driver of GDP growth under the last Georgian president Mikhail Saakashvili.65 The 

Government of Georgia has been promoting investments in tourism, infrastructure and export 

development during the last years.66 Data from 2008 to 2014 shows that the numbers of guests has 

been rising constantly from 266 277 to 1 391 449, signifying an increase by more than five times as 

many in only six years. In that time frame, the countries of origin shifted. While 61 % of all visitors 

came from Georgia in 2008, the amount of foreign visitors grew steadily, amounting up to 62 % of 

tourists from foreign countries in 2014. The number of visitors from European countries has been 

rising constantly throughout this time period, their share in the visitors from foreign countries 

generally has declined from 45 % to 36 %.67 

IŶ ϮϬϬϱ, the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt of Geoƌgia adopted the laǁ oŶ ͞aŵeŶdŵeŶts aŶd suppleŵeŶts to the laǁ 
of Geoƌgia oŶ teŵpoƌaƌǇ eŶtƌaŶĐe to, ƌesideŶĐe iŶ aŶd leaǀiŶg of Geoƌgia ďǇ foƌeigŶeƌs͟ ǁhiĐh 
simplifies visa procedures. Citizens from the EU, USA, Canada, Japan and Israel do not need a visa to 

visit Georgia and a bilateral agreement was reached with neighboring Turkey.68 The tourism sector is 

considered a promising business branch. Georgia has a lot to offer with a rich history, beautiful 

nature, famous cuisine and untouched flora and fauna. Conditions for entering Georgia are favorable 

for many countries from the EU and Central Asia regarding both visa regulations and also the 

distance (but prices for plane tickets are not cheap). The government supports and promotes the 

tourism sector and Georgia also offers niche tourism in the fields of e.g. wine or adventure. On the 

other hand, there are still many points that need improvement. Although the government is working 

on an improvement of basic infrastructure, broken roads, a lack of signs and bad sanitary conditions 

in public restrooms can still be found all over the country. Most of the tourists are national and when 

Western tourists find their way to Georgia, their quality standards are often not met. Oftentimes 

tourists only spend a small amount of time in Georgia. Enhancing the time tourists spend in the 

holiday destinations could enhance the benefits of the local economies gained from tourism. Ranking 

system for e.g. accommodation and restaurants could make it easier for Western tourists to find a 

place that meets their needs and expectations.69 

Further tourism branches that offer development in Georgia are e.g. the wellness industry, agro- and 

ecotourism. There are spa centers in Georgia, as well as good possibilities for the cultivation of 

                                                           
63 Cf.: Kegel 2003, pp. 152f. 
64 Cf.: Janowski 2003, pp. 9f. 
65 Cf.: Jamestown Foundation 2013. 
66 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 19. 
67 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013b, p. 211, 2015f, p. 211. 
68 Cf.: World Bank 2006a, p. 47. 
69 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 8. 
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organic products which can in turn attract tourists. Various national parks exist in Georgia. They are 

important in order to preserve biodiversity and are therefore interesting destinations for tourists.70 

Ecotourism is often thought of in connection with national parks and protected areas, but 

ecotourism activities can also take place elsewhere. Furthermore, the development of ecotourism in 

a national park can also have a positive effect on the surrounding villages by reducing the need for 

other more damaging activities to generate income (e.g. illegal logging). The country is not yet 

making full use of its potential of ecotourism in national parks.71 

The overall positive development of the tourism sector suffered after the war in August 2008. The 

numbers of tourists dropped severely and travel agencies had to reduce prices in order to attract 

tourists at all. Georgia is furthermore struggling to keep up with Turkey – its main competitor for 

tourists. Turkey also shows low prices and has a higher level of services to offer.72 

2.2 Specific Information on the Study Regions  

Information on the circumstances of agricultural activities in Georgia are a necessary foundation of a 

thorough analysis of socio-economic living conditions of rural Georgian households. The analysis will 

focus on two areas in particular. Both areas are mountainous at an elevation of approximately 

1 700 m a.s.l. and located in the Caucasus. Kazbegi is situated in the Greater Caucasus bordering 

Russia, Borjomi is situated in the Lesser Caucasus.  

 

Figure 4: Physical Map of Georgia with the location of the study areas  

Source: Modified from Gavardashvili, Schaefer & King (2007, p. 6). 

                                                           
70 Cf.: Erkomaishvili, Gvelesiani, Kharaishvili & Chavleishvili 2014, p. 178; Khardzeishvili 2009, pp. 515 and 521f. 
71 Cf.: International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 2008, pp. 13 and 22. 
72 Cf.: Erkomaishvili, Gvelesiani, Kharaishvili & Chavleishvili 2014, pp. 177f. 
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The research areas were chosen by an interdisciplinary team of scientists in the framework of the 

joiŶt ƌeseaƌĐh pƌojeĐt ͞AŶalǇsiŶg Multiple IŶteƌƌelatioŶships of Environmental and Societal Processes 

iŶ MouŶtaiŶous ‘egioŶs of Geoƌgia͟ ;AMIE“Ϳ.73 While the interdisciplinary approach of the project 

brings together scientists from fields such as landscape ecology, geography and social sciences, this 

work focuses on an analysis of the socio-economic living conditions of private households and their 

behavioral intentions regarding activities in the tourism sector. The selection of two research areas 

that share some common features but also differ regarding other aspects allows for a comparison of 

several key aspects. For example, both research regions show a number of households that are active 

in the tourism sector, but differ with regard to the time span of their respective activity in tourism. In 

order to satisfy various needs of researchers from different fields, the research areas could not 

follow simple administrative borders. Therefore, the Kazbegi region includes one village (i.e. Mleta) 

that is located just outside of the administrative borders of the Kazbegi municipality. In the case of 

the Borjomi region, the research villages do not include the main town of the Borjomi municipality 

which is also called Borjomi. The villages that were chosen for the quantitative household survey 

were selected in agreement with the project partners. They are listed in the following table. 

Table 1: Research villages 

  Municipality / District Population (Census 2002) 

Kazbegi, Mtskheta-Mtianeti Region 

 

5261 

Stepantsminda (+ Gergeti) Kazbegi 1783 

Sno Kazbegi 418 

Kanobi Kazbegi 182 

Juta Kazbegi 62 

Mleta (Dusheti district) Dusheti 313 

Borjomi, Samtskhe-Javakheti Region 

 

32422 

Bakuriani Borjomi 1985 

Tsikhisjvari Borjomi 644 

Bakurianis Andeziti Borjomi 514 

Didi Mitarbi Borjomi 48 

Tsagveri Borjomi 1051 
Source: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) (February 2013). 

One larger settlement was chosen within each of the two research regions. In the case of Kazbegi, 

the center of the Kazbegi municipality, i.e. Stepantsminda, was chosen. For the Borjomi municipality 

Bakuriani was interesting for the research objective because households have been active in the 

tourism sector for quite a while. In addition to these larger settlements, small villages were chosen in 

each of the regions. Four to five smaller villages were selected to be able to also take into account 

socio-economic living conditions outside the regional centers. The choice of sample villages allows 

                                                           
73 The project was funded by the VolkswagenStiftung and carried out by researchers from Justus Liebig 

University Giessen in cooperation with Ilia Chavchavadze State University (Tbilisi) and Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi 

State University between 2010 and 2013.  
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comparing the situation between two regions and also within the regions between local centers and 

smaller villages. 

During 2011 (the year of the survey), average monthly household income (including transfers) of the 

regions Samtskhe-Javakheti, Mtskheta-Mtianeti and Guria (444 Georgian Lari, GEL) was lower than 

the average for Georgia (512 GEL).74 Even though the cash income for those regions constantly rose 

from 2011-2014, the gap to Georgia in total increased. Until 2013, the gap increased up to 161 GEL 

per month and fell slightly to 134 GEL in 2014.75 Background information on possible sources of 

income is therefore important for the research areas. According to the first National Agricultural 

Census of Georgia from 2004/2005, all of the holdings76 in the Kazbegi district are characterized as 

family holdings, in the Borjomi district 0.1 % of the holdings are agricultural enterprises while the rest 

of the holdings are family holdings as well (in Georgia as a whole 99.8 % are family holdings and 

0.1 % are agricultural enterprises). Similar to overall Georgia, 80 % of the holdings in Kazbegi produce 

mainly for self-consumption (82 % in Georgia) and 20 % produce mainly for selling (19 % in Georgia). 

In Borjomi, 97 % produce mainly for self-consumption, in contrast to 2 % that mainly sell. In Georgia, 

agriculture is the main activity of the person operating the holding in 74 % of the cases. For Kazbegi 

this value is even higher with 88 % while it is considerably lower for Borjomi with 38 %. The average 

amount of land parcels owned per family holding is slightly higher in both the Kazbegi and the 

Borjomi region than in Georgia (2.6 versus 2.3). In Kazbegi both the average size of a holding 

(0.45 ha) and the average size of a land parcel (0.17 ha) is lower than for the whole country (1.05 and 

0.45 ha respectively). In Bakuriani, holdings and parcels (1.31 and 0.5 ha respectively) are slightly 

larger than the national average. Figure 3 shows that the number of livestock in Georgia declined 

from the beginning of the 1990s on. The National Agricultural Census of Georgia states that in 

2004/2005 there were 4 311 and 7 779 bovines, 1 593 and 2 127 pigs and 18 991 and 4 365 sheep in 

the Kazbegi and the Borjomi district respectively. Family holdings keep 9 081 chicken in Kazbegi and 

20 609 chicken in Borjomi.77 

As can be seen in Figure 4, both research regions are not in the vicinity of the capital Tbilisi. There are 

notable differences between rural and urban areas regarding access to infrastructure services.78 The 

road network leading to the research areas is (or was) problematic in some cases.79 In order to reach 

Kazbegi, the Jvari pass (2 379 m a.s.l.)80 needs to be crossed. Particularly in winter this can be difficult 

due to the snow. A World Bank report from 2006 states that in most communities, the road network 

                                                           
74 On July 1st in 2011, the exchange rate was 1 GEL = 0.415 € ;OANDA 2011). With this exchange rate, 444 GEL 

equal 184,26 € aŶd ϱϭϮ GEL equal 212,48 €. 
75 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015e. 
76 The teƌŵ ͞holdiŶg͟ is used iŶ the offiĐial statistiĐs of Geoƌgia. The use of the teƌŵ iŶ this ǁoƌk does Ŷot aďide 
by an agricultural definition of holding. 
77 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 3-5, 27-29, 24-26, 84-86, 222f., 225f. and 228f. 
78 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 24. 
79 The road of the Jvari pass leading into Kazbegi was repaired in late 2013. At the time of the survey in 2011 

the conditions of that road were considerably worse than after the road works. 
80 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, p. 14. 



2 State of the Art and Present Situation in Georgia 

 

 

19 

is in very poor or poor condition and the majority of roads is unpaved. The bad conditions of the 

roads limit the possibilities of commercialization of agricultural products.81  

2.2.1 Kazbegi Region 

The Kazbegi district covers an area of 1 082 km².82 It is of political interest because it holds the only 

Georgian border check point with Russia that is not located in one of the autonomous republics of 

Abkhazia or South Ossetia. This makes the Georgian military road an important route of transport for 

goods, also connecting Armenia and Russia via Kazbegi.83 It was closed from July 2006 until March 

201084, stopping the trade relations with Russia. 

The region is characterized by harsh natural conditions due to the high elevation, uneven topography 

and long winters with a staple snow cover for three to five months up to an elevation of 1 900 m 

a.s.l. Industry and social infrastructure are hardly developed and areas for agriculture are scarce. 

90 % of the people are ethnic Georgians. Some inhabitants work in state institutions but more people 

are self-employed, either in livestock farming or in seasonal tourism. 40 % of the land in Kazbegi can 

be used for agricultural purposes, while 85 % of the land in whole Georgia is suitable for agricultural 

purposes. Livestock farming was a traditional economic activity in the region. Most important in this 

regard was sheep breeding for the production of milk, wool and meat. Since the independence of 

Georgia in 1991, sheep husbandry has declined from 120 000 to 20 000.85 Despite the decline in 

animal numbers, 80 % of the population is considered to be involved in animal husbandry which also 

denotes the most important field of agriculture. Sheep and cattle are partly nomadic and are brought 

to pastures in central regions of Georgia for winter. The region itself lacks processing enterprises 

such as dairy processing86, the value chain of dairy production is inefficient and there are large gaps 

in demand and supply. Poor nutrition of cows (due to insufficient arable land) and lack of knowledge 

lead to low milk production.87 Private households often keep some chickens, pigs and cattle. Field 

crops and potatoes are grown by private households, along with vegetables in some cases. These are 

mostly used for self-consumption88, few households grow potatoes in order to sell them. The average 

plot size of a household in Kazbegi is 0.43 ha (with 0.08 ha cultivated with potatoes on average).89 

Subsistence agriculture is prevalent, specifically in small villages. Production in greenhouses stopped 

several years ago when gas for heating the greenhouses was no longer free and the border to Russia 

was closed. The industrial sector has never been important in the Kazbegi region.90 Ancient lynchets 

                                                           
81 Cf.: World Bank 2006b, pp. 37–39; Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 

2010, p. 31. 
82 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, p. 13. 
83 Cf.: Jamestown Foundation 2013. 
84 Cf.: BBC News 2010. 
85 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, p. 21; Ministry of Environment 

Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas (APA) 2010a, p. 49. 
86 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010a, pp. 49 and 52. 
87 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012a, pp. 15–17. 
88 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, pp. 21-23 and 15. 
89 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010a, p. 49. 
90 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, pp. 21-23 and 15. 
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(e.g. in Juta) are a sign of the use of steep slopes for the cultivation of crops some decades ago. The 

fact that common cereal weeds can still be found is an indication of the cultivation of barley and 

wheat in former times. Today people mostly cultivate potatoes and some vegetables on a small 

scale.91 In an analysis of the change in land cover around Stepantsminda for three points in time 

(1971, 1987 and 2005/2011), Theißen (2011) found that pastures covered the largest share of the 

area and was very stable at all points in time. These pastures are mostly not fenced and used for 

grazing by livestock. Woody vegetation is expanding, transforming some of the pasture from 1971 

into shrubs in 2011. Fenced meadows for hay making constitute the second largest land use type 

while arable land only covers a small share of the area.92
 

During soviet times, the Kazbegi region featured several large-scale soviet hotels and tourism was a 

major business in the region. It had become a mountaineering center and was well-known for its 

nature and mountain sports activities. However, the facilities from that time are now run-down and 

due to uncontrolled tourism, the landscape and ecosystems suffered damages. Today, tourists are 

drawn to the Kazbegi region mainly because of its nature93 (e.g. the Mount Kazbeg, 5 047 m a.s.l.94), 

sports activities and cultural sites (e.g. the Holy Trinity Church above Gergeti). International tourists 

mostly come from Israel, but there are also tourists from Germany, the Baltic countries, Poland, the 

Czech Republic and France. Tourism operators in the region note that there is a lack of regulations 

and restrictions. Also the infrastructure of basic needs of tourists is incomplete.95 By and large, the 

potential of the tourism sector is considered high, but as a seasonal phenomenon.96 The number of 

tourists is increasing: in 2010 there were 23 126 tourists in the Stepantsminda municipality and in 

2011 there were 36 647 tourists.97 Approximately 70 % of the tourists are of Georgian nationality.98 

Compared with other mountainous regions in Georgia, Kazbegi is relatively close to the capital Tbilisi. 

Stepantsminda can be reached in approximately three hours (149 km) and is also reachable with 

public transport several times a day for 15 GEL ;≈ ϲ €Ϳ.99 One year after the household survey that 

serves as the data base for this work, a large hotel (with 150 rooms eventually) opened in 

Stepantsminda. This example shows that tourism can also have negative effects on the area since 

sports activities that are offered by the hotel (e.g. using quad bikes) are likely to lead to erosion and 

harm the environment.100 

The shortage of job opportunities in the Kazbegi region is a general economic problem. Young people 

leave the region in order to study or work in larger cities, thus drawing work force from the aging 

                                                           
91 Cf.: Tephnadze, Abdaladze, Nakhutsrishvili et al. 2014, p. 277. 
92 Cf.: Theißen 2011, pp. 28 and 39-42. 
93 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, pp. 25–28. 
94 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 10. 
95 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, pp. 25–28. 
96 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010b, p. xii. 
97 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 6. 
98 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 12. 
99 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 10. 
100 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2012, pp. 22–25. 
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population which is needed to maintain (or even expand) agriculture and the rural market 

economy.101 

2.2.2 Borjomi Region 

The Borjomi district, located in the Lesser Caucasus, covers an area of 1 189 km², 53 % of which are 

forested.102 Bakuriani, the largest village from the Borjomi district that was included in the survey, is 

located 179 km from Tbilisi. Compared to other districts in the Samtskhe-Javakheti region, Borjomi 

shows a lack of arable land and the size of plots is the smallest. According to the Borjomi 

municipality, 80 % of the population carries out non-commercial agriculture at a small scale with 

typically two to three cows per family and the production of potatoes for self-consumption.103 The 

plot sizes of the Samtskhe-Javakheti region are mostly between 0.5 and 1.5 ha with an estimated 

average of .93 ha in Samtskhe which includes the Borjomi municipality.104 More than 5 000 cattle and 

approximately 10 000 sheep were reported for the Borjomi district in 2011. Difficulties regarding 

animal husbandry arise because of a lack in veterinary services and high prices of fodder.105 Farmers 

in the Samtskhe-Javakheti region also lack knowledge on livestock breeds and artificial insemination 

is hardly practiced. This impedes productivity and health of the animals.106 It is also common to keep 

bees107 or to collect and sell timber which is often logged illegally.108 In the 1990s, pasture land was 

distributed to the households, but many farmers do not know the location and the exact size of their 

plots. Today, the demand for pastures is large and overgrazing is widely spread.109 Due to the high 

fragmentation of land and small plot sizes subsistence agriculture is very common. A survey in 

Tsagveri found that people lack agricultural machinery and that the prices of fertilizers are high.110 

Inhabitants of the village Didi Mitarbi report that villagers recently emigrated from the village. The 

locals gather their cattle and bring it to pastures farther away from the settlement. This practice 

differs from that in Bakuriani and Bakurianis Andeziti.111 

Aside from agricultural activities, tourism plays an important role for the socio-economic living 

conditions of the population in Borjomi. It is probably more important than agriculture. Borjomi is 

the tourism center of the Samtskhe-Javakheti region and Bakuriani features a well-developed skiing 

infrastructure with approximately 60 hotels. The number of local and foreign tourists is increasing.112 

Several websites report that Bakuriani became a skiing region in 1932 and during soviet times it 

became a training center for athletes. Today there are ski lifts, ski jumps and toboggan runs. The 

mountain air in Bakuriani is said to have a curative effect and the climate is milder than in the skiing 

                                                           
101 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010b, p. xii f. 
102 Cf.: Forest Law Enforcement & Governance (FLEG) 2010, p. 6. 
103 Cf.: Borjomi Municipal Working Group 2008, 9ff.; Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) 2007, p. 12. 
104 Cf.: Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) 2007, pp. 11f. 
105 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, pp. 7 and 16. 
106 Cf.: Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 2013, p. 14. 
107 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, pp. 7 and 16. 
108 Cf.: Forest Law Enforcement & Governance (FLEG) 2010, pp. 6–8. 
109 Cf.: Borjomi Municipal Working Group 2008, pp. 9–11. 
110 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 16. 
111 Cf.: Rauner 2013, pp. 57f. 
112 Cf.: Borjomi Municipal Working Group 2008, pp. 11–13. 
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resort Gudauri (on the border of the Kazbegi region, but not part of the study region) so that summer 

tourism is possible as well.113 Smaller villages in the Borjomi region such as e.g. Tsagveri attract 

tourists in summer. The image of the region has suffered a little since the five-day war in August 

2008 in which parts of the forests were (severely) damaged.114 Despite the fact that the tourism 

industry in the Borjomi region started about 80 years ago, the general tourism infrastructure is not 

well developed.115 

In the three years prior to the year of the survey (2011), the incomes of the Borjomi municipality 

have decreased by more than half from 9.55 million GEL to 4.14 million GEL.116 

2.3 Projects, Research Activities and Empirical Data in (and on) the 

Regions and Beyond 

2.3.1 Projects 

During the years following the break-up of the Soviet Union Georgia has received and is still receiving 

financial and developmental aid from various countries and organizations. These have fostered the 

transformation of the country in both political and economic terms by implementing a large number 

of small and large projects with varying length. One actor that has been engaged in stabilizing the 

situation in the whole Caucasus region is the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (BMZ). Whereas activities at the beginning were mostly emergency assistance, a 

development partnership is now in place that looks at regional needs. The Caucasus Initiative was 

organized by the BMZ to support Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia during the countƌies͛ political, 

economic and social transformation.117 Many development aid projects carried out by various actors 

focus on transportation, water, sanitation and flood protection as well as energy and mining.118 

Several projects (e.g. by Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)) also worked 

on the development of cadasters and an improvement of the legal framework of land ownership.119 

Since tourism is a prospering business branch, some agencies also carry out projects for nature 

conservation and in order to promote Georgia as a holiday destination.120 The German Development 

Bank (KfW) for instance was involved in the publication of a brochure on protected areas in the 

Southern Caucasus. KfW is also active in the banking sector by supplying loans to small and medium 

enterprises especially since 1999. Their aim is to contribute to a stable market-based financial 

sector.121 

Development programs with numerous objectives are carried out all over Georgia. Among other 

projects in Georgia, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) carried out 

                                                           
113 Cf.: Georgian-Voyge 2014-2015; Bakuriani Resorts 2014; Bakuriani-Ru n.d. 
114 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, pp. 6 and 17f. 
115 Cf.: Borjomi Municipal Working Group 2008, p. 21. 
116 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 4. 
117 Cf.: Bundesministerium für wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ) 2010-2015. 
118 Cf.: World Bank 2015b. 
119 Cf.: Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) n.d. 
120 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2013. 
121 Cf.: ProCredit Bank 2015. 
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projects in the research region Kazbegi, investigating livestock and tourism. With regard to livestock, 

one of their project reports suggests to increase knowledge of the farmers and to foster supply of 

services and input. It is also deemed important to start artificial insemination in order to improve the 

gene pool of the local breeds. The improvement of infrastructure is important for the enhancement 

of tourism, as well as the improvement of professional and service skills and the establishment of 

linkages between stakeholders in tourism and local agricultural producers.122 In the case of Borjomi, 

there is a project focusing on the mountain forests and climate in the region. The project is carried 

out by an Austrian organization with the aim of fostering a sustainable development of the 

ecosystem forest, thereby securing the livelihood of the local population since many people are 

involved in forestry.123 There is also information on a planned water and wastewater project in 

Borjomi. Using a grant from the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the 

water delivery services and the treatment of waste water in Bakuriani and Borjomi are supposed to 

be improved.124 

2.3.2 Research Activities 

The research interests in Georgia follow very diverse topics and research questions. Due to the 

comparatively recent independence, political scientists take a keen interest in Georgia and the other 

post-soviet countries.125 In many cases, the topics are related to the transformation process from a 

communist republic into a democratic nation state126, the importance of agriculture and subsistence 

farming127, the change in land use128 and the effects of the land reform129. Geoƌgia͛s diverse 

landscape with many endogenous plant species makes the country also a popular destination for 

natural scientists that seek to explore the biodiversity hot-spot Georgia.130 Research was already 

conducted during soviet times, e.g. on intensive grazing of sheep.131 In the more recent past, 

geographers have also conducted research on migration and population trends within Georgia and to 

outside countries.132 

While part of the conducted research focuses on Georgia as a whole, there are also a number of case 

studies that concentrate on particular areas. Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili (2003) analyzed the 

economic living situation of 200 family farms in the Sighnagi district (Kakheti region). They found that 

about three quarters of the holdings return no or very little monetary output.133 Also in 2003, a case 

study among agricultural enterprises in the Khashuri district (Shida Kartli) concludes that the largest 

part of the agricultural activities is carried out in order to provide for the needs of the households. 

Kegel argues that particularly in the rural areas, this subsistence agriculture is needed as an economic 

                                                           
122 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012a, 2012b. 
123 Cf.: Bundesforschungszentrum für Wald (BFW) 2014. 
124 Cf.: Devex 2016. 
125 Cf.: King & Xubua 2009. 
126 Cf.: Chkoidze 2009; Chanturia 2009. 
127 Cf.: Kegel 2003; Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009. 
128 Cf.: Didebulidze & Urushadze 2009. 
129 Cf.: Kötschau 2012; Lerman 2006; Csaki & Lerman 1997; Ebanoidze 2003; Egiashvili 2011. 
130 Cf.: Akhalkatsi, Ekhvaia & Asanidze 2012; Tephnadze, Abdaladze, Nakhutsrishvili et al. 2014. 
131 Cf.: Körner 1980; Cernusca & Nakhutsrishvili 1983. 
132 Cf.: Rowland 2006; Radvanyi & Muduyev 2007. 
133 Cf.: Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili 2003. 
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and social factor to overcome the transition period.134 Some years later, Kötschau, Sepashvili & 

Narimanidze (2009) used data from Shida Kartli as well and come to the conclusion that the 

privatization of land provided a social safety net after the independence of Georgia, but today the 

agricultural sector lacks overall economic growth and rural infrastructure, access to markets and 

credits are needed to transform the agricultural sector into a functioning commercial sector.135 

Haerdle & Bontjer (2010) specifically looked at the change in cattle stocks of households in an area 

30 km north of Tbilisi. Most families in Sages did not own any cattle in 1990, but do now. Other 

households that had cattle before have increased the amount in the meantime, but the yield is 

hardly enough for subsistence.136 

2.3.3 Empirical Data on Georgia 

The National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) offers much data on Georgia online.137 Data on 

economic indicators such as GDP, price index, external trade and employment can be downloaded. 

Other data focuses on education and culture, healthcare and social protection, businesses, wages 

and standard of living, to name a few. A point of special interest for this work is the agricultural 

sector. In 2004, Georgia carried out an agricultural census, the main results of which are also 

available online. As in the case of the other data provided on the homepage of GeoStat, the data is in 

most cases presented for each region individually. Oftentimes some regions are subsumed in the 

ĐategoƌǇ ͞otheƌ ƌegioŶs͟. MaŶǇ tiŵes ǁheŶ this ĐategoƌǇ appeaƌs it iŶĐludes the tǁo ƌeseaƌĐh 
regions Kazbegi and Borjomi. 

Secondary data is also available from organizations such as World Bank, Food and Agriculture 

Organization (FAO), Bertelsmann Stiftung, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD), International Labour Organization (ILO) or International Monetary Fund (IMF). In most cases 

the data gives overall numbers for Georgia as a whole, e.g. information on employment or gross 

domestic product (GDP). In other cases an assessment of the transformation process can help to 

understand the political and economic transformation status of Georgia. Data is usually available on 

a general level that allows for comparisons with other countries or cultures, but the data does not 

differentiate between regions or areas within the country. A report by the Cooperative for Assistance 

and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) (2010) also mentions this problem. International 

organizations summarize small communities because of their very small populations as well.138 

Other empirical data can be found in both scientific research and development projects. Since these 

projects often focus on specific areas or regions within Georgia, they provide detailed information on 

a very specific population which is often limited to one or several villages. Household surveys are 

very common for the analysis of socio-economic research questions. The data is often gathered for a 

specific project and includes the information needed for the specific purpose of the project or 
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research question.139 Project reports of international organizations often rely on governmental data 

(e.g. provided by GeoStat) and information from local municipalities to develop their 

recommendations.140 In some cases, international programs also conduct household surveys to 

gather their own data.141 

2.4 Research Gap 

The fact that since 2008 the share of agriculture in Geoƌgia͛s GDP has been less than 10 % while the 

share of people working in the agricultural sector is above 50 % since the beginning of the new 

century shows that a large amount of workers has to share a small amount of generated GDP 

(compare Figure 1 and Figure 2). Several sources mention that many people do not choose to carry 

out agricultural activities, but do so because of a lack of alternatives.142 Taking into account the 

economic developments that show the unprofitability of the Georgian agricultural sector and the 

increasing poverty gap between rural and urban areas, it is important to focus on rural areas that 

suffer more severely from a lack of employment opportunities and perspectives for a brighter future. 

Furthermore considering personal preferences of the people who often do not consider themselves 

to be farmers and are only carrying out agricultural activities to make ends meet, it is reasonable to 

consider other sources of income in addition to agricultural activities. 

Two rural areas in mountainous regions of Georgia (see Chapter 2.2) were chosen to study individual 

agricultural activities and activities in a rather new business branch, namely tourism. The research 

areas are exemplary for other mountainous regions of Georgia such as Svaneti in the northwest or 

Tusheti in the northeast which also have to rely on agricultural production for subsistence use and 

add activities in the tourism sector to enhance their income. Certain peculiarities of the regions 

Kazbegi and Borjomi have been outlined and will be taken into consideration during the analysis and 

interpretation of results. By using data from two regions it is possible to see if the same effects can 

be found for both populations or if there are differences that indicate that results are region-specific. 

It is the aim of this research to take a look through the magnifying glass to describe and understand 

the living conditions of private households in the two research areas and to analyze the determining 

factors of their intentions to enhance or start activities in the tourism sector. Looking at the 

situational conditions of the households and combining this information with an analysis of the 

underlying beliefs that are the informational foundation of driving factors of behavioral intentions 

regarding such an enhancement will show what the private households in the regions lack or what 

keeps them from extending tourism activities as a source of income. Although a large amount of 

secondary data is available from the National Statistics Office of Georgia and organizations such as 

the World Bank, data often lacks the in-depth information needed here. It is furthermore necessary 

to be able to connect the quantitative data on e.g. agricultural activities directly to the foundation of 

intentions of the single households to integrate the data for analysis. A quantitative household 

                                                           
139 See for example the studies conducted by Kötschau 2012; Kegel 2003; Haerdle & Bontjer 2010; Schulze, 

Tillack & Mosashvili 2003. 
140 This can for instance be seen in World Bank 2006b; United States Agency for International Development 

(USAID) 2012a, 2012b. 
141 As can be seen in Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011. 
142 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, pp. 167f.; Kegel 2003, p. 154. 
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able to keep poverty lower in rural areas than in urban areas until the middle of the 1990s, poverty is 

now prevalent in rural areas.146 Today poverty incidence is significantly higher in rural regions than in 

urban areas. Since the Rose Revolution, the poverty gap between urban and rural areas has been 

widening and although more than half of the Georgian population lives in cities, 64 % of the poor 

population lives in rural areas. Generally, the living standards in Georgia have slightly risen during the 

2000s and reforms between 2003 and 2007 were followed by economic growth. The improvement of 

the living standards had a stronger effect on the urban areas and the more wealthy population to 

begin with. From 2008 on, global recession and the ongoing conflict with Russia led to a decline of 

economic activities and an increase of overall poverty from 2008 to 2009 of 2 %. Rural areas were 

much more affected by the poverty increase, facing 3 % of poverty increase as opposed to 1 % in 

urban areas.147 

2.4.2 Individual Action & Outcome 

These conditions shape the scope of action of the individual households of the target population in 

the two research areas. Their options with regard to actions for a change in their living situation are 

defined by their assets and other ameliorative factors but also by obstacles and negative factors. 

Non-material conditions can furthermore exert an influence on behavior. In order to understand how 

the households at the micro-level arrive at individual actions, a theoretical approach from social 

psychology is used to analyze psychological constructs that influence the formation of behavioral 

intentions. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) by Ajzen and Fishbein148, the question of 

which aspects influence households the most when deciding to venture into the tourism sector by 

making their own offers (or enhancing existing offers) to tourists will be addressed. The TPB has been 

applied many times over since it was first stated in 1985149. Examples of applications can often be 

found for health related issues150, but also economic questions151 or other topics152 altogether. 

Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson (2012) used the TPB to analyze Swedish farmers with regard to their 

intentions to diversify or specialize their business.153 In their analysis of 679 farmers, attitude and 

subjective norm have a significant influence on the decision of which strategy to adopt. This 

application of Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson is an example of a TPB application in the field of 

agriculture. However, it differs from the study at hand in several aspects. The target population were 

commercial farmers in Sweden, whereas the target population in this study consists of households 

that are involved in agricultural activities, but only a small amount of them does this on a commercial 

basis. There is no agricultural enterprise in the sample. The second major difference is the target 

behavior. Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson included farm diversification outside conventional 

agricultural production, but the activities were still related to agriculture as such. The study that was 

conducted here, on the other hand, surveyed households that are typically involved in agricultural 

                                                           
146 Cf.: Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009, p. 237. 
147 Cf.: World Bank 2011, pp. 7–11. 
148 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010. 
149 Cf.: Ajzen 1985. 
150 Cf.: Norman & Smith 1995; Bassett-Gunter, Levy-Milne, Naylor et al. 2015. 
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activities for subsistence use and analyzed these households regarding their intentions to enhance 

(or start) activities in another sector, namely tourism. The study by Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson 

shows that the TPB is also suitable to work in the framework of agriculture. This was altered in the 

present study to a non-agricultural activity. In this way, the TPB is used to analyze behavioral 

intentions at the micro-level, but Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) indicate that their theory is also embedded 

iŶ pheŶoŵeŶa at the soĐietal leǀel aŶd ͞ĐaŶ pƌoǀide a useful bridge between the aggregate and 

individual leǀels of aŶalǇsis.͟154 CoŶteŵplatiŶg ColeŵaŶ͛s ďoat (see Figure 5), one can see how the 

economic living conditions shape the individual circumstances of the households which lead to their 

(re)actions. These in turn can also be considered on the macro-level in the form of – in this case – 

overall amounts of households active in tourism. 

2.4.3 Research Objectives 

The objective of this research is twofold. Firstly, since available secondary data on the research areas 

is not available for the single villages of interest, an analysis of the status quo of socio-economic 

living conditions is to be made in order to position the households with regard to income, agricultural 

activities and activities in the tourism sector. Secondly, because secondary data would not allow the 

inferences to analyze household behavior, the household survey conducted for this research 

included items to assess the constructs formulated in the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). Building 

on this basic model, underlying beliefs are assessed to gain information on points that can be 

addressed in possible interventions. These research gaps and the necessity of research regarding 

income sources that was explained in the above sections lead to three main research questions 

which guide this study: 

1. How do private households carry out agricultural activities and how are they involved in the 

tourism sector? Are there differences between the research villages?  

2. Which psychological determinant influences the behavioral intentions of the households in 

the research areas regarding an enhancement of their activities in the tourism sector the 

most?  

3. Which fundamental aspects can be addressed to foster the intention to enhance tourism 

supply? 

In order to answer the first question, differences between the regions and between villages will be 

analyzed. The focus will be on monetary income on the one hand and agricultural activities and 

products on the other hand. Also included in this analysis is descriptive data on the involvement of 

private households in the tourism sector. This data gives important information that will also be used 

in the following step when the behavioral intentions regarding an enhancement of the tourism 

supply will be studied. Turning to the second research question, the TPB will serve as the 

methodological framework to determine the importance of three psychological constructs regarding 

the intention to become (more) active in the field of tourism. Incorporating behavioral, normative 

and control beliefs into the study, provides insight into the informational foundation of the 

constructs and can be used to derive interventions for a change in intention, thereby answering the 
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third question.155 Although the advantages of the incorporation of beliefs is highlighted by Fishbein & 

Ajzen (2010), this combination of belief-based measures with global measurements is not frequently 

done in practice. Further aspects that provide information for possible interventions are derived 

from subsequent analyses. 

A meta-study on hospitality marketing and management showed that research areas can be grouped 

into consumer and tourist behavior, social media and website use, special events, destinations, 

finances and human resources. It is furthermore remarkable that research is focused on developed 

countries whereas research output on developing countries is marginal.156 Another meta-study on 

attitudes of residents towards tourism found that it has become more common to apply theories 

from scientific disciplines such as sociology and psychology in order to examine tourism related 

research questions and both methodological and theoretical aspects have risen in quality. At the 

same time the authors stress that more innovative studies which examine the attitudes of residents 

towards tourism are needed.157 The TPB incorporates a latent construct that measures attitude and 

has been applied to research questions related to tourism in several cases, but no analysis of 

behavioral intentions regarding an enhancement of touristic activities of private households has 

been conducted for the research areas as far as the author knows. Most often articles on tourism 

related research questions with an application of the TPB focus on tourists and their choices or 

intentions. Sparks & Pan (2009) analyzed Chinese tourists regarding their intentions to travel abroad 

using the TPB.158 In an analysis of travel behavior formation, Hsu & Huang (2012) developed an 

extended TPB model and Al Ziadat (2015) applied the TPB to study the revisit intentions of 

international tourists in Jordan.159 Nunkoo & Ramkissoon (2010), on the other hand, consider the TPB 

a valuable approach to study community support for tourism. They advocate enhancing the model by 

a gender component that is hypothesized to moderate the influence of perceived control on the 

behavior.160 Whereas the previously mentioned applications of the TPB with a reference to tourism 

focused on the tourists, the latter approach focuses on the people effected by tourism in the region. 

This approach is closer to the research conducted here, however, it still has a slightly different target 

population since the research at hand will focus on all private households in the research regions 

that could potentially enhance or start activities in the tourism branch. The analysis gives insights 

into psychological antecedents to behavior that can be used as a starting point for interventions to 

encourage further activities. These can have a valuable contribution for the rural development in 

mountainous regions of Georgia to prevent ongoing depopulation of the areas due to a lack of job 

opportunities. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Theory of Reasoned Action 

Whether or not there is a connection between attitudes and behavior has been subject to criticism 

for a long time. LaPiere doubted the attitude-behavior relationship in 1934 after perceiving that 

people act contrary to their attitudes,161 but research trying to find a way to link attitudes to actual 

behavior continued. In 1977, Ajzen & Fishbein argued that there could only be a strong relationship 

between attitudes and behavior if there was a high degree of correspondence between the two.162 

They analyzed 142 attitude-ďehaǀioƌ ƌelatioŶs aŶd fouŶd sigŶifiĐaŶt ƌelatioŶships of ƌ ш .ϰϬ ǁheŶ 
correspondence of attitude and behavior was high and appropriate measures were used.163 In order 

to establish correspondence, the authors recommend to define the object of investigation (and 

hence both attitude and behavior) aĐĐoƌdiŶg to taƌget, aĐtioŶ, ĐoŶteǆt aŶd tiŵe ;the ͞TACT͟ 
elements): the action should be described clearly, it should be directed at a certain target, be 

embedded within an explicit context and refer to a specific time frame or point in time.164 Sometimes 

these elements are not that easy to differentiate and especially target and context tend to blur. The 

definition of the elements will finally depend upon the research objective.165 

The Theory of Reasoned Action aims at explaining human behavior and was developed by Fishbein 

and Ajzen. The underlying assumption of the theory is that the intention to carry out a certain 

behavior (I) has a strong causal influence on the behavior (B) itself.166 Since the research objectives of 

this study focus on the explication of the psychological constructs that influence intention and their 

underlying aspects, the intention component of the theory is the focus of this work. Therefore, the 

following explications will concentrate on the intention component. Two latent constructs are 

presumed to influence intention, namely attitude (A) and subjective norm (SN). These constructs 

receive empirical weights (w1 and w2) depending on their respective importance in explaining 

intention.167 The basic theory can be expressed as in the following equation: 

Equation 1: Theory of Reasoned Action ܤ~� = ሺܣሻ�ଵ + ሺ��ሻ�ଶ 
Note: B = behavior, I = intention, A = attitude, SN = subjective norm, w1 = weight for attitude, w2 = weight for subjective 

norm. Source: Modified from Fishbein & Ajzen (1975, p. 301). 

Both explanatory constructs focus on subjective perspectives of the respondents. They are 

considered to be latent factors because they are not directly tangible but rather have to be inferred 

from manifest items. Attitude reflects certain evaluations of an individual towards, e.g. an object, a 
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situation or an action. They can be divided into cognitive, affective and conative responses168 which 

aƌe ƌegaƌded as alteƌŶatiǀe ǁaǇs to ŵeasuƌe aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s attitude ďǇ Fishbein & Ajzen (1975).169 

The theoƌǇ eŵphasizes that the ͞deĐisiǀe͟ attitude is the oŶe oŶ the ďehaǀioƌ itself as opposed to aŶ 
object or a target of that behavior.170 Attitudinal evaluations can be either positive or negative and 

they are not limited to a certain amount. However, it seems that a person can only hold a small 

number (five to nine) of such beliefs as readily accessible. Fishbein and Ajzen call these salient beliefs 

and argue that these are the immediate determinants of attitudes at a given moment. Different 

beliefs can be salient for individual persons and these can also change over time. In order to assess 

the prevalent attitude in a population, the salient beliefs held most often serve as a good 

approximation of attitude.171 The evaluation of an outcome as positive or negative can differ from 

respondent to respondent and is taken into account by using an expectancy-value model which 

relates the strength of a belief (bi) with a subjective evaluation (ei). There can be several beliefs 

regarding a research object. Each belief is multiplied by its corresponding evaluation and then all of 

the products are summed. The theory states that this summative belief index is directly proportional 

to attitude (A), as is shown in Equation 2.172 

Equation 2: Attitude ܣ ∝  ∑ ܾ� ��  

Note: A = attitude, bi = behavioral belief, ei = subjective evaluation of outcome. Source: Ajzen (2005, p. 30). 

Subjective norm concentrates on aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s peƌĐeptioŶ of soĐial pƌessuƌe. Whether or not 

important others approve of a behavior or would even carry it out themselves gives an indication of 

how much social pressure a respondent feels. Therefore, normative beliefs about referents or 

referent groups can be seen as underlying subjective norm. Significant referents can, e.g. be a 

peƌsoŶ͛s paƌtŶeƌ, paƌeŶts, fƌieŶds, Đolleagues. WhiĐh gƌoups of ƌefeƌeŶts aƌe iŵpoƌtaŶt depeŶds oŶ 
the behavior to be studied.173 Apart from the referent groups, it is also deemed important to know 

how important each single one of these groups is to the respondent. Therefore, the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s 
general tendency to act according to the wishes of referent groups is assessed as his or her 

motivation to comply with this specific group or individual. The more power a person or referent 

group has over the respondent, the higher the motivation to comply.174 Each normative belief (ni) 

ƌegaƌdiŶg a ĐeƌtaiŶ ƌefeƌeŶt gƌoup is ŵultiplied ďǇ the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s ŵotiǀatioŶ to comply (mi) with 

this group.175 As in the case of attitude, the summation of all products after multiplying normative 

beliefs by motivations to comply is directly proportional to subjective norm (SN). This can be 

expressed as follows: 
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either the evaluations of the consequences or the motivations to comply.178 External factors are 

optional. 

3.2 Theory of Planned Behavior 

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) was successfully applied in studies which were carried out in 

very different research areas, predicting different kinds of behaviors and intentions. The examined 

behaviors range from voting choice (Fishbein, Ajzen & Hinkle 1980) to smoking marijuana (Ajzen, 

Timko & White 1982), from use of birth control pills (Fishbein, Jaccard, Davidson et al. 1980) to 

having an abortion (Smetana & Adler 1980), from cooperation in the pƌisoŶeƌ͛s dileŵŵa gaŵe (Ajzen 

1971) to ǁoŵeŶ͛s choice of career orientation (Sperber, Fishbein & Ajzen 1980), to name a few 

examples.179 Aside from the mere prediction of intention, it is also possible to gain insight into the 

explanation of intention by analyzing the behavioral and normative beliefs that lead to the formation 

of intention. Despite these achievements of the TRA, a limitation of the theory becomes evident: it 

can only predict behavior and intention as long as they are under volitional control.180 Say, for 

instance, a behavior required a large amount of money in order to perform it, a person would still 

not e.g. buy a car as long as he or she did not have the money to do so, even if he or she held positive 

attitudes towards buying a car and social referents supported him or her buying a car. Ajzen and 

Madden argue that there are several potentially hindering factors that prevent people from 

performing a behavior which can be divided into internal and external factors. Such factors can arise 

from time restraints (external), limited skills (internal), missing cooperation from other people 

(external) or the already mentioned lack of money or other resources (external) but they are not 

limited to these. The authors reason that even activities that may seem rather trivial at first glance – 

such as going to the supermarket – can be circumvented by e.g. problems with the car. Thus, 

volitional control over a behavior can range from low to high and should be seen as a continuum.181 

In order to explain behaviors that are not (completely) under volitional control, a measure of a 

persoŶ͛s ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ the ďehaǀioƌ should ďe taken into account. 

Assessing a global measure of behavioral control would require to incorporate other sources of 

information aside from the respondent him- or herself in order to cover every possible impediment. 

On the one hand this would require additional resources regarding both time and financial budget. 

On the other hand one could wonder how useful a global measure of control would be for the 

pƌediĐtioŶ of aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s iŶteŶtioŶ to peƌfoƌŵ a ďehaǀioƌ. IsŶ͛t it more important to know how 

restricted a respondent personally feels? A ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s suďjeĐtiǀe assessŵeŶt of his oƌ heƌ oǁŶ 
abilities and resources will have an effect on that peƌsoŶ͛s iŶteŶtioŶ toǁaƌds peƌfoƌŵiŶg a ďehaǀioƌ, 

leading to a better prediction of intention. Ajzen (1985) therefore promoted an addition to the TRA 

that would incorporate a perceived volitional control over the behavior.182 Similar to the constructs 

attitude and subjective norm of the TRA, it is assumed that people hold beliefs about the control 
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over a behavior. These are termed control beliefs.183 Control beliefs can be seen as underlying 

perceived behavioral control. Their foƌŵatioŶ is iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s oǁŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐes ďut 
also by information that he or she gained from watching others and by further factors that affect the 

perceived control. The control beliefs (ci) indicate the presence or absence of hindering or also 

fostering factors and they are multiplied by their power (pi) to prevent the behavior. As can be seen 

in Equation 4, the sum of all control beliefs multiplied by their power is directly proportional to 

perceived behavioral control (PBC). The amount of perceived behavioral control is higher if a person 

feels that he or she has the necessary abilities (e.g. knowledge) and there are little to no obstacles 

(e.g. legal boundaries).184 

Equation 4: Perceived behavioral control �ܥܤ ∝ ∑ ܿ���  

Note: PBC = perceived behavioral control, ci = control belief, pi = subjective power. Source: Ajzen (2005, p. 125) 

Perceived behavioral control can furthermore be seen as a proxy for actual behavioral control. The 

subjective evaluation of an individual is assumed to approximate actual control and can consequently 

have a direct influence on behavior aside from the mediated effect through intention. This direct 

effect of perceived behavioral control on behavior is higher if the evaluation of the respondent is 

objectively correct and it will be 0, i.e. non-existent, if the evaluation of the respondent is incorrect 

(because of this possibility, the effect of perceived behavioral control on behavior in Figure 7 is 

represented by a broken arrow).185 

For the relationships among the three explanatory constructs of intention it remains to say that they 

are not necessarily independent. They are correlated due to external common causes and 

interactions between attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control are possible as 

well.186 The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) makes no prediction regarding the relative strength of 

the influence of either explanatory component; furthermore the relative contribution to the 

explanation of intention is expected to vary depending on the behavior and the population of 

interest.187 

All the beliefs that are underlying attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control are 

subjective assessments by the respondent. These assessments can be flawed due to e.g. wrong 

information or incorrect inferences drawn from this (sometimes wrong) information. The reasoning 

of a respondent may be irrational or biased by wishful thinking, yet this is exactly what drives his or 

her beliefs. The theory emphasizes that people act upon the information they have – be it wrong or 

right, biased or not – and beliefs are the manifestations of such information and the interpretation of 

information.188 The reactions that follow intentions and the formation of attitude, subjective norm 
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Equation 5: Theory of Planned Behavior ܤ~� = ሺܣ�ሻ�ଵ + ሺ��ሻ�ଶ + ሺ�ܥܤሻ�ଷ 

Note: B = behavior, I = intention, A = attitude, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control, w1 = weight for 

attitude, w2 = weight for subjective norm, w3 = weight for perceived behavioral control. Source: Modified from Fishbein & 

Ajzen (1975, p. 301). 

3.2.1 Application to the Research Question 

As it was shown in Chapter 2.2, the tourism sector is of considerable importance in both research 

regions. While Bakuriani has a longstanding tradition as a winter sports resort, Kazbegi has become 

rather popular as a summer destination. Some private households have ͞jumped on the bandwagon͟ 

(see Leibenstein 1950 for the bandwagon effect) and are offering rooms for rent, starting up small 

cafés or providing service and materials for mountain and hiking tours. In addition to the financial 

gains of the two regions, tourism also offers private citizens the opportunity to increase their 

prosperity at the household level. Therefore, our central research question is now how important are 

attitudes (ATT), subjective norms (SN) and perceived behavioral control (PBC) for the private 

households͛ intentions to start tourism activities? Which of these constructs influences their 

intentions the most? The Theory of Planned Behavior helps examining the factors that relate to 

behavioral intentions and will be used to gain information about the underlying belief structure that 

drives the local households towards this entrepreneurial endeavor that can foster the generation of 

monetary income. 

Kristiansen & Indarti (2004) analyzed entrepreneurial intentions of Indonesian and Norwegian 

students. They found that the intentions of the Indonesian students – coming from a more 

collectivist culture – were significantly higher than the intentions of the Norwegian students from a 

more individualist culture. The entrepreneurial intentions were significantly influenced by perceived 

self-efficacy and instrumental readiness such as e.g. having the capital to start a business. The 

authors themselves observe that an inclusion of other factors like e.g. family background might 

increase the explained variance of 23 and 26 % for Norway and Indonesia respectively.193 In a study 

examining investment decisions, East (1993) used the TPB to predict the application for shares. The 

explained variance of the behavior of applying for shares was between .54 and .67 for three different 

kinds of shares. Of the salient beliefs that were used to understand the formation of the latent 

constructs ATT, SN and PBC, friends and relatives (SN), easy access to funds (PBC), amount of energy 

needed to apply (PBC) and profit and outcome security (ATT) were the most important aspects.194 

Using a modified version of the TPB, Liñán & Chen (2009) compared respondents from Spain and 

Taiwan regarding their entrepreneurial intentions. They found the model to hold for both countries, 

giving an example of the TPB successfully explaining entrepreneurial intentions in different cultural 

settings.195 

                                                           
193 Cf.: Kristiansen & Indarti 2004, pp. 55, 66 and 71. 
194 Cf.: East 1993, pp. 349f., 357 and 367. 
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When analyzing an intention it is crucial that the predictors used are formulated regarding the same 

elements as the intention itself. Following the principle of compatibility, predictors must be equal in 

their level of generality or specificity.199 There is no problem if both criterion and predictors are 

equally unspecific, but they must needs correspond to one another.200 

3.2.2 Measurement of Latent Constructs 

The Theory of Planned Behavior distinguishes direct and indirect measures for attitude, subjective 

norm and perceived behavioral control. These measures differ in their degree of explicitness. Direct 

measures are more general or global in their formulation whereas indirect measures target more 

specific aspects of a behavior and related issues. These aspects can be designed so as to cover both 

positive and negative aspects and thereby deliberately make the respondent consider two sides of 

the same coin.201 The indirect measures are typically composed of behavioral, normative and control 

beliefs as the underlying factors of attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control 

respectively. These beliefs are considered to be the informational foundation of behavior202 and 

therefore help to understand the cognitive foundation of their corresponding independent 

constructs attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control.203 

Methodologically, the indirect belief measures are modeled as formative indicators (sometimes 

called causal indicators). As opposed to reflective indicators, the direction of causality for formative 

items is from the item(s) to the construct. While reflective items are manifestations of the latent 

construct, formative items are the defining characteristics of the construct. Dropping a formative 

indicator may therefore alter the meaning of the construct, whereas reflective items should be 

interchangeable.204 

For practical applications, it is not generally necessary to assess beliefs if the prediction of intention is 

of primary interest. The direct measures give all the information required for the prediction. The 

influence of beliefs is anyhow not direct, but mediated through attitude, subjective norm and 

perceived behavioral control (cf. Figure 7). Still, the analysis of beliefs will give a deeper 

understanding of the formation of the more general, direct measures.205 The beliefs reveal the 

aŶtiĐipated outĐoŵes ;positiǀe oƌ ŶegatiǀeͿ of a ďehaǀioƌ, the peƌĐeptioŶ of otheƌ people͛s opiŶioŶs 
toward it and whether or not the respondent thinks he or she is in possession of the necessary 

resources to carry out the behavior.206 It is these underlying beliefs that should be the target of 

interventions with the aim of changing behavior. Changing the beliefs will lead to a change in 

                                                           
199 Cf.: Ajzen 2005, p. 88. 
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205 Cf.: Ajzen & Fishbein 1980, p. 90. 
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intention, but it should be marked that it can be necessary to change several beliefs in order to 

achieve an overall adjustment of e.g. attitude.207 

When both direct and indirect measures are assessed in a study, it is possible to correlate both 

measures for the same construct with one another. This gives an indication of the validity of the 

measures208 and proof for the informational foundation of attitudes, subjective norm and perceived 

behavioral control. Hrubes, Ajzen & Daigle (2001) do so in their application of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior to hunting behavior. The authors successfully explain hunting intention with the direct 

measures (the multiple correlation with intention is in fact very high with a value of .93 and 

significant at the .01 level) and also find significant correlations between the direct measures of 

attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control and their respective indirect measures. 

With values of .76, .74 and .72 respectively they can also be considered rather high. The authors 

conclude that this corroborates the informational foundation of the explanatory constructs in the 

TPB.209 In a meta-analysis of the TPB Armitage & Conner (2001) found a correlation of .50 for attitude 

and subjective norm measures and of .52 for perceived control measures.210 It is also possible to 

combine direct and indirect measures within an application of the theory. Fishbein (1966) did so in 

an analysis of intentions regarding premarital sexual intercourse where he used a direct measure for 

the attitude component and a belief-based measure for subjective norm.211 

The salient beliefs (i.e. the indirect measures) are generally used to predict attitude, subjective norm 

and perceived control. For the prediction of intention on the other hand, Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) 

recommend direct measures of the explanatory constructs. They also state that it is better not to 

split these constructs into different sub-dimensions when the prediction of intention is the objective 

of the analysis. Instead, unitary constructs should be used which can very well be composed of 

multiple indicators.212 Single-item measures have the disadvantage of low reliability. In case of 

subjective norm, Armitage and Conner showed that applications using single-items often show a 

lower explanatory power than multiple-item measures.213 Therefore it has become more common to 

use multiple-item measures to minimize the effect that e.g. a misread item could have. If there is 

only one item and this one is misread, the whole meaning is reversed. If, on the other hand, one of 

multiple items is misread, the overall value will be changed a little, but not completely. There may 

also be a problem with the formulation of an item. This problem will not be as grievous if there are 

other items that will be used to calculate a final score for the factor.214 The total score will then give 

the degƌee of soŵeoŶe͛s oǀeƌall attitude, peƌĐeiǀed soĐial pƌessuƌe aŶd suďjeĐtiǀe ĐoŶtƌol over a 

behavior.215 
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For the attitude construct it is common to use semantic differentials as direct measure. Semantic 

differentials were originally developed to measure meaning by linking associational and scaling 

procedures.216 When used for the measure of attitude, ͞a set of ďipolaƌ eǀaluatiǀe adjeĐtiǀe paiƌs͟217 

is used. The endpoints of a scale are labeled with the opposing adjective pairs and the scale points 

represent the continuum that spans from one adjective to the other. Respondents are instructed to 

mark the part of the scale that reflects the direction and intensity of their evaluation. Typically, such 

scales feature seven scale points, but the number of scale points can differ. It is assumed that a 

concept has a limited number of dimensions.218 In order to represent these dimensions semantically, 

sets of adjective pairs are used. Every pair that is used has to reflect a dimension of the object or 

attitude.219 

3.2.3 Moderation Effect of Perceived Behavioral Control 

The proposed structures between the latent constructs leading to the explanation of INT have been 

questioned by several researchers. Many of them consider interactions between the constructs that 

lead to a conditional influence of one construct on INT that is dependent on the level of agreement 

that another construct receives. Analyzing service-provider switching, Bansal & Taylor (2002) found 

significant interaction effects between PBC and INT on behavior, between PBC and ATT and between 

ATT and SN.220 Kothe & Mullan (2015) assumed that there would be interaction effects between ATT 

and PBC, SN and PBC, SN and ATT on INT and of PBC and INT on behavior. However, they were only 

able to find significant moderating effects for ATT and PBC and for PBC and INT, but only after a one 

week follow-up, not after one month.221 In a study on drug use, McMillan & Conner (2003) confirmed 

the mediation of PBC on the relationship between INT and behavior and of ATT on the relationship 

between PBC and INT. In the case of one drug (of four) they furthermore detected that attitude 

variability had a moderating effect on the influence of ATT on INT.222 In another study the same 

authors also found that the influence of ATT on INT was moderated by moral norms and for the 

additional construct impact of self-identity and its influence on INT there was a moderating influence 

from habit strength.223 Povey, Conner, Sparks et al. (2000) took a closer look at social influence 

variables by measuring two additional components. Although the component perceived social 

support had no effect on INT over and above the other TPB-constructs, it mediated the influence of 

PBC on INT and of ATT on INT.224 The last three studies show that in addition to interaction effects 

between the three explanatory TPB-constructs, researchers have also started to incorporate other 

measures that are closely connected to their research questions when appropriate. 

Especially regarding the role of perceived behavioral control within the TPB there has been an 

ongoing debate. The predecessor of the TPB, the TRA (see Chapter 3.1), did not feature a factor 
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representing a measurement of subjective control, limiting the scope of application to behaviors that 

are completely under volitional control.225 With the addition of the construct PBC it became possible 

to examine behaviors under limited behavioral control as well. The use of the construct PBC within 

the TPB is, however, still discussed. Yzer (2007) suggests that PBC moderates the effects from SN and 

ATT on INT rather than in itself exerting an influence on INT that is independent of the constructs SN 

and ATT. If a behavior is not completely under volitional control, the amount of PBC regulates the 

effects ATT and SN have on INT. These effects are said to differ between low and high perceived 

control.226 The basic idea is that if PBC is low, ATT and SN should not be able to explain INT as well as 

if PBC is high.227 Some applications of the TPB have started to test this proposition. For instance, 

Castanier, Deroche & Woodman (2013) expected that ATT and SN would have an influence on INT 

only if they occur alongside with high perceived capacity or perceived autonomy. In their analysis of 

road violation intentions they were able to partially confirm this expectation depending on the kind 

of road violation behavior.228 Dillard (2011) tested for a moderation effect in his analysis of intentions 

to obtain a vaccination for HPV and found that SN only had a significant relationship with INT when 

PBC was moderate or high and the higher the PBC-level, the larger was the significant relationship of 

ATT on INT. It is interesting to note that an interaction between ATT and SN was tested for, but found 

to ďe iŶsigŶifiĐaŶt, fuƌtheƌŵoƌe ǀalidatiŶg Yzeƌ͛s suggestioŶ.229 

A difficulty in detecting a moderation effect of PBC derives from the fact that such interactions 

usually only explain a small amount of variance.230 In 2002, Ajzen already acknowledged that it is 

reasonable to assume that PBC interacts with ATT and SN in their influences on INT, but he also 

noticed that unless the values of the predictor variables are spread out on the answering scale, 

covering both extreme points of the scale, an interaction would not empirically show.231 If there is a 

moderation effect of PBC in the case at hand will be tested by comparing a model that includes ATT, 

SN and INT for two groups, one showing high values in PBC and one showing low values (see Chapter 

5.4.4). If there is a significant difference of the path coefficients between the two models, PBC in fact 

moderates the influence of ATT and SN on INT. 

3.2.4 Integration of Background Variable 

The Theory of Planned Behavior postulates that attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral 

control predict intention. However, it does not presume exclusiveness and grants the possibility that 

there may be further variables or constructs that influence beliefs. Such background factors or 

variables do not necessarily have to affect intentions and behavior directly; generally their influence 

will be mediated by the belief components, although it is also possible to find a direct effect of a 

background variable on intention.232 Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) argue that different characteristics will 

create different experiences which in turn lead to the formation of different beliefs. It is for this 
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reason that an effect of a background variable on intention or behavior will usually disappear when 

attitude, subjective norm and perceived control are held constant.233 Nevertheless, it is of interest to 

find and understand influential background factors in order to gain information on the source of 

ďeliefs ǁhiĐh ͞seƌǀe as the ĐogŶitiǀe fouŶdatioŶ foƌ the ďehaǀioƌ͟234. Naturally, considering a 

background factor or variable only makes sense when there is reason to believe that respondents 

vary in their manifestations of that factor.235  

Background factors can roughly be grouped into personal, social and informational (cf. Figure 7). The 

first group of factors encompasses personality dispositions such as e.g. traits and values. Social 

factors are by and large demographic variables. The last group refers to sources of information, such 

as e.g. knowledge, newspapers or talk with neighbors.236 One such source can also be experience. 

People who have already carried out a certain activity and possibly encountered difficulties in doing 

so or were surprised to find it easier than they had anticipated have a different informational basis 

than people never having attempted to perform that behavior. In a study comparing three kinds of 

dishonest behavior, Beck & Ajzen (1991) found that cheating was predicted better than shoplifting or 

lying to get out of class assignments and that cheating was also the behavior that most respondents 

admitted to having done in the preceding six months (47 % versus 29 % and 21 % for shoplifting and 

lying). The authors conclude that a lack of experience can lead to belief statements that are not 

reflective enough to allow for a precise prediction of behavior.237 Furthermore it has to be 

considered that – as was pointed out earlier – information on which ƌespoŶdeŶts͛ ďeliefs are based 

upon do not necessarily have to be veridical (cf. Chapter 3.2), so the conclusions drawn from them 

and their implications for behavioral intentions do not always follow rational thought or can be 

biased due to incomplete knowledge.238 

The current analysis of an enhancement of the tourism supply in the next year shall include a 

measure of experience. It is assumed that households already involved in offers for tourists have 

more – or at least different – information on what it means to be active in this sector and therefore 

their underlying belief structure will be influenced by their past experiences in tourism. The 

household survey included information on the current engagement of households in touristic 

activities. This information was used to construct a variable that measures the amount of 

involvement and serves as a proxy for experience in the touristic field (cf. Chapter 5.3.5). The model 

shall be complemented by this variable as a background factor. In the process of enhancing the 

model by this variable it will be tested if the variable exerts significant influence on the explanatory 

constructs and whether it has a direct effect on intention. 
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3.2.5 Influence of Cultural Aspects  

Ethnicity is mentioned as a possible background variable in the category of social factors.239 The 

cultural heritage of a respondent may influence the formation of his or her beliefs. Traditions and 

customs that are prevalent in a society affect a person in many ways. They are passed on to children 

when they are growing up and guide the development of values and beliefs alike.240 As such, they are 

part of the macro-level conditions that shape the societal environment of an individual as Coleman 

described.241 Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) acknowledge that demographic background variables – i.e. 

ethnicity among others – often relate to differences in behavior. They refer to several studies that 

have found white and black adolescents to differ in their degree of being sexually active. These 

differences can be attributed to the different ethnic backgrounds and can also be found for belief 

components.242 If it is evident that different ethnic groups show different manifestations of beliefs, it 

can also be assumed that depending on the cultural heritage, an application of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior will yield different results for different target populations. The strengths or even directions 

of the relationships between the constructs of the theory may differ depending on the society the 

research is carried out in. Generally it is also possible that a relationship cannot be found at all.243 The 

majority of TPB applications have taken place in Western societies, but since the TPB has been 

applied many times, other cultural backgrounds can be found in the populations of interest as well. 

Some authors also dedicated their research to the influence of self-concepts. The following 

paragraph will give a few examples of how cultural and societal factors can influence applications of 

the TPB. 

Ybarra & Trafimow (1998) conducted three experiments in which they manipulated the accessibility 

of private and collective self. They found that when primed on private self, attitudes had a stronger 

influence on intentions while people primed on collective self were more inclined to have a stronger 

subjective norm component. These results show that whichever concept was more readily accessible 

was used for the formation of a behavioral intention.244 A study assessing the robustness of a 

modified version of the TPB was carried out in two countries which differ regarding both cultural and 

societal structures. Liñán & Chen (2009) used samples from Spain and Taiwan to test whether 

subjective norm has an indirect effect on intention. They argue that subjective norm can be seen as a 

kind of social capital that influences attitude and perceived control and therefore has an indirect 

effect on entrepreneurial intention. Spain is different from Taiwan in that it features a much more 

pronounced individualism than Taiwan. Interestingly, the results also show that the influence of 

subjective norm on attitude and perceived behavioral control is stronger in Taiwan than in Spain, 

suggesting that less individualism leads to a stronger effect of subjective norm. The comparison of 

both countries also shows that attitude has a stronger effect on intention in Spain whereas perceived 

control has a stronger effect in Taiwan (no direct effect of subjective norm can be found for either of 
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the countries).245 Schmidt, Tatarko & Amerkhanova (2013) used Russian data to test the TPB for 

entrepreneurial intention. They found significant effects for attitude and perceived behavioral 

control on intention, but the subjective norm component failed to exert a significant influence on 

intention. Comparing two regions in Russia, the authors observed a significant difference in the 

intention to found a business. Respondents from a region in central Russia showed a higher intention 

to do so than respondents from a more traditional region in the Caucasus.246 For the study conducted 

here it remains to see if and how the cultural area that constitutes the setting of the research 

influences both the application and the results of the Theory of Planned Behavior. Differences to 

other applications may already influence the collection of the data and have further implications for 

the results of the model. 

3.2.6 Assembly of the Items for the Measurement of the Latent Constructs 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is a fairly general theory that can be applied to research 

questions in very different fields. The analysis can be directed at any thinkable behavior that is of 

interest to the researcher. It is important that this behavior is stated clearly since attitude and 

behavior need to show a high level of correspondence for them to be connected (see Chapter 3.1). 

Because of this requirement to define the behavior very clearly it is necessary to adapt its 

formulation to the research question. This was done in accordance with the TACT elements proposed 

by Ajzen & Fishbein (see Chapter 3.2.1).247 The aiŵ is to aŶalǇze ƌespoŶdeŶts͛ iŶteŶtioŶs to enhance 

the tourism supply in the next twelve months. But not only the activity to be studied requires precise 

formulation, also the single items for the measurements of the latent constructs need to be adapted 

to each application of the theory. Even if the same behavior were to be studied twice, but in different 

populations, e.g. once for elderly persons and once for younger ones, the items might have to be 

modified. A specific questionnaire was designed by the author to meet the particular demands of this 

research.248 For the construction of belief-based measures it is necessary to elicit salient beliefs that 

the target population holds.249 “alieŶt ďeliefs aƌe those ͞that aƌe ƌeadilǇ aĐĐessiďle͟250 for the 

respondent, in other words, they refer to what comes to mind when thinking about the behavior in 

question. In order to find out what these beliefs are, an elicitation study251 was conducted. In this 

study, the respondents were asked to list advantages and disadvantages of carrying out the behavior, 

to name people who would approve of them doing the behavior and people who would not approve 

and to record factors that would foster and factors that would hinder them in performing the 

behavior.252 If beliefs are only mentioned by very few people, they are not salient and therefore not 

included in the questionnaire.253 Since both time and money restrict research – particularly when it is 

conducted abroad – the elicitation study was incorporated into a pretest of quantitative questions 
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that already contained belief-items to be tested. These belief-items had been constructed after 

thorough research and with knowledge on the research regions. The open questions of the elicitation 

study were asked first so that respondents were not influenced by the items. By and large, the 

aspects that the previously formulated items covered were confirmed. Few aspects that had not 

been considered yet were mentioned in the elicitation study and were put into new items for the 

household survey (for more information on the course of action and the specific items see Volz 2011, 

pp. 67–80). 

Having been applied many times over, there are manuals that give information on how to formulate 

the items for an application of the TPB. Ajzen himself supplies a sample questionnaire on his 

homepage. The questionnaire demonstrates the application of the TPB to examine class attendance. 

Examples of how to formulate direct measures of ATT, SN, PBC and INT, behavioral beliefs, control 

beliefs, normative beliefs, outcome evaluations, motivation to comply, power of control factors, past 

behavior and observed behavior are given.254 Depending on the research objective, the relevant 

types of items can serve as a guideline to construct iteŵs foƌ oŶe͛s oǁŶ puƌpose. The most important 

items to answer the research question of which psychological construct influences the behavioral 

intentions of the households in the research areas regarding an enhancement of their activities in the 

tourism sector the most are the direct measures of all four latent factors. Direct measures are more 

general without the inclusion of specific salient beliefs and give a global assessment of the 

constructs. In order to understand which aspects can be addressed to cause a change in intention, 

the informational foundation that is represented in the underlying beliefs of the constructs 

themselves has to be taken into account. The belief-based measures with behavioral, normative and 

control focus are derived from the salient beliefs of the elicitation study. These items are needed 

specifically for research that wants to derive interventions or recommendations.255 They can also 

serve as means to determine convergent validity when correlated with the respective direct 

measures for a construct.256 Furthermore outcome evaluations, motivations to comply and power of 

control factors can be used in order to incorporate subjective assessments of the importance of each 

respective issue. By creating multiplicative composites out of outcome evaluations, motivations to 

comply and power of control factors and the respective beliefs, the subjective importance of each 

belief is considered for each individual respondent.257 This study did not assess a measure of actual 

behavior since this can only be done in a sequential design with a second survey period, asking the 

respondent after the defined period of time has elapsed, whether or not he or she carried out the 

behavior. Observed behavior was also not needed to answer the research questions, just as past 

behavior was not necessary for the analysis. 

Likert scaling is usually used since it is a standard scaling procedure that generally produces good 

indicators for latent constructs. Another such tool is the semantic differential for the assessment of 

attitude.258 The size of the scale for both the semantic differentials and Likert scales depends on the 
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level of abstract thinking that can be expected from the respondents. The higher the level of abstract 

thinking, the larger the scale can be. In general it is recommended to use five to nine scale points.259 

For applications of the TPB, scales with seven scale points are found frequently, but five scale points 

are used as well. Francis, Eccles, Johnston et al. (2004) use seven scale points in their manual for 

most of their examples, so does Ajzen (n.d.b) in his example questionnaire. Studies by Hrubes, Ajzen 

& Daigle (2001), Lowe, Eves & Carroll (2002) and Knowlden, Sharma & Bernard (2012) are examples 

of applications with seven scale points. Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson (2012) used five scale points 

for their measurements. Some authors also decide to mix the use of different scales, e.g. Sparks & 

Pan (2009) use five and seven scale points for their items. The pretest showed that the respondents 

in the research regions had some difficulties with the scales that featured seven scale points. It was 

therefore decided to use five scale points.260 In their analysis of Swedish farmers, Hansson, Ferguson 

& Olofsson (2012) applied a scale with five points to a similar group of people as well. Schroeder, 

Chaplin & Isselstein (2015) also use five scale points in a TPB application with British farmers. The 

scale points in the study at hand were also fully verbalized for the household survey in order to give 

the respondents a meaning for each point. 

For the complete questionnaire with all items see Appendix A 1. 

3.3 Collectivist Culture as a Macro-Level Context Factor 

Chapter 3.2.5 discussed that applications of the Theory of Planned Behavior can result in differing 

strengths of the relationships between the constructs depending on the culture in which the 

research is carried out. The following elaborations will give information on the location of the 

Georgian culture along the collectivism-individualism scale compared to other cultures and insights 

into some of Geoƌgia͛s cultural characteristics. 

The cross-cultural research program Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness 

(GLOBE) analyzed 62 societies regarding societal and organizational culture and leadership styles. 

Georgia is one of the countries in which culture was studied. The researchers developed nine cultural 

dimensions in order to categorize cultures. These dimensions ǁeƌe Ŷaŵed ͞Uncertainty Avoidance, 

Power Distance, Institutional Collectivism, In-Group Collectivism, Gender Egalitarianism, 

Assertiveness, Future Orientation, Performance Orientation, and Humane Orientation.͟261 Georgia is 

grouped into the Eastern Europe cluster along with Russia, Poland, Kazakhstan, Hungary, Albania, 

Slovenia and Greece. The countries were grouped according to e.g. geography, but also historical 

accounts. One factor that was crucial for the Eastern Europe cluster was soviet hegemony, but it is 

not the only rationale for the classification. Also the mountainous landscape in these countries poses 

a significant similarity which encourages group cohesiveness.262 Within the GLOBE study, collectivism 

was analyzed in four categories: institutional collectivism practices, institutional collectivism values, 

in-group collectivism practices and in-group collectivism values. More important for the research at 

hand are the two in-group scales since the analysis units are households within their social networks 

                                                           
259 Cf.: Porst 2009, p. 85. 
260 Cf.: Volz 2011, p. 63. 
261 House & Javidan 2004, p. 11. 
262 Cf.: Gupta & Hanges 2004, pp. 183 and 185f. 
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rather than institutions. The scale for in-group collectivism practices put a strong emphasis on 

families, while the in-group collectivism values scale had a broader focus and included pride in 

society altogether. 61 analyzed cultures were ranked according to their mean values on the scales, 

resulting in significantly differing mean scores for three groups (A, B and C) with higher rankings 

indicating more collectivism. Georgia received rank 34 (group B) in the in-group collectivism values 

rating and rank 2 (group A) in the in-group collectivism practices rating.263 This shows that in the 

Georgian culture, collectivism practices are more manifest than collectivism values and compared to 

the other 61 cultures, only the Philippines show higher in-group collectivism practice scores than 

Georgia. Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold (2004) infer that  

͞[…] In-Group Collectivism practices seem to be part of a cultural syndrome in which there are 

close ties among family members, and in which people are concerned with others, are 

respectful of authority, and haǀe feǁer rules.͟264 

Western cultures, on the other hand, score low on this scale. It is characteristic of in-group 

collectivism values that authority is respected, few rules and little structure are present, while 

planning is short-term oriented.265 According to Hofstede (1998) it is typical of collectivism that 

individuals are strongly integrated into cohesive in-groups which in turn demand their members to 

be loyal.266 By and large collectivist cultures are characterized by an extended comprehension of who 

belongs to particular groups such as kinship and neighborhood. Tradition, prosocial values and 

restrictive conformity are the core values in a collectivist society and people belonging to an in-group 

have certain obligations. These assure that relations within the in-group work well.267 Tkeshelashvili 

(2009) complemented the GLOBE results with a quantitative sample of 160 Georgian respondents 

and 30 qualitative interviews with people from the quantitative sample. She found that loyalty and 

family cohesion are important to Georgians and collective interests and broader societal interests are 

more important than individual goals. Individuals are generally dominant and confrontational in 

relationships but it is expected of them to follow their leaders. Problem solving is focused on current 

issues rather than long-term planning and strategic management. The treatment of women is 

unequal.268 Surmanidze & Tsuladze (2008) highlight that there is a noteworthy coexistence of 

collectivist dispositions alongside individualist orientations at the personal level. On the one hand 

Georgians feature empathy ǁith otheƌ people͛s feeliŶgs, interdependence and close emotional 

relationships and can therefore be classified as a collectivist culture. On the other hand they show 

focus on achievement and very strong sense of personal dignity and pride which are typical of 

individualist cultures. The pronounced sense of dignity is visible both on a personal and on a national 

level while conformity can be observed for in-group interactions. Mostly, the number of group 

members for social groups is small and outside such a group, insubordination is dominant.269  

                                                           
263 Cf.: Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, pp. 463, 469 and 471. 
264 Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, p. 473. 
265 Cf.: Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, pp. 469 and 473f. 
266 Cf.: Hofstede 1998, p. 26. 
267 Cf.: Schwartz 1990, pp. 152f. 
268 Cf.: Tkeshelashvili 2009, pp. 122 and 126. 
269 Cf.: Surmanidze & Tsuladze 2008, p. 94. 
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These values are part of the macro-level conditions that shape the frame of action for an individual 

person (see also Chapter 2.4 for economic and situational conditions that influence the target 

population).270 For the analysis in Chapter 5.4 and the interpretation of its results it is important to 

keep in mind that – although individualist tendencies can be found – the Georgian culture is 

considered to be collectivist. Crediting the strong social bonds and the high importance of the family 

it is likely that this will have implications on the formation of behavioral intentions. Ybarra & 

Trafimow (1998) pointed out the importance of culture for behaviors. Manipulating the accessibility 

of private and collective self they found that depending on whether a culture is individualistic or 

collectivistic, behaviors are more likely to be under attitudinal or normative control respectively.271 

TheǇ ĐoŶĐlude that ͞a ŵajoƌitǇ of ďehaǀioƌs iŶ iŶdiǀidualistiĐ Đultuƌes aƌe also likelǇ to ďe 
attitudinally controlled. But in collectivistic cultures, where the collective self is stronger and more 

aĐĐessiďle, ŵoƌe ďehaǀioƌs aƌe likelǇ to ďe uŶdeƌ Ŷoƌŵatiǀe ĐoŶtƌol.͟272 

                                                           
270 Cf.: Coleman 1990, pp. 400–402. 
271 Cf.: Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 369. 
272 Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 369. 



 

 

4 Hypotheses 

4.1 Hypotheses Deriving from the Theory of Planned Behavior 

4.1.1 Hypotheses on Structural Model and Measurement Models 

Chapter 3 establishes the theoretical framework for the analysis of behavioral intentions in order to 

gain an understanding of which factors and variables are important for private households in two 

research areas regarding an enhancement of touristic activities. The Theory of Planned Behavior 

(TPB) postulates several relationships between latent constructs and items that are used to measure 

them. Incorporating the examined behavior (see Chapter 3.2.1), specific hypotheses derive from the 

application of the TPB to the research objective. The corresponding hypotheses are formulated in the 

following paragraphs. Together, these hypotheses lead to the formation of a comprehensive model. 

The basic idea of the TPB is that there are three main latent factors that explain intention (INT). 

Hypothesis 1   The more positive the attitude (ATT) towards an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the intention (INT) to enhance 

tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

ATT             INT  

Hypothesis 2   The higher the subjective norm (SN) towards an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the intention to enhance 

tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

SN             INT 

Hypothesis 3  The higher the perceived behavioral control (PBC) towards an enhancement 

of tourism supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the intention to 

enhance tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

PBC             INT 

PBC can also play a moderating role within the TPB. Aside from the direct influence from PBC on INT 

it is hypothesized that PBC can moderate the effect of ATT and SN on INT.273 This issue will be 

addressed in Hypothesis 8. 

Furthermore, the TPB assumes that these three explanatory factors are not independent from one 

another. There are no assumptions on the directionality of such dependencies, just that the 

constructs correlate positively.274  

                                                           
273 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 201–203; Yzer 2007, pp. 111–115. 
274 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 21–23, 1975, p. 315. 
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Hypothesis 4  Attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control correlate. 

ATT                 SN                 PBC 

 

Given the pronounced family cohesion in the Georgian society, the factor SN is likely to have a 

stronger effect on INT than the other factors.275 Ybarra & Trafimow (1998) conducted research on the 

relative weights of attitude and subjective norm. They found that in collectivistic cultures it is more 

likely to find a stronger influence of normative control whereas individualistic cultures are more 

strongly linked to attitudinal control.276 Therefore, it is assumed that since the research population 

belongs to a collectivist culture (see Chapter 3.3), subjective norm will exhibit a stronger influence on 

intention than attitude. This hypothesis is a contextual hypothesis in the sense that the collectivist 

nature of the Georgian culture on the macro-level defines the framework in which the individual acts 

on the micro-leǀel as it is pƌoposed iŶ ColeŵaŶ͛s ďoat ;see Chapteƌ 2.4). 

Hypothesis 5  The partial regression weight of subjective norm on intention is larger than 

the partial regression weight of attitude on intention. 

SN             INT 

ATT             INT 

The hypotheses so far all relate to the core model of the TPB which is the structural model in the 

structural equation model. In order to be able to test the structural model, the latent constructs 

need to be defined. Two kinds of variables are distinguished here: reflective indicators that are 

caused by the latent factor and formative indicators that compose the latent factor.277 These are 

used for the measurement models of the latent constructs. Following the TPB, reflective items (direct 

measures) are influenced by all four latent constructs, whereas formative indicators (indirect 

measures) influence the three explanatory latent factors (see Chapter 3.2.2 for detailed explications). 

Behavioral, normative and control beliefs are the respective formative antecedents of the global 

constructs attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. This leads to the following set 

of hypotheses of correspondence regarding direct measures: 

Hypothesis 6.1 The higher the intention to enhance tourism supply in the next twelve 

months, the higher the agreement with variable int1br ͞I eǆpeĐt to 
enhance tourism supply in the neǆt Ǉeaƌ.͟ 

Hypothesis 6.2 The higher the intention in the next twelve months, the higher the 

agreement with variable int2br ͞I iŶteŶd to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the 
Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ.͟ 

                                                           
275 Cf.: Tkeshelashvili 2009, p. 126. 
276 Cf.: Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 369. 
277 Cf.: Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer 2001, pp. 269–271; Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003, pp. 200–203; 

Bollen & Davis 2009, pp. 520f. 
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Hypothesis 6.3  The more positive attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in 

the next twelve months, the higher the value of variable attd1Ϭďƌ ͞For me 

to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … ǁƌoŶg ;ϭͿ - right (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.4  The more positive attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in 

the next twelve months, the higher the value of variable attd1ϭďƌ ͞For me 

to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … ƌeĐkless ;ϭͿ - careful (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.5  The more positive attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in 

the next twelve months, the higher the value of variable attd1Ϯďƌ ͞For me 

to enhance tourism supply in the next year is ... stupid (1) - smart (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.6  The higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with variable 

snd1ďƌ ͞Most people who are important to me think that ... I should not 

(1) - I have to (5) ... enhance tourism supply in the next year.͟ 

Hypothesis 6.7  The higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with variable 

snd3br ͞People who are important to me want me to enhance tourism 

supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - strongly agree (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.8  The higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with variable 

sŶdϰďƌ ͞I feel oďliged to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … 
strongly disagree (1) - strongly agree (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.9  The higher the perceived behavioral control of an enhancement of 

tourism supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with 

variable pbcd1ďƌ ͞Whether I enhance tourism supply in the next year is 

entirely up to ŵe … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - strongly agree (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.10  The higher the perceived behavioral control of an enhancement of 

tourism supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with 

variable pbcdϮďƌ ͞For me to enhance tourism supply iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … 
very difficult (1) - very easy (5).͟ 

Hypothesis 6.11  The higher the perceived behavioral control of an enhancement of 

tourism supply in the next twelve months, the higher the agreement with 

variable pbcdϰďƌ ͞For me to enhance touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … 
very impossible (1) - very possible (5).͟ 
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The hypotheses regarding indirect measures (i.e. behavioral, normative and control beliefs regarding 

attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control respectively) are as follows: 

Hypothesis 7.1 The higher the agreement with variable atb1br ͞Enhancing tourism supply 

in the next year will cause me to be more stressed͟, the more positive the 

attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve 

months. 

Hypothesis 7.2 The higher the agreement with variable atb2br ͞Enhancing tourism supply 

in the next year will help me lead a better life͟, the more positive the 

attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve 

months. 

Hypothesis 7.3 The higher the agreement with variable atb3br ͞Enhancing tourism supply 

in the next year will increase my income͟, the more positive the attitude 

towards an enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.4 The higher the agreement with variable atb4br ͞Enhancing tourism supply 

in the next year will mean risking the loss of money͟, the more positive 

the attitude towards an enhancement of tourism supply in the next 

twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.5 The higher the agreement with variable atb5br ͞Enhancing tourism supply 

in the next year will cost me free time͟, the more positive the attitude 

towards an enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.6 The higher the agreement with variable snb1br ͞Other people in my 

Ŷeighďoƌhood ǁould Ŷot ;ϭͿ … ǁould ;ϱͿ eŶhaŶĐe tourism supply in the 

next year͟, the higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of 

tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.7 The higher the agreement with variable snb2br ͞The government allows 

ŵe to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5)͟, the higher the subjective norm in favor of an 

enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.8 The higher the agreement with variable snb3br ͞My family thinks that I 

should Ŷot ;ϭͿ … I haǀe to ;ϱͿ eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ͟, 

the higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.9 The higher the agreement with variable snb4br ͞My friends would not (1) 

… ǁould ;ϱͿ appƌoǀe of ŵe eŶhaŶĐiŶg touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ͟, 

the higher the subjective norm in favor of an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months. 
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Hypothesis 7.10 The higher the agreement with variable pbcb1r ͞How often do you feel ill 

or tired? – VeƌǇ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ͟, the higher the perceived 

behavioral control of an enhancement of tourism supply in the next 

twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.11 The higher the agreement with variable pbcb2r ͞How often do you 

encounter unanticipated events that decrease your time budget? – Very 

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ͟, the higher the perceived behavioral 

control of an enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.12 The higher the agreement with variable pbcb3r ͞How likely is it for you to 

get a loan from a bank? – VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ͟, the higher 

the perceived behavioral control of an enhancement of tourism supply in 

the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.13 The higher the agreement with variable pbcb4r ͞How likely is it for you to 

find workers you can hire? – VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ͟, the higher 

the perceived behavioral control of an enhancement of tourism supply in 

the next twelve months. 

Hypothesis 7.14 The higher the agreement with variable pbcb5r ͞How often do 

unanticipated financial requirements (e.g. to replace broken tools or 

machinery) place burdens on your financial resources? – Very frequently 

;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ͟, the higher the perceived behavioral control of an 

enhancement of tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

The following figure summarizes the hypotheses on the structural core model – including the 

contextual hypothesis – and the hypotheses on the formation of latent measurement models. 
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precondition for mediational effects is that the mediator itself has a significant influence on the 

outcome variable.280  

The sample for the current analysis consists of households rather than single persons, which is why 

some of the typical demographic variables such as e.g. gender and age are not as straightforward as 

in analyses of single persons. The households within the sample do however feature different types 

and intensity of involvement in touristic activities. Chapter 5.3.5 describes the involvement of 

households in the tourism sector. It is assumed that households offering services to tourists have 

some experience with tourism. Therefore, current involvement in tourism is considered as a proxy 

for experience. It is also assumed that as a whole, this experience is positive because if it were 

generally negative, households would probably have stopped their activities in the tourism sector. 

Depending on the number of different kinds of services offered, the experience is larger and more 

diverse for those households that diversify their activities by e.g. offering rooms for rent and guided 

tours. Especially in the case of PBC experience leads to a more realistic assessment of possible 

threatening and beneficial factors. The mediated effect through PBC is thus hypothesized to be larger 

than the effect mediated through ATT and SN. These explanations lead to the following hypotheses.  

Hypothesis 9  Experience has a positive influence on behavioral beliefs which significantly 

influence attitude (behavioral beliefs mediate the influence of experience on 

attitude). 

Hypothesis 10 Experience has a positive influence on attitude. 

Hypothesis 11 Experience has a positive influence on normative beliefs which significantly 

influence subjective norm (normative beliefs mediate the influence of 

experience on subjective norm). 

Hypothesis 12 Experience has a positive influence on subjective norm. 

Hypothesis 13 Experience has a positive influence on control beliefs which significantly 

influence perceived behavioral control (control beliefs mediate the influence 

of experience on perceived behavioral control). 

Hypothesis 14 Experience has a positive influence on perceived behavioral control. 

Hypothesis 15 Experience has no direct effect on intention. 

Hypothesis 16 Experience has an indirect effect on intention which is mediated through 

attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. 

Hypothesis 17 Experience has an indirect effect on intention which is mediated through 

beliefs which significantly influence attitude, subjective norm and perceived 

behavioral control. 

                                                           
280 Cf.: Baron & Kenny 1986, p. 1176. 
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figures that private households in the Borjomi region are more likely to be involved in tourism than in 

Kazbegi due to the longer tradition of touristic involvement. 

Hypothesis 19 Significantly more households are involved in tourism supply in Borjomi than 

in Kazbegi. 

Likewise, it is probable that of the households that are currently involved in touristic offers, the 

households in Borjomi have been involved in tourism for a longer time than those in Kazbegi. 

Hypothesis 20 Households in Borjomi have been involved in tourism for significantly more 

years than households in Kazbegi. 

Another difference between the two regions is that tourism activities in Kazbegi mainly take place 

during the summer time while Bakuriani is a winter hot-spot. With its focus on winter tourism, 

Bakuriani mostly relies on skiing while the activities in Kazbegi are more diverse with options of 

mountain climbing, hiking, cultural tours, parasailing etc. Therefore, the range of offers should be 

more diverse in Kazbegi than in Borjomi. 

Hypothesis 21 The number of touristic offers per household is significantly higher in Kazbegi 

than in Borjomi. 

The first field visit and the pretest showed that some people leave their homes in Kazbegi and 

Borjomi for some time of the year to live in other parts of Georgia (mostly in the capital). This is in 

part related to the seasonality of tourism. It is expected that Kazbegi is dominated by people leaving 

in winter while Borjomi is dominated by people leaving in summer. 

Hypothesis 22 The number of people leaving in winter is significantly higher in Kazbegi than 

in Borjomi. 

Hypothesis 23 The number of people leaving in summer is significantly higher in Borjomi 

than in Kazbegi. 

Infrastructure is a limiting factor for tourism. Particularly the smaller villages are more difficult to 

reach, which is why it is postulated that aside from regional differences, differences may also occur 

within regions. Due to the more difficult access of smaller villages it is assumed that tourism activities 

are prevalent in the main villages compared to the smaller ones. 

Hypothesis 24 The share of households involved in tourism offers is significantly larger in 

the main villages than in the smaller ones. 

Another difference is assumed to be found between the two main villages in comparison with the 

smaller villages in each region. The main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani hold certain public 

institutions such as e.g. municipality, police and larger schools which offer wage employments. Such 

institutions can also be found in the smaller villages, but to a lesser degree. It is therefore 

hypothesized that income from wage employment (outside the agricultural and touristic sector) is 

more common in the main villages than in the smaller ones. 



4 Hypotheses 

 

 

59 

Hypothesis 25 The share of households mentioning the souƌĐe of iŶĐoŵe ͞ǁage 

employment (excluding agriĐultuƌal aŶd touƌistiĐ seĐtoƌͿ͟ is significantly 

larger in the main villages than in the smaller ones. 

This leads to the assumption that if a source of income is less common, overall income is lower in the 

smaller villages than in the main villages because there is no other source of income for 

compensation.  

Hypothesis 26 Average monetary income is significantly higher in the main villages than in 

the smaller ones. 

These hypotheses will be tested in Chapter 5.3 in the context of the presentation of descriptive data 

regarding the contents of the hypotheses. A summary of rejected and accepted hypotheses will be 

presented in Chapter 5.3.6. 



 

 

5 Empirical Study 

5.1 Data Collection 

The National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) supplies much data and also conducts an 

agricultural census, but data is often supplied for aggregated areas and is not displayed for single 

villages. Moreover, the questions contained in the agricultural census may provide a useful overview, 

but since they are not intended to answer the research questions posed in this work, a targeted 

survey was designed. This survey was conducted in the interdisciplinary, international research 

project ͞Analysing Multiple Interrelationships between Environmental and Societal Processes in 

Mountainous Regions of Georgia͟ (AMIES) which was funded by the VolkswagenStiftung.281 Since the 

unit of analysis was to be the economic entity of people living and working together for one common 

household income, the survey was directed at households rather than questioning single individuals. 

According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2001), people 

͞liǀiŶg togetheƌ ǁho ŵake ĐoŵŵoŶ pƌoǀisioŶ foƌ food oƌ otheƌ esseŶtials foƌ liǀiŶg͟282 are 

considered to be a household. These people can have a common budget and can be either related or 

unrelated. Data on household level was collected in a quantitative survey during June and July 2011. 

The questionnaire had been developed within the AMIES project, tested in a pretest in September 

2010 and modified where necessary.283 The interviews were carried out by ten Georgian students in 

Georgian. In the village of Tsikhisjvari the population is mostly of Greek origin and some of the 

respondents (i.e. 10 of the 24 questioned households) spoke better Russian than Georgian, so the 

interviewers used Russian for explanations. Before starting the interviews, the interviewers were 

given basic information about the AMIES project and its aims so that they would be able to explain 

the reason for the survey to the respondents. A debriefing with the interviewers prior to the first 

interview was used to make everyone familiar with the questionnaire. Instructions on how to fill out 

certain parts of the questionnaire (especially where complex tables were used) and some additional 

information were handed to the interviewers in writing and open questions were resolved. Since the 

questions often involved information on the whole household, the interviewers were instructed to 

look for persons who have knowledge on the activities of the whole household and are involved in 

the decision making process. Before approaching respondents, the interviewers got together in 

teams of two people and conducted a role play where one person acted to be the respondent and 

the other was the interviewer. This further helped getting familiar with the questionnaire and getting 

used to the interviewing situation. For the very first interview, interviewers went in teams of two 

people to one household to be able to help each other if questions came up during the interview. 

After the interview, respondents were given a small package of coffee to express gratitude for their 

time. Once every day a meeting was held with all interviewers where they reported to the principal 

investigator about the process of interviews and raised questions were discussed. The sample was a 

                                                           
281 The project was carried out by researchers from the Center for international Development and 

Environmental Research (ZEU) and other faculties of Justus Liebig University Giessen in cooperation with Ilia 

Chavchavadze State University (Tbilisi) and Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University. 
282 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 2001. 
283 For further information on the development of the questionnaire, the conducted pretest and ensuing 

modifications see Volz 2011. 
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stratified sample, in which the first strata of the research regions and villages were selected 

according to theoretical considerations (see Chapter 2.2), the number of selected households per 

village was proportional to the number of inhabitants per village and the selection of households 

followed random route sampling.284 The interviewers carried maps of the villages with them. These 

were used to segment areas among interviewers and approximate locations of households were 

marked. This provided a visual representation of the distribution of interviews throughout the 

villages. Furthermore, interviewers were instructed to approach every third or fourth house in order 

to achieve some degree of randomness. Unfortunately there was no additional household data 

available that would have allowed a quota sampling based on more detailed information. 

The questionnaire itself contained several modules that provided the main topics. These topics are 

demographics, sources and composition of income, land owned before and after the land reform, 

land use, activities in the tourism sector, statements on influence and cooperation and last but not 

least items on intended behavior (for the complete questionnaire see Appendix A 1). Initially it had 

been planned to analyze behavioral intentions regarding two activities: an enhancement of tourism 

supply and an enhancement of animal husbandry. This idea was dropped later on since it turned out 

to be impractical due to data quality and complexity of analyses. The items for the analysis of these 

two behavioral intentions were handed to the interviewers on separate sheets of paper. Not all 

respondents were willing to fill out these modules, therefore the amount of cases analyzed in 

Chapter 5.4 (see explications at the beginning of Chapter 5.4) deviates from the sample size for 

Chapter 5.3. 

It should be noted that while the survey had already started, a mistake in one of the filter questions 

was detected. In Q ϯϲ it saǇs that oŶe should ŵoǀe to Q ϲϱ if the aŶsǁeƌ is ͞No͟ ǁheŶ it ought to say 

that one should move to Q 41. Fortunately it was already discovered on the first day of interviewing, 

so in the daily evening rounds the interviewers were instructed to redirect to Q 41 if a respondent 

aŶsǁeƌed ͞No͟ to Q 36. However, three interviews had taken place where it cannot be traced 

anymore if the wrong filter question led to falsely skipped questions (namely IDs 10701, 10801 and 

10901). These three cases have to be excluded from any analyses involving questions 37-64. A 

second mistake regarding a filter question was noticed after the survey had taken place. Q 71 

redirects to Q 79 instead of Q 77. It is therefore possible that households who do not offer 

accommodation were not asked the questions regarding their income from touristic activities and 

the financial sources for the development of touristic activities, but these variables were not subject 

to this analysis. 

5.2 Sample Characteristics 

Altogether, 301 households were included in the survey. The samples were distributed across both 

research regions. About half of the sample was taken from Kazbegi (n=154) and the other half from 

Bakuriani (n=147). Within the regions, the share of households questioned per village was adapted to 

the amount of inhabitants per village285. Consequently, the largest share of respondents was 

                                                           
284 For a discussion of this approach and implications for representativeness see Chapter 6.1.1. 
285 The most recent available population census at the time of the design of the study was from the Georgian 

population census in 2002 (National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013c). 
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questioned in the largest villages and smaller shares in the smaller villages. Following the exact 

proportion of inhabitants per village would have resulted in only sampling two or three households in 

the smallest villages. In order to still be able to make some reasonable statements about the smaller 

villages, it was tried to question at least ten households per village. Table 2 shows the population 

data and respective sample size for each village that was part of the investigation. 

Table 2: Population and sample size per village 

  

Population 

(census 

2002) 

Envisaged 

sample size 

Actual 

sample size 

Percent 

(actual 

sample size) 

Kazebegi 

    Stepantsminda (+ Gergeti) 1783 85 92 30.6 

Sno 418 25 24 8.0 

Kanobi 182 10 9 3.0 

Juta 62 10 9 3.0 

Zemo + Kvemo Mleta (Dusheti district) 313 20 20 6.6 

Borjomi 

    Bakuriani 1985 55 55 18.3 

Tsikhisjvari 644 25 24 8.0 
Bakurianis Andeziti 514 20 18 6.0 

Didi Mitarbi 48 10 10 3.3 

Tsagveri 1051 40 40 13.3 

Total 7000 300 301 100 
Source: Own data and National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) (February 2013). 

Households differ from single persons as research units insofar as some of the typical socio-

demographic variables such as e.g. gender, age, occupation or highest level of education cannot be 

assessed as a single value for a household. In order to give an overview of some demographic 

features of the households, variables that inform on basic characteristics of households are reviewed 

in the following table. 
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Table 3: Average number of household members, average monthly income, average number of 

children and elderly persons per household per village 

  

Number of 

household 

members 

Total monthly 

household income in 

Georgian lari 

Children (14 

years and 

younger) per 

household 

Elderly persons 

(60 years and 

older) per 

household 

  N Mean SD N Mean 
 

SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Stepantsminda + 

Gergeti 
92 4.098 2.154 70 436.47 a 635.8 90 0.411 0.733 90 0.933 0.747 

Sno 24 3.208 2.105 16 203.64 
 

226.8 23 0.348 0.885 23 0.870 0.694 

Kanobi 8* 4.250 1.165 7 310.24 
 

315.9 8 0.375 0.744 8 1.000 0.926 

Juta 9 3.444 1.81 4 115.42 a 60.6 9 0.778 0.972 9 1.111 0.782 

Zemo + Kvemo 

Mleta 
20 4.300 1.78 16 271.04 

 
319.3 19 0.474 1.020 19 0.842 0.834 

Bakuriani 55 4.345 2.119 42 722.61 
 

1435.1 54 0.519 0.885 54 0.833 0.885 

Tsikhisjvari 24 4.042 2.971 21 193.57 
 

163.0 23 0.696 1.020 23 1.261 0.810 

Bakurianis 

Andeziti 
18 4.333 1.372 15 402.54 

 
467.6 18 1.222 0.878 18 0.611 0.778 

Didi Mitarbi 10 4.500 2.321 10 236.50 
 

312.3 10 0.900 1.287 10 0.400 0.516 

Tsagveri 40 3.575 1.838 34 277.81   200.5 40 0.475 0.816 40 1.100 0.810 

Total 300 4.023 2.099 235 395.93   740.8 294 0.537 0.88 294 0.922 0.799 
Note: N = number of valid cases, SD = standard deviation. * One case was excluded because it is an outlier. a Mean values 

differ significantly. Source: Own data. 

On average, households consist of four members with a standard deviation of two. There is no 

significant difference between the means of household members of different villages. The average 

monthly household income is highest in the two main villages Bakuriani and Stepantsminda which 

also show the largest standard deviations. A significant mean difference was found for 

Stepantsminda and Juta286. The members of the households were grouped into different age 

categories to get an impression of how many people can contribute to subsistence activities. The 

pension age in Georgia is 60 years for women and 65 years for men.287 In 2011, the benefit for a 

pensioner was 80 GEL per month. On average, there are .92 persons that are 60 years or older per 

household, i.e. about one person per household is 60 years or older. According to the United Nations 

International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF), children of 14 years and younger are only allowed 

to help a limited number of hours with economic or domestic work.288 Otherwise this work would be 

considered child labor. In the sample there are on average .54 children younger than 15 years per 

household. Comparing the numbers for children and elderly, it shows that there are generally more 

elderly than children per household with a reverse ratio in two cases (Bakurianis Andeziti and Didi 

Mitarbi). Subtracting children and elderly from the total number of household members shows that 

                                                           
286 Since the Levene test showed that variances are unequal, the conservative test Tamhane-T2 (cf. Brosius 

2008, p. 497) was used to test for mean differences. 
287 Cf.: Federal Office for Migration and Refugees and International Organization for Migration 2012, p. 9. 
288 Cf.: United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF) n.d. and Kan, Kimhi & Lerman (2006, 

p. 10) also use this range of age to refer to children. 
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on average, there are between 1.56 (Juta) and 3.2 (Didi Mitarbi) people in working age per 

household. 

In the Kazbegi region, all respondents are of Georgian ethnicity, except for one respondent from 

Stepantsminda who considers himself Ossetian. For Borjomi the picture is a little more diverse. 16 % 

and 13 % of the respondents in Bakuriani are Ossetian and Armenian respectively. Tsikhisjvari has a 

large amount of people of Greek origin (in the sample 46 %), while Didi Mitarbi has some inhabitants 

of Ossetian ethnicity (20 % in the sample) and Bakurianis Andeziti has some inhabitants of Armenian 

ethnicity (17 % in the sample).  

In some cases some members of the households leave the household seasonally. It was assumed that 

people in Kazbegi leave more often in winter time which faces difficulties due to the location of the 

region and that in Borjomi people leave more often in summer time because winter is the busiest 

season due to ski tourism. Table 4 displays how many household members leave in the respective 

season. 

Table 4: Number and percentage of people leaving the household in winter or summer per region 

Number of 

leaving household 

members 

Kazbegi Borjomi 

Leaving in winter 
Leaving in 

summer 
Leaving in winter 

Leaving in 

summer 

N % N % N % N % 

0 97 63.0 147 95.5 128 87.1 138 94.5 

1 17 11.0 1 .6 2 1.4 1 .7 

2 17 11.0 3 1.9 8 5.4 5 3.4 

3 7 4.5 1 .6 2 1.4 1 .7 

4 8 5.2 1 .6 2 1.4 

  5 4 2.6 1 .6 2 1.4 

  6 1 .6 

 

  2 1.4 1 .7 

7 2 1.3 
 

  
 

  
  8 1 .6 

 

  
 

  

  9         1 .7     

Total (valid) 154 100 154 100 147 100 146 100 

Missing 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.7 

Total             147 100 
Source: Own data. 

According to descriptive statistics, leaving in winter is more common for household members in the 

Kazbegi Region than in the Borjomi region. The Mann Whitney U test confirmed that there is a 

significant mean rank difference which indicates that the number of people leaving in winter is 

significantly higher in Kazbegi than in Borjomi. This confirms Hypothesis 22. In both regions, roughly 

5 % of the responding households mentioned that members leave during the summer season. A 

Mann Whitney U test showed that there is no significant difference of the number of people leaving 

in summer between the two regions which lead to the rejection of Hypothesis 23. 
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5.3 Socio-Economic Living Conditions of the Local Population in the 

Research Areas 

This chapter presents data on the socio-economic living conditions of the households. It combines 

data from monetary household income with information on agricultural production of the 

households and activities in the tourism sector. These elements are used to form a comprehensive 

overview of the overall living conditions of the households (summarized in Chapter 5.3.6). Since both 

tourism and agricultural activities are time-consuming, it is possible that households which are active 

in one of those sectors are not active in the other. After some basic information on income and 

activities regarding agriculture, Figure 16 addresses the simultaneous involvement of households in 

tourism and agricultural activities. The subsequent paragraph looks at touristic activities in more 

detail. 

In most cases, results will be displayed in four groups. One each for the main villages of the regions 

(Stepantsminda, n=92 and Bakuriani, n=55) and one each for the smaller villages summarized per 

region (Kabzegi villages, n=62 and Borjomi villages, n=92). If there are notable differences between 

villages, a more appropriate way of displaying them is chosen. 

5.3.1 Household Income & Sources of Income 

Both research regions have seasonal tourism so that income differs depending on the time of year. 

The yield of agricultural activities also depends on the season. To accommodate variations in income 

throughout the year, respondents were asked to sum up the household͛s iŶĐoŵe fƌoŵ all souƌĐes foƌ 
the past twelve months. This value was later on divided by twelve to compare the income with 

monthly values for the whole of Georgia from the National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 

(2015b). The average household income for the separate research villages (see Table 3) already 

showed that income in the main villages Stepantsminda (average monthly: 436.47 GEL) and Bakuriani 

(average monthly: 722.61 GEL) is generally higher than in the smaller villages. Altogether, the 

average monthly household income in the Kazbegi villages is 237.86 GEL and 273.92 GEL in the 

Borjomi villages. The mean difference is not statistically significant. This rejects Hypothesis 26, but 

the higher values for the Borjomi groups suggest that income in the Kazbegi region is generally lower. 

In the year of the survey, the average monthly cash income (including transfers) for rural households 

all over Georgia was 412 GEL.289 Figure 12 shows the distribution of income in the sample for the 

main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani in comparison with the smaller villages in both regions. 

                                                           
289 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015b. 
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Figure 12: Total monthly household income290 (valid percent of cases) 
Note: GEL = Georgian Lari. Source: Own data. 

In the lowest income range, the largest share of cases is from the Kazbegi villages, followed by the 

Borjomi villages. In this category there are slightly more cases from Stepantsminda than from 

Bakuriani. In the higher categories the amount of cases from the main villages is generally larger than 

from the smaller villages and the amount of respondents from both Bakuriani and Borjomi villages is 

larger than from Stepantsminda and Kazbegi villages. It has to be noted that there is also a number of 

respondents who refused to mention their income. It is not possible to determine whether these 

households would have changed the distribution or mean of income. Some people might also keep 

part of their income secret, e.g. because it results from illegal activities in the tourism sector.291  

In addition to the amount of income, respondents were asked which income sources contribute to 

the income of the household. Many households have diverse sources of income, therefore, multiple 

answers were allowed for so that all income sources could be mentioned. The results are displayed in 

Figure 13. The sources of income are sorted by the number of overall listings in the whole sample 

and show the number of listings for main villages and smaller villages separately for each region. 

                                                           
290 On July 1st in 2011, the exchange rate was 1 GEL = 0.415 € ;OANDA 2011). 
291 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 18. 
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Figure 13: Sources of income sorted by number of overall listings 
Note: Multiple answers possible. Source: Own data. 

The source mentioned most frequently was by far pensions with 53 % of all households. In Georgia, 

women reach pension age when they are 60 years old and men when they are 65 years old.292 In the 

smaller villages of Kazbegi and Bakuriani pensions are a more frequent income source than in the 

main villages of the regions. The second most important source of income is wage employment in 

sectors other than agriculture and tourism while wage employment in the mentioned sectors is less 

common than self-employment in both sectors. Hypothesis 25 postulates that the income source 

͞ǁage employment ;eǆĐludiŶg agƌiĐultuƌal aŶd touƌistiĐ seĐtoƌͿ͟ is mentioned significantly more 

often in the main villages than in the smaller ones. A post hoc comparison293 of the four groups 

confirmed that households in Stepantsminda mentioned wage employment significantly more often 

than households in the two groups comprising the smaller villages of both regions. This partly 

confirms the hypothesis. However, there is no significant difference between Bakuriani and any of 

the other three reference groups. Wage employment outside agriculture and tourism is not 

significantly more common in Bakuriani than in the other regions. The International Labour 

Organization (ILO) (1993) considers remuneration by wages (be it in cash or in kind) as paid 

employment jobs where a person holds a written or oral employment contract with e.g. a 

corporation, an institution or a household. Self-employment, on the other hand, refers to the person 

being in charge of operational decisions and being responsible for the enterprise while the 

remuneration depends on profits.294 The amount of households that mentioned self-employment in 

                                                           
292 Cf.: Federal Office for Migration and Refugees and International Organization for Migration 2012, p. 9. 
293 TaŵhaŶe͛s TϮ ǁas used siŶĐe ǀaƌiaŶĐes ǁeƌe Ŷot equal. 
294 Cf.: International Labour Organization (ILO) 1993, p. 2. 
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tourism as a source of income was exceptionally high in Bakuriani while wage employment other 

than in agriculture or tourism is most dominant in Stepantsminda. In both agriculture and tourism, 

self-employment is more likely than wage employment. Compared to the other groups, the smaller 

villages of Kazbegi show a high percentage of occasional jobs as a source of income while the Borjomi 

villages mentioned private transfers considerably more often than any other group. 

It is important to note that the households in the research areas which are both rural have additional 

non-monetary income which is not accounted for in this presentation of monetary income and 

monetary income sources. Therefore, agricultural production that can serve as a source of non-

monetary income and frequencies of households using this source will be displayed in chapters 5.3.2 

5.3.3. 

5.3.2 Livestock and Animal Products 

Agricultural activities can be used for both the generation of monetary and non-monetary income. 

When asked whether they are involved in agricultural activities, 51 % of the households (n=291) 

answered affirmatively295. Comparing this value with the share of households that mentioned self-

employment in agriculture as a source of monetary income (see Figure 13), one can see that at least 

double as many households (Kazbegi and Borjomi villages and Bakuriani) are producing agricultural 

outcomes, in the case of Stepantsminda there are even six times as many households involved in 

agricultural activities compared to the amount of households gaining income from self-employment 

in agriculture. It figures that agriculture is not only important for households that gain monetary 

income from this sector, but also for households that use it as a means of additional non-monetary 

income. This chapter will focus on livestock and the associated animal products before the next 

chapter turns to cultivation of land and its outcomes. 

Livestock 

The analysis shows that cows (including calves, 67 % in Kazbegi and 51 % in Borjomi) and poultry 

(67 % in Kazbegi and 48 % in Borjomi) are the kinds of animals that are owned the most by 

households of the sample. Sheep breeding was important for Georgia in the past, but has declined 

severely in the past two decades. Numbers of cattle have also declined in this time frame (see 

Chapter 2.1.3, Figure 3). Within the sample, 11 % in Kazbegi and 4 % in Borjomi mentioned owning 

sheep. The following tables show the distributions of the amounts of animals for the main villages 

compared to the smaller villages per region and the means and standard deviations based on the 

households that own the respective kind of animal. Along with information on the number of 

livestock, households which own the respective kind of animal were also asked about their 

consumption, selling and buying of such animals during the last twelve months. The information 

gained from these questions is presented in the texts following the tables.  

                                                           
295 This value was slightly higher for the villages, with values of 55 % and 53 % for the Kazbegi and Borjomi 

villages respectively compared to 48 % and 49 % in Stepantsminda and Bakuriani respectively. 
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Table 5: Number of cows and calves 

Number of 

cows and 

calves 

Stepantsminda Kazbegi villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 40 43.5 11 17.7 30 54.5 42 45.7 123 40.9 

1-5 45 48.9 38 61.3 22 40.0 38 41.3 143 47.5 

6-10 5 5.4 11 17.7 3 5.5 9 9.8 28 9.3 

11-15 
 

  2 3.2 

 

  2 2.2 4 1.3 

30 
 

  

 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

40 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  

  

1 0.3 

107 1 1.1             1 0.3 

Total 

(valid) 
92 100 62 100 55 100 92 100 301 100 

Mean 

(SD)* 
5.21 (15.44) 3.43 (2.82) 2.88 (1.88) 4.50 (4.57) 4.17 (8.83) 

* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

In both regions, more households in the smaller villages own cows than households in the main 

villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani. While comparing the regions, more households in Kazbegi 

mentioned owning cows. Bakuriani is the only group in which less than half of the households own 

cows, the highest amount of households owning cows is found in the Kazbegi villages with 82 %. For 

the largest part, households own between one and five cows and / or calves. The mean value is 

calculated for those households that actually own cows. In Stepantsminda this value is somewhat 

distorted by the case that owns 107 cows and calves which also leads to a standard deviation that is 

considerably higher than for the rest of the sample. In the other groups the average amount of 

animals is between three and five. The mode is one for both Kazbegi groups and two for Bakuriani 

(for the Borjomi villages multiple modes exist), indicating that the most frequently mentioned 

amounts are below the total averages. Altogether there are only three households that own 30 cows 

or more. Looking at only those households that own cows and / or calves (n=178), 61 % of the 

households mentioned the consumption of cows or calves during the last twelve months. The mean 

consumption of these households was 3. 16 % of households owning cows also sold cows and 11 % 

bought cows or calves in the last year. 
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Table 6: Number of poultry 

Number of poultry 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 77 83.7 26 41.9 25 46.3 50 54.3 178 59.3 

1-10 8 8.7 25 40.3 25 46.3 34 37.0 92 30.7 

11-20 6 6.5 10 16.1 3 5.6 5 5.4 24 8.0 

21-30 1 1.1 1 1.6 1 2 2 2.2 5 1.7 

31-40             1 1.1 1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 62 100 54 100 92 100 300 100 

DoŶ’t know (= missing)         1 -     1 - 

Mean (SD)* 12.00 (0.57) 9.53 (6.04) 8.52 (4.49) 8.86 (7.05) 9.36 (6.10) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Stepantsminda is the village with the smallest share of households owning poultry (16 %) whereas 

the largest share can be found in the Kazbegi villages (58 %). In the Borjomi region, the amount of 

households owning poultry is higher in the main village than in the smaller villages. Except for 

Stepantsminda where the amount of households owning poultry itself is comparatively low, 37 to 

46 % of the households own between one and ten chicken with about 9 chickens on average in total. 

Of households that own chicken (n=122), 70 % mentioned the consumption of poultry with an 

average of 9 animals per household. Selling poultry over the past year was indicated by 3 % of 

households that own chicken and buying poultry was indicated by 9 %. 

Table 7: Number of sheep 

Number of 

sheep 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 81 88.0 55 90.2 55 100.0 86 93.5 277 92.3 

1-5 3 3.3 2 3.3 
 

  
  

5 1.7 

6-10 2 2.2 2 3.3 
 

  3 3.3 7 2.3 

11-15 1 1.1 1 1.6 
 

  1 1.1 3 1.0 
20 2 2.2 

 
  

 

  
  

2 0.7 

30 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  
  

1 0.3 

50 
 

  
 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

100 
 

  1 1.6 

 

  
  

1 0.3 

150 
 

  
 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

500 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  
  

1 0.3 

700 1 1.1             1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 61 100 55 100 92 100 300 100 

DoŶ’t know 

(= missing) 
    

1 -         1 - 

Mean (SD)* 119.6 (241.9) 23.5 (37.6) - - 40.2 (56.2) 73.8 (172.3) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 
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In Stepantsminda, Kazbegi and Borjomi villages around 90 % of the respondents do not own any 

sheep and in the sample from Bakuriani there are no households that own sheep at all. From the 

households that do own sheep, the amounts of sheep owned are very diverse, ranging up to 700 in 

Stepantsminda. The fact that the medians for Stepantsminda, Kazbegi villages and Borjomi villages 

(15, 10 and 12.5 respectively) are well below the averages shows that the mean is much affected by 

the extreme cases with larger amounts of sheep. 61 % of the 23 sheep owning households 

mentioned that they consumed sheep in the last twelve months, 22 % sold sheep and 9 % bought 

sheep. Average consumption was at 47 sheep, but median and mode are both at 10, indicating that 

the average is again strongly influenced by the extreme cases. 

The other animals (pigs, horses, goats, rabbits and beehives) play a minor role. Save for few 

exceptions (pigs in Bakuriani, 14 %, horses in the Kazbegi villages, 16 % and rabbits in Bakuriani, 

14 %), 10 % or less of the households own the respective animal in either region. Tables on their 

numbers can be found in Appendix A 2. Pigs are mostly owned in the Borjomi villages with 20 %, in 

the other groups there are 5 to 8 % and the mounts of pigs are between one and six. Of the 30 

households that own pigs, 63 % consumed pig (with an average of 1.5) during in the last year. 90 % of 

those households sold pigs and 17 % bought pigs. Horses are mostly owned in the smaller villages, 

even more in the Kazbegi villages (16 %) than in the Borjomi villages (10 %). In total, one household 

mentioned selling and buying five horses during the last year. Goats cannot be found among the 

respondents from Bakuriani and in the other groups there are 5 % of households mentioning goats at 

the most. No one in the sample sold or bought goats during the last twelve months. More than two 

thirds of the households do not keep any dogs. Of those that do, most own one dog. The largest 

share of households owning dogs can be found in the Borjomi villages, followed by Bakuriani and 

Stepantsminda, the Kazbegi villages bringing up the rear. No household sold a dog, one households 

bought two dogs in the last year. Rabbits can hardly be found in the sample from the Kazbegi region. 

With 22 %, Bakuriani has more than double as many households with rabbits than the Borjomi 

villages. Amounts of rabbits are mostly between one and five. No rabbits were sold by those 

households that own rabbits, but 23 % of the 22 rabbit owners bought rabbits in the last year and 

36 % mentioned the consumption of rabbit with a mean of 6. The Borjomi villages hold the largest 

share of households with beehives (8 %) while the main village of that region shows no beehives at 

all. In Kazbegi the share of respondents indicating beehives is slightly larger in the villages (3 %) than 

in the main village (2 %). No respondent mentioned selling or buying beehives in the last year. 

The kinds of animals that are by far the ones mostly owned by the households are cows and poultry. 

In most cases the amounts of animals are small, with some few exceptions of households that keep 

larger amounts, maybe for commercial purposes. Furthermore it shows that there are some kinds of 

animals that cannot be found in the Bakuriani sample (sheep, goats and beehives) while in the other 

three groups there are at least some households mentioning the ownership of these. Taking a closer 

look at the households that own certain animals, it shows that consumption of poultry is most 

frequent (70 %), followed by pig (63 %), cows and calves (61 %), sheep (61 %) and rabbits (36 %). 

Selling is most common for pigs (90 %) while 22 % of owners sell sheep, 16 % sell cows and 3 % 

chicken. Fewest amounts of households mentioned buying animals (of owners: 23 % bought rabbits, 

17 % pigs, 11 % cows, 9 % sheep and 9 % chicken). 
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Animal Products 

After having reviewed the kinds of animals, their amounts and consumption, selling and buying of 

households that keep such kinds of animals, the following tables will turn to the animal products 

generated by the private households during the last twelve months. The products are presented 

according to the shares of households manufacturing the product, with the most frequently 

mentioned product first. Data is categorized in order to give an overview of the distribution. The 

categories are not always equally large due to fewer cases with higher amounts. Means and standard 

deviations are calculated based on those households that produce the mentioned product. As with 

livestock, respondents were also asked about the use of their products. Instead of displaying tables 

for these results as well, they are mentioned in the adjoining text paragraphs. 

Table 8: Amount of produced milk in liters per year 

Amount of 

manufactured 

milk in liters 
(last 12 

months) 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 47 54.0 12 21.4 31 58.5 42 48.8 132 46.8 

1-100 3 3.4 6 10.7 

 

  

 

  9 3.2 

101-200 2 2.3 2 3.6 1 1.9 2 2.3 7 2.5 

201-300 5 5.7 5 8.9 

 

  1 1.2 11 3.9 

301-400 1 1.1 5 8.9 
 

  2 2.3 8 2.8 
401-500 2 2.3 10 17.9 2 3.8 5 5.8 19 6.7 

501-1000 9 10.3 9 16.1 6 11.3 11 12.8 35 12.4 

1001-2000 10 11.5 4 7.1 1 1.9 9 10.5 24 8.5 

2001-3000 4 4.6 2 3.6 10 18.9 6 7.0 22 7.8 

4001-5000 2 2.3 1 1.8 2 3.8 1 1.2 6 2.1 

5001-10000 2 2.3 

 

  

 

  6 7.0 8 2.8 

12000 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 1.2 1 0.4 

Total (valid) 87 100 56 100 53 100 86 100 282 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 5   6   2   6   19   

Mean (SD)* 1525 (1951) 1074 (1111) 1820 (1092) 2887 (2535) 1835 (1975) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

For the whole sample, there are 56 % of households that manufacture milk, with larger shares in the 

Kazbegi and Borjomi villages (81 % and 54 % respectively) than in Stepantsminda and Bakuriani (49 % 

and 44 % respectively). The numbers of households producing milk roughly correspond to the 

amounts of households owning cows and / or calves in the four groups (see Table 5). It furthermore 

shows that data on milk production from the Borjomi villages is most diverse with the highest 

standard deviation and at the same time with the highest average produced amount of almost 

2900 liters during the last year. Although milk production is most frequent in the Kazbegi villages, the 

average amount of production was lowest in this group. 11 % of the households that produce milk 
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were not able to tell how much. Of all the 169 households that produce milk, 76 % said that they 

consume (at least part of) the milk themselves, 4 % said that they also sell milk. 

Table 9: Amount of produced cheese in kg per year 

Amount of 

manufactured 

cheese in kg 

(last 12 

months) 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 49 55.7 13 24.5 31 58.5 43 49.4 136 48.4 

1-50 9 10.2 17 32.1 1 1.9 3 3.4 30 10.7 

51-100 13 14.8 8 15.1 11 20.8 11 12.6 43 15.3 

101-200 8 9.1 8 15.1 2 3.8 9 10.3 27 9.6 

201-300 4 4.5 4 7.5 5 9.4 9 10.3 22 7.8 

301-400 2 2.3 

 

  

 

  5 5.7 7 2.5 

401-500 

 

  1 1.9 1 1.9 1 1.1 3 1.1 
501-600 

 

  

 

  

 

  4 4.6 4 1.4 

601-700 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

  701-800 1 1.1 

 

  1 1.9 1 1.1 3 1.1 

801-900 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

  901-1000 

 

  

 

  1 1.9 1 1.1 2 0.7 

1200 

 

  1 1.9 

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

1500 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

1600 1 1.1 1 1.9         2 0.7 

Total (valid) 88 100 53 100 53 100 87 100 281 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 4   9   2   5   20   

Mean (SD)* 218 (344) 176 (307) 234 (243) 262 (208) 222 (282) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Much like the production of milk, the highest share of households manufacturing the dairy product 

cheese comes from the Kazbegi villages (79 %) and again the average amount of production is lowest 

for this group. The second highest share of households producing cheese is found in the Borjomi 

villages (53 %), leaving Stepantsminda (47 %) and Bakuriani (44 %) at ranks three and four, as was the 

case for milk as well. From 165 households in total that produce cheese, 12 % do not know the 

amount of their production. 78 % consume at least some of their own cheese and 14 % also indicate 

selling part of their produce. 
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Table 10: Amount of produced eggs per year 

Number of 

manufactured 

eggs (last 12 

months) 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 78 88.6 35 62.5 32 74.4 59 71.1 204 75.6 

1-250 4 4.5 11 19.6 7 16.3 10 12.0 32 11.9 

251-500 4 4.5 7 12.5 1 2.3 3 3.6 15 5.6 

501-750 

 

  2 3.6 1 2.3 5 6.0 8 3.0 

751-1000 2 2.3 1 1.8 1 2.3 5 6.0 9 3.3 

1200 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 1.2 1 0.4 

1800 

 

  

 

  1 2.3 

 

  1 0.4 

Total (valid) 88 100 56 100 43 100 83 100 270 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 4   6   12   9   31   

Mean (SD)* 407 (257) 320 (243) 415 (536) 461 (359) 400 (347) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Following milk and cheese, eggs are the third most produced animal product. 32 % of the whole 

sample indicated having eggs. Eggs are most often produced by households in the Kazbegi villages 

(44 %), followed by Bakuriani (42 %), Borjomi villages (36 %) and least frequently in Stepantsminda 

(15 %). This data is in accordance with the amounts of households that own poultry (see Table 6). Of 

the 97 egg-producing households, 32 % did not know how many eggs they had in the last year. One 

household indicated selling eggs. 

Table 11: Amount of produced butter in kg per year 

Amount of 

manufactured 

butter in kg 

(last 12 

months) 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 62 71.3 42 72.4 45 83.3 65 76.5 214 75.4 

1-25 15 17.2 8 13.8 7 13.0 13 15.3 43 15.1 
26-50 7 8.0 6 10.3 1 1.9 4 4.7 18 6.3 

51-75 

 

  

 

  1 1.9 1 1.2 2 0.7 

76-100 2 2.3 2 3.4 

 

  2 2.4 6 2.1 

200 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

Total (valid) 87 100 58 100 54 100 85 100 284 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 5   4   1   7   17   

Mean (SD)* 36 (42) 32 (30) 21 (19) 28 (25) 31 (32) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

A little less than one third of the sample produced butter in the last twelve months (29 %). The 

lowest number of households producing butter can be found in Bakuriani (18 %), which is also the 
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group with the lowest number of households owning cows and / or calves (see Table 5). One fifth of 

the butter producing households do not know the amount they produce and one person mentioned 

selling butter.  

Table 12: Amount of produced meat in kg per year 

Amount of 

manufactured 

meat in kg 

(last 12 

months) 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 75 88.2 49 83.1 42 80.8 79 88.8 245 86.0 

1-50 2 2.4 4 6.8 3 5.8 4 4.5 13 4.6 

51-100 3 3.5 5 8.5 3 5.8 5 5.6 16 5.6 

111 1 1.2 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

150 

 

  

 

  3 5.8 

 

  3 1.1 

160 1 1.2 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

170 

 

  1 1.7 1 1.9 

 

  2 0.7 

200 1 1.2 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

300 1 1.2 

 

  

 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 

1000 1 1.2 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.4 

Total (valid) 85 100 59 100 52 100 89 100 285 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 7   3   3   3   16   

Mean (SD)* 208 (290) 73 (48) 96 (68) 91 (78) 117 (159) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Roughly one fifth of all households produces meat (19 %), 29 % of which do not know the amount of 

produced meat. The average amount of meat is by far the largest in Stepantsminda with 208 kg per 

household, but also the highest standard deviation due to an extreme value that influences both 

mean and standard deviation. In this case the median shows that the distribution in Stepantsminda is 

not as different from that in Bakuriani (with values of 95.5 and 100 respectively) as the mean might 

lead to believe. The median in the smaller villages is somewhat lower with a value of 70. Three 

respondents mentioned selling meat. 

Some households also produce sour cream, wool and honey. Tables on these animal products can be 

found in Appendix A 3. Sour cream, another dairy product, is manufactured by 14 % of the 

households, most frequently in Stepantsminda (22 %) and least frequently in the Borjomi villages 

(8 %). One third of the producing households do not know the amount they produce and none sell 

sour cream. As suggested by the number of sheep (see Table 7), there is no production of wool in 

Bakuriani. 13 % of wool producing households do not know the amount they produce and the same 

share of households indicated that they sell wool. 3 % of the total sample produce honey. The share 

of households producing honey is larger in the Borjomi villages with 5 % but there are no households 

with honey in Bakuriani. Of the households that produce honey, 40 % sell at least part of their 

production. In addition to the products described above, households were also asked if they produce 
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animal skins or fur. Doing so was indicated by one household in Stepantsminda who produces an 

unknown amount of cow skins and one household in the Kazbegi villages who produces an unknown 

amount of sheep skins. Four households mentioned the production of ʬრʩʵ, which is lard as 

opposed to butter, and two respondents specifically indicated ʳʨწʵʴი, which is a kind of sour cream 

or sour milk, but neither of the six households sell this produce. 

The three most common products are milk (n=169), cheese (n=165) and eggs (n=97). Whereas 

respondents indicated the number of animals in most cases, it was more difficult for them to name 

the amounts of their production. Selling of animal products is less common than selling of animals. 

Of the producers of the respective product, 40 % sell honey, 14 % sell cheese and 13 % sell wool. All 

other products are sold by less than or equal to 5 % of producers. Households were also asked how 

much of their animal products they consume themselves, but this question was not answered by all 

households. One reason for this could derive from the fact that the private households often barter 

excess production instead of consuming or selling it. The given categories in the questionnaire were 

not suitable for this kind of answer since this knowledge was only just gained during the survey. This 

might explain why the amounts of consumption do not correspond well with the mentioned amounts 

of produce. Generally, there were more cases that did not know amounts for animal products than 

for the number of animals themselves. Since only few households indicated selling production, it is 

possible that households that only use animal products for their private consumption do not keep 

track of the amounts they consume. Altogether, the correspondence between mentioned animals 

and the associated products corroborates the data. 

5.3.3 Cultivation of Land and Land Use 

The term land use refers to human activities carried out to change or maintain a land cover type. This 

also involves inputs of people and their actions within their environment.296 The following tables and 

explanations inform on the land plots owned by the private households of the sample, which plants 

they cultivate and the influences of the land reform on their landownership. 

Land Reform 

The land reform at the beginning of the 1990s distributed part of the land that was formerly state-

owned among private households (see Chapter 2.1.2). 12 % of the sampled households answered 

that they did not own any land before the land reform (of n=274 valid cases). Among the households 

that owned land before the land reform, the median amount of owned land was 0.1 ha. Today, 

households owning no land at all is at 2 % (n=291) and the median among the households that own 

land is 0.15 ha. 64 % of the households mentioned that they did not receive land through the reform 

(n=279). Among the 36 % of the households that benefitted from the land reform, the median of 

received land is 0.24 ha. 

Land Parcels 

The large majority of cases use between one and three land parcels. There are eight households that 

did not indicate any land parcels, aside from these most households mentioned two parcels (47 %), 

                                                           
296 Cf.: Di Gregorio & Jansen 1998, p. 3. 
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followed by three parcels (34 %) and one parcel (19 %). Summing all mentioned land parcels, there 

are 542 for the whole sample (177 in Stepantsminda, 121 in Kazbegi villages, 96 in Bakuriani and 148 

in Borjomi villages). In order to analyze the characteristics of these 542 land parcels they will be 

treated as cases in the following paragraphs. 

Table 13: Kinds of land parcels by size in m² 

    Kind of land parcel   

  

Size of land 

parcel in m2 

Vegetable 

garden 

Arable land 

(incl. fallow 

land) 

Hay 

meadow 

Pasture 

(land for 

grazing) Total 

Stepantsminda 

(n=177, 

missing=3) 

1-250 18% 11% 5%   34% 

251-1000 18% 9% 8%   36% 

1001-2500 7% 3% 10%   21% 

2501-5000 1% 1% 4%   5% 

5001-highest 2%   1% 1% 4% 

Total 46% 24% 29% 1% 100% 

Mean 1599 559 1781   

 SD 5963 811 2264     

Kazbegi 

villages 

(n=121, 

missing=1) 

1-250 16% 16% 5%   37% 

251-1000 16% 19% 9%   44% 

1001-2500 1% 3% 8%   12% 

2501-5000 

 

1% 6%   7% 

5001-highest     1%   1% 

Total 33% 38% 29%   100% 

Mean 378 556 1743   

 SD 392 618 1584     

Bakuriani 

(n=96, 

missing=3) 

1-250 6% 2% 1%   10% 

251-1000 25% 17% 10%   52% 

1001-2500 13% 3% 2%   18% 

2501-5000 2% 1% 2%   5% 

5001-highest   2% 13%   15% 

Total 46% 26% 28%   100% 

Mean 898 1446 5615   
 SD 689 1881 9543   

 Borjomi 

villages 

(n=148, 

missing=4) 

1-250 10% 10% 1%   21% 

251-1000 17% 16% 2%   35% 

1001-2500 8% 9% 7%   24% 

2501-5000 3% 1% 1%   6% 

5001-highest 3% 1% 10%   13% 

Total 42% 37% 21%   100% 

Mean 1588 1486 8968   

 SD 2980 4098 12000     
Source: Own data. 

Table 13 reveals that except for the group of the Kazbegi villages, the most common kind of land 

parcel is a vegetable garden which can often be found right next to the house. In the smaller Kazbegi 
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villages, arable land is the most common kind of land parcels. Almost one third of the land parcels in 

Stepantsminda, Kazbegi villages and Bakuriani are hay meadows while only one fifth of the parcels in 

the Borjomi villages belongs to this category. Only in Stepantsminda households classified parcels as 

pasture in 1 % of the cases. The average size of vegetable gardens is almost equally large in 

Stepantsminda and Borjomi villages, large standard deviations indicate that sizes of these plots differ 

considerably. The smallest averages size of this land type is found in Kazbegi villages. Arable land is 

on average much smaller in the two groups from the Kazbegi region than in the two groups from the 

Bakuriani region, the same is true in the case of hay meadows. Whereas more than 90 % of the land 

plots in both Kazbegi groups are in the first three categories, ranging up to 2500 m², around 20 % of 

the land plots in both Bakuriani groups are larger than this. 

95 % of all used land plots are owned by a family member of the household. Between 1-2 % of the 

plots in each group are communal ownership with use rights for the inhabitants. Leasing only occurs 

in the two Bakuriani groups in 1 % of the cases, but not in Kazbegi. 

 

Figure 14: Subjective assessment of land quality for land parcels 
Source: Own data. 

According to the respondents, the quality of most parcels is good or average (around 75 % of the 

parcels). This subjective assessment of land quality does not differ much across groups. 

Cultivation of Crops 

Table 13 shows that most land parcels that are used by the households are either a vegetable garden 

or arable land. The following figure displays which crops and fruits are cultivated by the households 

of the sample. 
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Figure 15: Percentages of households cultivating certain crops 
Source: Own data. 

By far the most frequently planted crop is potato. 76 % of the total sample mentioned cultivating this 

crop, in the case of the summed Kazbegi villages, 90 % of the households cultivate potatoes. Herbs 

are the second most frequent crop for all households with almost half of the respondents mentioning 

the cultivation of herbs, followed by apples which are cultivated by 27 %. Between 10 and 20 % of all 

households mentioned that they grow cabbages, onions, fodder and / or beans. Fodder was 

mentioned more often in the two groups from the Kazbegi region than by the groups from the 

Borjomi region. Less than 10 % cultivate cucumbers and less than 5 % mentioned tomatoes, maize, 

pumpkin, wheat, turnips, sunflower, barley oat and other grain. While the share of households 

mentioning apples is not very diverse across groups, beans are hardly cultivated in Stepantsminda 

and six times more often in Bakuriani. The Borjomi villages feature some crops that were not 

mentioned in any other group: barley, oat and other grain only occur in this group. A table showing 

mean, median and standard deviations for the areas and yields of all crops can be found in Appendix 

A 4. Since distributions are rather skewed in some cases, the median is given in addition to the mean. 

The majority of respondents mentioned that their households cultivate potatoes. The following table 

provides a closer look on production of potatoes by cross-tabulating yield of production during the 

last twelve months with the area of production. 
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Table 14: Yield of potatoes by area of potatoes 

Yield of 

potatoes in kg 

(last 12 months) 

Area of cultivated potatoes in m² 

1-250 

251-

500 

501-

750 

751-

1000 

1251-

1500 

1501-

1750 

1751-

2000 

2001-

highest Total 

S
te

p
a

n
ts

m
in

d
a

  

(n
=

7
1

 o
f 

7
9

) 

0 2.8% 

      

  2.8% 

1-50 4.2% 
      

  4.2% 

51-100 2.8% 4.2% 

     

1.4% 8.5% 

101-150 7.0% 2.8% 

     

1.4% 11.3% 

151-200 2.8% 4.2% 

 

2.8% 

   

  9.9% 

201-250 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 

    

  4.2% 

251-300 7.0% 4.2% 

     

2.8% 14.1% 

301-

highest 14.1% 14.1% 8.5% 2.8%       5.6% 45.1% 

Total 42.3% 31.0% 9.9% 5.6%       11.3% 100.0% 

K
a

zb
e

g
i 

v
il

la
g

e
s 

 

(n
=

5
3

 o
f 

5
5

) 

1-50 1.9% 

      

  1.9% 

51-100 11.3% 3.8% 
     

  15.1% 

101-150 9.4% 5.7% 

 

1.9% 

   

  17.0% 

151-200 5.7% 

   

1.9% 

  

  7.5% 

201-250 3.8% 3.8% 

     

  7.5% 

251-300 11.3% 3.8% 1.9% 

    

3.8% 20.8% 

301-

highest 1.9% 9.4% 1.9% 13.2% 1.9%     1.9% 30.2% 

Total 45.3% 26.4% 3.8% 15.1% 3.8%     5.7% 100.0% 

B
a

k
u

ri
a

n
i 

 

(n
=

3
4

 o
f 

3
9

) 

0 2.9% 

      

  2.9% 

1-50 5.9% 

  

2.9% 

   

  8.8% 

51-100 

 

2.9% 2.9% 

    

  5.9% 

101-150 

 

5.9% 

 

2.9% 

   

  8.8% 

151-200 5.9% 8.8% 2.9% 5.9% 

  

2.9%   26.5% 

201-250 

  

2.9% 2.9% 

   

  5.9% 

251-300 

 

5.9% 5.9% 

 

2.9% 

  

  14.7% 

301-

highest   8.8% 8.8% 2.9% 2.9%     2.9% 26.5% 

Total 14.7% 32.4% 23.5% 17.6% 5.9%   2.9% 2.9% 100.0% 

B
o

rj
o

m
i 

v
il

la
g

e
s 

 

(n
=

4
6

 o
f 

5
5

) 

0 2.2%               2.2% 

1-50 2.2% 2.2% 

 

2.2% 

   

  6.5% 

51-100 8.7% 2.2% 

     

  10.9% 

101-150 8.7% 

  

2.2% 

   

  10.9% 

151-200 15.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 

   

  21.7% 

251-300 

 

4.3% 

     

  4.3% 

301-

highest 6.5% 13.0% 6.5% 8.7% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 43.5% 

Total 43.5% 23.9% 8.7% 15.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 100.0% 
Source: Own data. 

In more than half of the cases, potatoes are grown on areas between 1-500 m². The median size is 

300 m² in all groups except for Bakuriani, which shows a median size of 500 m². The households in 
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Stepantsminda show the highest yields. Second in yields are the Kazbegi villages. The cultivation of 

potatoes seems to be more important in the Kazbegi region than in the Borjomi region since the 

share of households that cultivate potatoes is larger in both groups from that region and also yields 

and areas of cultivation are generally larger than in the Borjomi region. The standard deviations (not 

depicted in the table) of the sizes of cultivated potatoes are much larger for Stepantsminda and 

Kazbegi villages (500 000 m2 and 410 000 m2 respectively) than for Bakuriani and Borjomi villages 

(574 m² and 512 m² respectively). This shows that the two Kazbegi groups are much more 

heterogeneous in their answers than the two groups from the Borjomi region. Dividing yields by area 

shows the productivity in the different groups. For the whole sample, average productivity is 

115 dt/ha. This is a little lower than the average yield of potatoes for whole Georgia which was at 

136 dt/ha in 2011.297 Considering the four groups of villages, average productivity is largest in 

Stepantsminda with an average of 157 dt/ha and lowest in Bakuriani (53 dt/ha). The remaining two 

groups show averages around 107 dt/ha. In Germany, the productivity in dt/ha was 458 in the year of 

the survey.298 In both Stepantsminda and the Kazbegi villages 3 households answered that they sell 

potatoes, 2 households in Borjomi villages sell potatoes and none in Bakuriani. 

Following potatoes, fodder shows the second largest average size of cultivated area (3219 m²) and 

the largest average yield (2585 kg) during the last twelve months. Table 15 shows a cross table of 

yield and area for fodder. 

                                                           
297 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013a, p. 29. 
298 Cf.: Bundesministerium für Ernährung, Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz 2013, p. 475. 
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Table 15: Yield of fodder by area of fodder 

 

  Area of cultivated fodder in m² 

Yield of fodder in kg (last 

12 months) 1-250 

251-

500 

501-

750 

751-

1000 

1001-

1250 

1501-

1750 

2001-

highest Total 

Stepantsminda  

(n=7 of 17) 
151-300 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 

   

14.3% 57.1% 

900 14.3% 

     

  14.3% 

1000 

 

14.3% 

    

  14.3% 

1500             14.3% 14.3% 

Total 28.6% 28.6% 14.3%       28.6% 100.0% 

Kazbegi 

villages  

(n=7 of 14) 

1-150 42.9% 
     

  42.9% 

151-300 

 

14.3% 

    

  14.3% 

301-450 

    

14.3% 

 

  14.3% 

451-600 

   

14.3% 
  

  14.3% 

3000             14.3% 14.3% 

Total 42.9% 14.3%   14.3% 14.3%   14.3% 100.0% 

Bakuriani  

(n=2 of 5) 
8000 

     

50.0%   50.0% 

15000             50.0% 50.0% 

Total           50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Borjomi 

villages  

(n=2 of 11) 

1100 

   

50.0% 

  

  50.0% 

1500             50.0% 50.0% 

Total       50.0%     50.0% 100.0% 
Source: Own data. 

The cases that can be analyzed regarding the area and yield of fodder is very small. In Bakuriani and 

Borjomi villages each, 2 households gave the necessary information and in Stepantsminda and 

Kazbegi villages each, 7 households answered both questions. For both Kazbegi groups these cases 

gave very different answers with either small areas and small yields (1-250 m² and 1-300 kg) or large 

areas and large yields (2001-highest m² and 1500-3000 kg). In Bakuriani the mentioned yields are 

exceptionally large, while those in the Borjomi villages are comparable with those from the Kazbegi 

groups. Productivity of the cultivation of fodder is highest in Bakuriani (265 dt/ha; not depicted in the 

table), followed by Stepantsminda (159 dt/ha). Generally, the two village groups show smaller 

productivity with 76 dt/ha in Borjomi villages and 49 dt/ha in Kazbegi villages. The only household 

that mentioned selling fodder lives in Stepantsminda. 

Aside from potatoes and fodder, the selling of the respective product was only mentioned for apples 

and onions. Apples are sold by only 2 households, both of which come from Stepantsminda, and 

1 household in the Borjomi villages answered that they sell onions. Tables on the yields of herbs and 

apples can be found in Appendix A 5. 

During soviet times when gas was cheap, the use of greenhouses was common in the Kazbegi region. 

Today there are four households in the sample that own a greenhouse, but only one household that 

still uses it. In the Kazbegi villages, one household still uses a greenhouse and a second households 
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owns one without using it. In Bakuriani there is one household that owns a greenhouse without using 

it. 

5.3.4 Importance of Subsistence Farming  

As it was addressed in Chapter 2.1.3, agricultural activities were and still are important for the 

population of Georgia, particularly in rural areas. The data so far has already shown that production 

is mostly at a low level and few respondents indicated that their households sell part or all of their 

production. The following explications will have a look at the degree of utilization of agricultural 

products for subsistence. The cases that sell at least part of their production are then analyzed 

regarding their customers and places of selling. A bar chart (Figure 16) will show whether households 

that are involved in agricultural activities diversify their activities by being involved in tourism as well. 

Respondents were asked to rate the share of their agricultural production used for selling vs. used for 

their own consumption.  
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Table 16: Use of production 
 

Amount of production in % 

Sold production Consumed production 

N % Valid % N % Valid % 

S
te

p
a

n
ts

m
in

d
a

 

1-20 1 1.1 14.3 2 2.2 3.6 

21-40 1 1.1 14.3 

   41-60 3 3.3 42.9 3 3.3 5.5 

61-80 1 1.1 14.3 1 1.1 1.8 

81-100 1 1.1 14.3 49 53.8 89.1 

Total Valid 7 7.7 100.0 55 60.4 100.0 

No production for this purpose 84 92.3   36 39.6 

 Total 91 100.0   91 100.0   

K
a

zb
e

g
i 

v
il

la
g

e
s 

1-20 3 5.1 60.0 

   21-40 1 1.7 20.0 

   41-60 1 1.7 20.0 1 1.7 2.5 

61-80 

  

  2 3.4 5.0 

81-100       37 62.7 92.5 

Total Valid 5 8.5 100.0 40 67.8 100.0 

No production for this purpose 54 91.5   19 32.2 

 Total 59 100.0   59 100.0   

B
a

k
u

ri
a

n
i 

1-20 1 1.9 20.0 
   21-40 3 5.6 60.0 

   41-60 1 1.9 20.0 1 1.9 2.4 

61-80 

  

  3 5.6 7.1 

81-100       38 70.4 90.5 

Total Valid 5 9.3 100.0 42 77.8 100.0 

No production for this purpose 49 90.7   12 22.2 

 Total 54 100.0   54 100.0   

B
o

rj
o

m
i 

v
il

la
g

e
s 

1-20 4 4.3 33.3 

   21-40 2 2.2 16.7 2 2.2 3.0 

41-60 6 6.5 50.0 5 5.4 7.5 

61-80 

  

  3 3.3 4.5 

81-100       57 62.0 85.1 

Total Valid 12 13.0 100.0 67 72.8 100.0 

No production for this purpose 80 87.0   25 27.2 

 Total 92 100.0   92 100.0   
Note: 2 cases mentioned using production for other purposes than selling or own consumption. Source: Own data. 

There are considerably more households that use production for their own consumption (60-78 %) 

than those who sell at least part of their production (8-13 %). Private consumption of agricultural 

products is most common in Bakuriani, whereas the largest share of households that sell can be 

found in the Borjomi villages. For both regions, the share of households that sell agricultural products 

is larger in the groups with the aggregated smaller villages than in the main villages. Agricultural 

production for subsistence purposes is more prominent in the Borjomi region than in the Kazbegi 

region. Within the regions, own consumption of products is more common in the main village of 

Borjomi but in Kazbegi it is more common for the summed villages. The distributions of the amounts 
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of production used for selling or own consumption show that selling in most cases concerns smaller 

amounts while own consumption concerns larger shares. This shows that even if households sell part 

of their production, they also retain some (or in most cases most) of the production for their own 

usage.  

Respondents were asked to indicate their places of selling and the kinds of customers that buy their 

products. Altogether, 34 cases gave information on both of these questions (2 cases only provided an 

answer for one of the questions). Combining this data gives an indication of the most frequently used 

places of selling and the most common customers, as can be seen in Table 17. 
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Table 17: Places of selling products by customers 

  Customers 

Places of 

selling Fa
m

il
y

 a
n

d
 

fr
ie

n
d

s 

N
e

ig
h

b
o

rs
 

a
n

d
 v

il
la

g
e

rs
 

P
e

o
p

le
 f

ro
m

 

su
rr

o
u

n
d

in
g

 

v
il

la
g

e
s 

T
o

u
ri

st
s 

T
ra

d
e

rs
 

P
ro

ce
ss

in
g

 

in
d

u
st

ry
 

O
th

e
r 

T
o

ta
l 

Stepantsminda (n=89) 

On farm 11% (1) 11% (1) 22% (2) 11% (1) 11% (1) 
  

11% (1) 33% (3) 

In streets 
  

11% (1) 
         

  11% (1) 

Store (own 

village)         
11% (1) 11% (1) 

 
  11% (1) 

Bigger cities 11% (1) 11% (1) 11% (1) 11% (1) 11% (1) 11% (1) 11% (1) 33% (3) 

Other             11% (1) 11% (1)         22% (2) 

Total 11% (1) 22% (2) 22% (2) 22% (2) 44% (4) 22% (2) 22% (2) 100% (9) 

Kazbegi villages (n=62) 

On farm 
        

13% (1) 
   

  13% (1) 

In streets 
  

13% (1) 
  

13% (1) 38% (3) 
   

  50% (4) 

Farmer͛s 

market (own 
village) 

        
13% (1) 

   
  13% (1) 

Store (other 

village)         
13% (1) 

   
  13% (1) 

Farmer͛s 

market (other 

village) 
        

13% (1) 
   

  13% (1) 

Bigger cities                     13% (1)     13% (1) 

Total     13% (1)     13% (1) 75% (6) 13% (1)     100% (8) 

Bakuriani (n=55) 

On farm 
      

33% (2) 17% (1) 
   

  33% (2) 

In streets 
  

17% (1) 
  

67% (4) 17% (1) 
   

  67% (4) 

Other                         17% (1) 17% (1) 

Total     17% (1)     83% (5) 17% (1)     17% (1) 100% (6) 

Borjomi villages (n=91) 

On farm 
  

9% (1) 18% (2) 9% (1) 18% (2) 
   

  36% (4) 

In streets 
  

18% (2) 9% (1) 9% (1) 18% (2) 
   

  27% (3) 

Store (own 

village)     
9% (1) 

  
9% (1) 

   
  9% (1) 

Farmer's 

market (own 
village) 

        
9% (1) 

   
  9% (1) 

Store (other 

village)   
9% (1) 

  
9% (1) 18% (2) 

   
  18% (2) 

Bigger cities 9% (1) 9% (1)         27% (3)         36% (4) 

Total 9% (1) 36% (4) 27% (3) 18% (2) 64% (7)         100% (11) 

Note: Multiple answers were possible on both questions. Percentages and totals are based on respondents. 4 cases were 

excluded from the analysis due to inconsistencies. Source: Own data. 
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The most frequently mentioned places of selling are directly on the farm, in the streets and in bigger 

cities. At least one third of the 34 cases mentioned these places. The most common customers are 

traders, tourists, neighbors and people from surrounding villages. Tourists are most prominent in 

Bakuriani while traders are most common in the other three groups. Neighbors and people from 

surrounding villages are comparatively more important in the Borjomi villages than in the other 

groups. For Stepantsminda and the Kazbegi villages there is one combination that is more common in 

each case: Households in Stepantsminda mostly sell on the farm to people from surrounding villages 

and households in the Kazbegi villages mostly sell in the streets to traders. For the Borjomi groups 

the combinations are more diverse. Inhabitants of Bakuriani mostly sell to tourists, either on the 

farm in the streets. Many households from the Borjomi villages sell to traders, mostly in bigger cities 

but also stores in other villages or in the streets of their own village or directly on the farm. Other 

households from the Borjomi villages sell to neighbors and people from other villages, either in the 

streets or on the farm respectively. Considering that there are 34 households that provided 

information on customers and places of selling, 10 households indicating that they sell to tourists is 

almost one third, giving relative importance to tourists as customers. 

The next figure combines information from the use of agricultural production with tourism activities. 

Households are analyzed with regard to whether they produce agricultural goods and whether they 

offer touristic services. It is generally possible that activities in the tourism sector substitute 

agricultural activities, but they can also have a supplementary character and lead to diversification of 

activities of the household.299 

 

Figure 16: Involvement of households in agricultural production and tourism  

Source: Own data. 

The share of households producing agricultural goods without any offers in the tourism sector is 

highest in the two groups that sum the smaller villages. Touristic activities without agricultural 

production, on the other hand, is highest in the main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani (although 

                                                           
299 Since the design of the study is cross-sectional and not a panel study, it is unfortunately not possible to 

analyze the shift in activities over time. 
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closely followed by the Borjomi villages) and diversification of activities is also largest in the two main 

villages. Comparing the fields of activities with one another within the groups, diversification receives 

the largest share within the main villages just as agriculture without tourism receives the greatest 

importance within the smaller villages. The Kazbegi villages show the largest portion of households 

that are not active in either agricultural production or tourism. 

Adding the shares of households that are active in tourism regardless of whether they carry out 

agricultural activities as well, it is remarkable to see that more than half of the households in the 

main villages and more than one quarter of the households in the other villages mention some kind 

of touristic activity. The following chapter takes a closer look at the touristic offers made by the 

households of the sample. This information is furthermore important for the analysis of behavioral 

intentions since they will focus on an enhancement of such activities. 

5.3.5 Tourism Activities of Private Households  

Since tourism is important for both research regions, this business branch was included in the 

questionnaire in more detail. In the Module on Tourism Supply, respondents were asked whether 

they are involved in offering different kinds of services for tourists. The question Q 65 provided a list 

of possible services, including accommodation, lending of equipment or gastronomy, and 

respondents were asked to indicate which of these options apply in their case. In order to get an idea 

of how diversified households are in their offers for tourists, a sum score was created. This variable 

adds up all the offers indicated by the households and shows how many options the respondents 

ticked. 

Table 18: Number of services offered and percentage of households indicating these offers 

Number 

of 

services 

Kazbegi 

region 

(n=154) 

Bakuriani 

region 

(n=147) 

Stepants-

minda 

(n=92) 

Kazbegi 

villages 

(n=62) 

Bakuriani 

(n=55) 

Borjomi 

villages 

(n=92) 

Total 

(n=301) 

 0 58% 59% 48% 73% 35% 74% 58% 

1 28% 31% 28% 27% 45% 22% 29% 

2 11% 8% 18% 

 

15% 4% 10% 

3 3% 1% 4% 

 

4%   2% 

4 1%   1% 

  

  0% 

5   1%     2%   0% 
Source: Own data. 

At first glance it seems as if the two regions do not differ much since approximately the same share 

of households is involved in tourism in both Kazbegi and Bakuriani (around 40 %) and also 

diversification is similar. PeaƌsoŶ͛s χ² test proves that there is no significant difference between the 

shares of people involved in tourism between the two regions, thereby rejecting Hypothesis 19. 

Taking a more differentiated look by defining four groups, it shows that in the village of Bakuriani 

more households are involved in offering services to tourists than in Stepantsminda. CoŶduĐtiŶg a χ² 
test for four groups (in which the main villages each form one group and the smaller villages per 

region are summed in two additional groups) shows that there are in fact significant differences. Post 

hoc comparisons between all these groups were calculated to compare the shares of households 
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involved in tourism and to detect the location of significant differences. There are no significant 

differences between the two main villages, neither between Kazbegi villages and Borjomi villages (a 

little less than one third of the households that were sampled in the smaller villages of both regions 

indicate some kind of tourism offer). However, the share of households involved in touristic activities 

differs significantly when comparing either one of the main villages with either one of the two groups 

with the summed smaller villages (Hypothesis 24). All post hoc comparisons confirm the proposed 

directionality of Hypothesis 24 that postulates a larger share of households involved in tourism for 

the main villages than for the summed smaller villages. Table 19 provides a summary of which groups 

differ significantly. It furthermore shows the results of post hoc comparisons for the numbers of 

touristic offers. In these tests, the cases that offer any kind of touristic service were analyzed with 

regard to their amounts of offered services (Hypothesis 21). As in the case of the shares of 

involvement, there are significant differences when comparing Stepantsminda with the two groups 

of the summed smaller villages and there are no significant differences when comparing the two 

main villages, neither when comparing the two groups of the smaller villages. Bakuriani and Kazbegi 

villages differ significantly. Other than in the case of involvement, there is no significant difference 

between the numbers of offers when comparing Bakuriani and Borjomi villages, which are both from 

the Borjomi region. The mean values of the four groups show that diversification of offers is larger in 

the main villages than in the smaller villages. Hypothesis 21 has to be rejected since there is neither a 

significant difference between Stepantsminda and Bakuriani, nor between the overall values of the 

two regions. It should be noted, though, that in smaller villages the diversification is significantly 

smaller than in the main villages with the exception of Bakuriani and the smaller villages of Borjomi. 

Table 19: Summary of t-tests comparing the shares of households involved in touristic activities for 

four groups and difference tests of the numbers of touristic offers 

Hypothesis 24 Differences in the shares of involved households 

 

Hypothesis 21 

Stepantsminda 

(n=92) 

Kazbegi villages 

(n=62) 

Bakuriani (n=55) Borjomi 

villages (n=92) 

D
if

fe
re

n
ce

s 
in

 t
h

e
 

n
u

m
b

e
rs

 o
f 

o
ff

e
rs

  Stepantsminda  

(n=48) 

 significant no difference significant 

Kazbegi villages  

(n=17) 

significant  significant no difference 

Bakuriani  

(n=36) 

no difference significant  significant 

Borjomi villages  

(n=24) 

significant no difference no difference  

Source: Own data. 

With 40 years at most and an average of 13 years, households in Borjomi have been involved in 

tourism for a longer period of time than households in Kazbegi (16 years at most, 3.5 on average). 

The mean difference of 9.5 years between the mean values of years of involvement between both 

regions is statistically significant (Hypothesis 20). 
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Table 20: Number of households offering no vs. any kind of touristic service 

Village   N  % 

Stepantsminda + Gergeti (n=92) no offers in tourism sector 44 47.8 

making offers in tourism sector 48 52.2 

Sno (n=24) no offers in tourism sector 18 75.0 

making offers in tourism sector 6 25.0 

Kanobi (n=10) no offers in tourism sector 9 100.0 

making offers in tourism sector 0 0.0 

Juta (n=9) no offers in tourism sector 2 22.2 

making offers in tourism sector 7 77.8 

Zemo + Kvemo Mleta (n=20) no offers in tourism sector 16 80.0 

making offers in tourism sector 4 20.0 

Bakuriani (n=55) no offers in tourism sector 19 34.5 

making offers in tourism sector 36 65.5 

Tsikhisjvari (n=24) no offers in tourism sector 22 91.7 

making offers in tourism sector 2 8.3 

Bakurianis Andeziti (n=18) no offers in tourism sector 14 77.8 

making offers in tourism sector 4 22.2 

Didi Mitarbi (n=10) no offers in tourism sector 10 100.0 

making offers in tourism sector 0 0.0 

Tsagveri (n=40) no offers in tourism sector 22 55.0 

making offers in tourism sector 18 45.0 
Source: Own data. 

The numbers on the separate villages in Table 20 show that except for Juta (Kazbegi region) and 

Tsagveri (Bakuriani region), the share of households making offers in the tourism sector is below the 

percentage of people involved when only looking at the regions. In the other villages, households are 

less involved in the tourism sector than in the main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani. The only 

villages that do not feature any sampled households involved in tourism are Kanobi (Kabegi region) 

and Didi Mitarbi (Bakuriani region). 

While those households involved in tourism in the smaller villages of both regions focus on bed and 

breakfasts, accommodation and lending equipment, tourism offers in Stepantsminda and Bakuriani 

also include e.g. offering hiking tours, skiing lessons and lending horses or skiing equipment (see 

Table 21). 
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Table 21: Kinds of services offered to tourists by households 

 

Services Offered N % % of Cases 

Stepantsminda Hotel accommodation (and services) 5 6.7% 10.6% 

("Private") guest house (or rooms) 

accommodation (and services) 
27 36.0% 57.4% 

"Bed and Breakfast" 22 29.3% 46.8% 

Leading a café or similar enterprise 3 4.0% 6.4% 

Lending horses and / or carriages 5 6.7% 10.6% 

Lending other equipment 11 14.7% 23.4% 

Offering mountain / hiking tours 

(serve as a guide) 
1 1.3% 2.1% 

Other services 1 1.3% 2.1% 

Total 75 100.0% 159.6% 

Kazbegi villages "Bed and Breakfast" 3 21.4% 21.4% 

Lending other equipment 11 78.6% 78.6% 

Total 14 100.0% 100.0% 

Bakuriani Hotel accommodation (and services) 8 16.3% 23.5% 

("Private") guest house (or rooms) 

accommodation (and services) 
22 44.9% 64.7% 

"Bed and Breakfast" 7 14.3% 20.6% 

Leading a café or similar enterprise 1 2.0% 2.9% 

Lending skiing equipment 3 6.1% 8.8% 

Lending hiking equipment 2 4.1% 5.9% 

Lending other equipment 3 6.1% 8.8% 

Offering skiing lessons 3 6.1% 8.8% 

Total 49 100.0% 144.1% 

Borjomi villages ("Private") guest house (or rooms) 

accommodation (and services) 
14 53.8% 63.6% 

"Bed and Breakfast" 6 23.1% 27.3% 

Lending other equipment 6 23.1% 27.3% 

Total 26 100.0% 118.2% 
Note: Multiple answers possible. Source: Own data. 

Further information on touristic activities by private households can be found in Mamniashvili (2016, 

in preparation). 

5.3.6 Summary of Living Conditions 

The descriptive data presented in Chapter 5.3 shows the activities of the sampled households in two 

sectors that are essential to both regions: agriculture and tourism. Before modeling the behavioral 

intentions of the households regarding an enhancement of touristic activities, these data described 

the setting of the private households. This chapter will summarize the findings from the descriptive 

data and provide an overview of the overall living situation in the villages of the sample. The 

following table gives a schematic representation of core characteristics of the four groups in 

relationship to one another. 
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Table 22: Group profiles according to descriptive data 

 

Stepantsminda Kazbegi villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages 

Average income + -- ++ - 

Second* most 

important source 

of income 

Wage empl. 
outside agr. & 

tourism 

Self-empl. agr. 
Self-empl. 

tourism 
Self-empl. agr. 

Animal 

husbandry 

+ (cows),  

- (poultry) 
++ +/- + (cows) 

Animal products 
- (except for sour 

cream) 

++ (milk, cheese 

eggs) 

-- (except for eggs 

and meat) 

+ (except for 

meat) 

Land use 
mostly vegetable 

garden 

mostly arable 

land 

mostly vegetable 

garden 

mostly vegetable 

garden 

Cultivation of 

potatoes 
+++ ++++ ++ + 

Use of products - 

self-consumption 
+ ++ ++++ 

+++ (self-

consumption), 

+ (selling) 

Combination of 

involvement in 

agr. and tourism 

+++ ++ ++++ + 

Touristic 

activities 
+++ ++ ++++ + 

Note: * Pensions were mentioned most often in all groups; empl. = employment; agr. = agriculture. Source: Own data. 

Generally, income is higher in the Bakuriani region than in the Kazbegi region and higher in the main 

villages than in the smaller villages. Comparing the average monetary incomes to the average cash 

income of rural households in whole Georgia, it shows that the incomes in Stepantsminda and 

Bakuriani are (a little) higher while in the summed smaller villages of Kazbegi and Borjomi, monetary 

income is lower than the country average. However, the mean differences of these four groups were 

not statistically significant. This result leads to the rejection of Hypothesis 26. There is one exception: 

A significant mean difference was found between the villages Juta (average monthly income: 

115.42 GEL) and Stepantsminda (436.47 GEL) in Kazbegi. The large standard deviation in the case of 

Bakuriani might make it difficult to detect a significant difference. 

The fact that 53 % of all households mentioned pensions as a source of income shows that about half 

of the households have at least one elderly person living in it. Being the second most often 

mentioned income source emphasizes the importance of self-employment in the agricultural sector 

for the research areas with the least importance in Stepantsminda. While wage employment other 

than in agriculture or tourism is quite important in Stepantsminda, it was mentioned roughly half as 

many times in the smaller villages and Bakuriani. Stepantsminda differs significantly regarding the 

share of households mentioning wage employment outside agriculture and tourism from Kazbegi 

villages and Borjomi villages, but no significant differences exist between Bakuriani and any other 

group. It is reasonable to assume that Stepantsminda supplies more jobs in wage employment 

because it holds the local government for the Kazbegi region while the local government for Borjomi 

is located in the village Borjomi which was not part of the survey. A cross tabulation showed that 

self-employment in agriculture is only combined with wage employment outside of this sector and 
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tourism by five of the cases in the whole sample. It can therefore be concluded that these two 

income sources mostly exclude each other. With regard to the sectors agriculture and tourism (both 

rather important for the study regions) it can be said that self-employment (ranking positions two 

and four respectively) is much more important than wage employment (positions eight and ten 

respectively). 

By and large, households own low amounts of livestock. Cows and poultry are the kinds of animals 

that are owned most often. 59 % of the households own some amount of cows and 41 % own 

poultry, in most cases the amounts are between 1-5 and 1-10 respectively. Whereas sheep were 

more common in the past (during soviet times the number of sheep in the Kazbegi region was 20 

times higher than in 2010300), only 8 % of all households mentioned owning sheep today. Consistent 

with the most common kinds of animals, the three most common animal products are milk, cheese 

and eggs. In some cases households also produce other dairy products, meat, wool and honey. 

Also cultivation of crops is mostly on a low level. The only crop that is cultivated by the majority of 

households are potatoes (75 % of all respondents). Herbs are next in line with a little less than half of 

the households, followed by apples which are produced by less than a third. The extent of cultivation 

of potatoes is larger in the Kazbegi region and at the same time more heterogeneous than in the 

Borjomi region. This could be connected to two points. Due to the larger share of forest in Borjomi, 

there may be less space for the cultivation of potatoes than in Kazbegi. On the other hand, the 

location of Borjomi in the Lesser Caucasus might contribute to cheaper products which means that 

households can afford buying potatoes more easily. The slightly higher income for Borjomi could 

furthermore influence the choice of cultivating potatoes or not. It is interesting to note that 

productivity of potatoes is highest in Stepantsminda where it even exceeds the average productivity 

of whole Georgia.301 In all other groups productivity is below the average productivity of whole 

Georgia and it is by far lowest in Bakuriani. Growing fodder is mentioned more often in the Kazbegi 

region than in the Borjomi region which could be connected to the larger numbers of animals in that 

region. 

Looking at the overall use of agricultural products, 8-13 % of the households sell at least part of their 

production. The share of sold products from the overall production is mostly low, indicating that 

households still use most of their production for private consumption. Selling of products is more 

common for animal products than for crops. Aside from traders, neighbors and people from 

surrounding villages, tourists are also found among the customers of agricultural products, indicating 

a potential gain from tourism for households that produce agricultural goods. It was also found that 

there are households which combine producing agricultural goods and being active in tourism 

supply. This is especially true for the main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani with 33 % 

respectively 53 %, but also households in the smaller villages do so (23 % in Kazbegi villages and 15 % 

in Borjomi villages). The data gives no clear-cut answer to the question whether households 

substitute agricultural activities by touristic activities, but it shows that there is a considerable 

                                                           
300 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010a, p. 49. 
301 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013a, p. 29. 
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amount of households that supplement one activity with the other. It is possible that households 

abandon one activity in favor of the other, most likely substituting agriculture with tourism because 

many people only consider agricultural activities as an interim solution. 302 The diversification of 

activities is largest in the groups that generally show the largest shares of households involved in 

tourism. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior (Chapter 5.4) will give insights into the background 

factors that influence households in their intention to enhance touristic activities. In the smaller 

villages, there are not as many households that are active in the tourism business as in the main 

villages of both regions. Comparing the regions with one another, it shows that in Bakuriani there are 

more households involved in tourism than in Stepantsminda and the years of involvement are 

significantly higher in Bakuriani. 

Group differences were furthermore examined on the basis of several hypotheses (see Chapter 4.2). 

The next table gives an overview of the rejection and confirmation of those hypotheses. 

Table 23: Summary of hypotheses 19 through 26 and conclusions 

Hypothesis   Conclusion 

Hypothesis 19 Proportion of households involved in tourism 

is higher in Borjomi than in Kazbegi (χ²) 
Rejected 

Hypothesis 20 Households in Borjomi have been involved in 

tourism for significantly more years than 

households in Kazbegi (mean difference) 

Confirmed 

Hypothesis 21  The number of touristic offers per household 

is significantly higher in Kazbegi than in 

Borjomi (post hoc comparison) 

Rejected; but the numbers of offers 

are significantly higher in the main 

villages than in the summed smaller 

villages (one exception: Bakuriani 
and Borjomi villages) 

Hypothesis 22 The number of people leaving in winter is 

significantly higher in Kazbegi than in Borjomi 

(Mann Whitney U test) 

Confirmed 

Hypothesis 23 The number of people leaving in summer is 

significantly higher in Borjomi than in Kazbegi 

(Mann Whitney U test) 

Rejected 

Hypothesis 24 The share of households involved in tourism 

offers is significantly larger in the main 

villages than in the smaller ones (post hoc 

comparison) 

Confirmed 

Hypothesis 25 The share of households mentioning the 

souƌĐe of iŶĐoŵe ͞ǁage eŵploǇŵeŶt͟ is 
significantly larger in the main villages than in 

the smaller ones (post hoc comparison) 

Confirmed for Stepantsminda and 

both groups with smaller villages; 

rejected for Bakuriani 

Hypothesis 26 Significant mean difference of income 

between smaller villages and main villages 

Rejected (except for Juta and 

Stepantsminda) 
Source: Own data. 

                                                           
302 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 167; Kegel 2003, p. 154. 
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Although households in Borjomi have been involved in tourism for a significantly longer time period 

(Hypothesis 20), the current proportion of households involved in tourism is not significantly higher 

in the Borjomi region (Hypothesis 19). However, when comparing the shares of involved households 

between the main villages and the summed smaller villages for both regions, there are significant 

differences between all four groups which follow the proposed directionality (Hypothesis 24). It was 

assumed that households in Kazbegi offer a larger variety of services since they can accommodate 

tourists both in summer and in winter, but this assumption could not be confirmed (Hypothesis 21). 

On the whole, the offers are more diverse in the main villages than in the smaller villages. 

In most cases there are no statistically significant mean differences of income between the smaller 

villages and the main villages (Hypothesis 26). This is somewhat surprising, considering the 

conspicuously high differences between some of the mean incomes (see Table 3). It is possible that 

some of the differences fail to produce significant results due to a power problem: the subsamples 

for the smaller villages are in some cases rather small.303 The hypothesis that wage employment is 

most prominent in the main villages (Hypothesis 25) was confirmed for Stepantsminda, which is the 

regional capital of Kazbegi, but in the case of Bakuriani this assumption was rejected. In light of the 

fact that the descriptive analysis of income sources revealed that self-employment in tourism is the 

second most frequently mentioned source of income in Bakuriani, this is result is not surprising. It 

shows that tourism is handled differently in Stepantsminda and Bakuriani: With 22 %, the share of 

households that are self-employed in tourism in Bakuriani is more than double as high as in 

Stepantsminda (9 %). 

The number of seasonally leaving household members is significantly higher in Kazbegi during the 

winter time, but there is no significant difference for the summer time (Hypothesis 22 and 

Hypothesis 23). 

5.4 Behavioral Intentions of Local Private Households 

When Fishbein and Ajzen introduced their Theory of Reasoned Action, the predecessor of the Theory 

of PlaŶŶed Behaǀioƌ, iŶ the ϭϵϳϬ͛s theǇ suggested to use ŵultiple ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis to estimate 

standardized regression coefficients which should serve as estimates for the relative weights of 

attitude and subjective norm in the prediction of behavioral intention.304 However, in the past forty 

years, considerable methodological development has taken place. Increased computational power of 

personal computers allowed for the realization of new analysis techniques such as e.g. structural 

equation modeling. Structural equation models (SEMs) have the advantage of calculating 

measurement models and structural models simultaneously305, thereby considering measurement 

errors as well and rendering unbiased regression coefficients. While a structural model specifies 

relationships (which can be regressions or correlations) between latent variables, measurement 

models define the latent factors by observed variables. The common approach to test an SEM is to 

first test the measurement model through a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and fitting the 

measurement model so that the proposed structure and the empirical data correspond well. Changes 

                                                           
303 The small sample sizes occurred because the amounts of sampled households were adapted to the number 

of inhabitants per village in relation to the overall sample. 
304 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 1975, p. 303. 
305 Cf.: Byrne 2010, pp. 12f. 
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that are made to the original structure always need to be justifiable from a theoretical perspective. 

The full SEM with directional relationships is tested in a second step which can include further 

theory-driven modifications.306 Since SEMs integrate measurement models within the framework of a 

stƌuĐtuƌal ŵodel, theǇ aƌe also seeŶ ͞as a ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of faĐtoƌ aŶalǇsis aŶd ƌegƌessioŶ oƌ path 
aŶalǇsis.͟307 Being no exploratory approach, testing an SEM requires a theory that can be tested 

empirically. Hypotheses are derived from a theory or several theories to test the proposed 

relationships.308 

In 1989, Youjae used structural equation modeling as a new way to represent the expectancy-value 

combination for the measure of attitude. An advantage of this new approach was that SEM provides 

model fit values in order to determine whether the proposed model fits the empirical data. SEM also 

models measurement errors and opens ways to check for reliability. Youjae was able to prove that 

convergent validity was higher for an expectancy-value model of attitude which allowed 

interdependence between the indicators than for the traditional model which only gave a point 

representation by using a hierarchical model comparison.309 Although researchers still use multiple 

regression analysis for the analysis of research questions related to the Theory of Planned Behavior 

(TPB)310, the use of SEMs has become more and more frequent.311 Hankins, French & Horne (2000) 

contrast the use of multiple regression versus the use of SEMs. They consider SEMs as an extension 

of multiple regression models since they combine different statistical techniques and emphasize the 

advantage of SEM over multiple regression for the analysis of the TPB since it examines the degree to 

which variables are related to each other while at the same time assessing model quality.312 

According to Jöreskog (1993), a researcher should reject a model if it does not hold in the exact same 

way that he or she defined the model before the data was obtained. He terms this as strictly 

confirmatory. In practice, however, it is common to modify a model and then retest it with the same 

data set. Jöreskog calls this approach model generating.313 Following this definition, the present 

study is also model generating. While using the Theory of Planned Behavior to explain behavioral 

intentions, the structural equation model is modified in the process. Even though the TPB has been 

applied in myriad settings (see Chapter 3.2), each of these settings requires different item wordings 

and the samples to which these are administered differ greatly. Under these circumstances it cannot 

be expected that an initial model will render satisfactory model fit results. 

  

                                                           
306 Cf.: Schmidt & Herrmann 2011, pp. 2553f. 
307 Hox & Bechger 1998, p. 354. 
308 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 3f. 
309 Cf.: Youjae 1989, pp. 78 and 72. 
310 Cf.: E.g. Knowlden, Sharma & Bernard 2012; Hansson, Ferguson & Olofsson 2012; Hrubes, Ajzen & Daigle 

2001. 
311 Cf.: E.g. Bamberg, Ajzen & Schmidt 2003; Leeuw, Valois, Morin & Schmidt 2014; Mayhew, Hubbard, Finelli et 

al. 2009. Just before the beginning of the 21st century, Reinecke (1999) wrote an article on how to model 

interaction effects in the framework of the TPB in structural equations. 
312 Cf.: Hankins, French & Horne 2000, pp. 154f. 
313 Cf.: Jöreskog 1993, p. 295. 
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5.4.1 Basic Model 

Sample 

While the complete data set of the household survey comprises 301 cases in total, there are 247 

cases which answered the items on the Theory of Planned Behavior regarding an enhancement of 

touristic activities. The other 54 cases refused answering this module of the questionnaire and were 

therefore excluded from the following analyses. If not stated otherwise, the sample size for all 

procedures in this chapter is n = 247. The following table gives the numbers of households that 

answered the TPB-items and those that refused answering the additional module. The numbers are 

given for each research village separately. In Sno, all surveyed households answered the TPB-items 

and in the two main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani the amounts of refusals are comparatively 

low. In the village Kanobi no respondent was willing to answer the items. The secluded location of 

the village Kanobi causes activities in the tourism sector to be highly unlikely, making questions in 

this direction somewhat bizarre. 

Table 24: Sample size for TPB analysis per village

  

N of households 

available for analysis 

of SEM 

N of households that 

refused answering 

TPB-module 

% of households that 

refused answering 

TPB-module 

Stepantsminda + Gergeti 87 5 5% 

Sno 24 0 0% 

Kanobi 0 9 100% 

Juta 6 3 33% 

Zemo + Kvemo Mleta 12 8 40% 

Bakuriani 49 6 11% 

Tsikhisjvari 18 6 25% 

Bakurianis Andeziti 8 10 56% 

Didi Mitarbi 7 3 30% 

Tsagveri 36 4 10% 

Total 247 54 18% 
Source: Own data. 

If a sample size is considered large enough for rendering reliable results depends on the kind of 

method used. In the context of structural equation modeling, Kline (1998) offers rough guidelines on 

the size of a sample. He reports that samples of n < 100 should be considered as small, n between 

100 and 200 medium and n > 200 large. Kline furthermore relates that it is reasonable to consider 

the ratio between sample size and the number of parameters to be estimated within the model. The 

more complex a model is, the larger the sample should be. However, opinions on what the ratio 

should be differ. According to Kline, a ratio of 20:1 is desirable, while a ratio of 10:1 is more realistic 

and a ratio of less than 5:1 is not recommendable.314 In a more recent study Lee & Song (2004) found 

that two or three times the number of parameters are sufficient for Bayes estimations, whereas four 

                                                           
314 Cf.: Kline 1998, p. 112. 
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or five times the number of parameters is needed for maximum likelihood (ML) estimations.315 The 

model calculated here presents with 55 parameters which results in a ratio of 4.5. 

Descriptive Statistics for Single Items an Introduction of Measurement Models 

Before turning to the full model as proposed by the Theory of Planned Behavior, the measurement 

models will be introduced. Item wordings were derived from other applications of the TBP and 

recommendations given by Ajzen (2006). A detailed description is given in Chapter 3.2.6.  

The response scales for all items had five scale points and were fully verbalized except for one 

question asking the respondent to rate various semantic differentials (e.g. stupid – smart). For 

intention and subjective norm, four items per construct were included in the questionnaire and for 

perceived behavioral control five items were included. Several semantic differentials were assessed 

for attitude in order to see if it is possible to find a more detailed differentiation of attitude. 

To test the theoretically proposed allocation of observed items to latent factors before estimating 

the structural equation model, several exploratory factor analyses (EFAs)316 were carried out in IBM 

SPSS Statistics 22. This data-driven approach does not require any assumptions regarding the 

relationships between indicators and factors and also the number of latent factors does not have to 

be specified. It examines the underlying structure and is often used in initial stages of research for 

determining the number of factors and for construct validation.317 Several EFAs with different 

combinations of variables were conducted. When only using the variables that are expected to 

measure the single constructs in separate EFAs, INT and SN resulted in one factor solutions. An EFA 

of the PBC iteŵs shoǁed that the fifth iteŵ ͞The deĐisioŶ to eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ 
is ďeǇoŶd ŵǇ ĐoŶtƌol … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ – stƌoŶglǇ agƌee ;ϱͿ͟ ;pďĐdϱďƌͿ does Ŷot load oŶ the 
same factor and showed no significant correlations with any of the other PBC items; therefore it was 

excluded. In the case of the twelve semantic differentials for the measurement of ATT, three factors 

were extracted. In order not to make the basic model too complex and since the main focus will not 

be on the attitude construct, the factor with the highest factor loadings (i.e. atd2br, atd10br, atd11br 

aŶd atdϭϮďƌͿ ǁas ƌetaiŶed. A ƌeliaďilitǇ aŶalǇsis shoǁed that CƌoŶďaĐh͛s α Đould ďe iŵpƌoǀed ďǇ 
deleting item atd2br since this item did not fit the scale, so the item was dropped. A joint exploratory 

factor analysis of all INT and SN items revealed that these two factors do not discriminate well. 

Particularly problematic was item snd2br ;͞It is expected of me that I enhance tourism supply in the 

next year.͟Ϳ which has much higher bivariate correlations with INT items than with the other SN 

items. Even if the extraction of two factors was demanded manually, this item still loaded along with 

the INT variables, while the other SN items loaded as previously hypothesized on a second factor 

(with a factor correlation of .65, equaling 42 % of shared variance). Since it could not be proven 

empirically that item snd2br actually belonged to the SN scale it was excluded. Submitting all 

remaining items (int1br, int2br, int3br, int4br, atd10br, atd11br, atd12br, snd1br, snd3br, snd4br, 

pbcd1br, pbcd2br, pbcd3br and pbcd4br; see Table 25 for item wordings) to one joint factor analysis 

produces a three factor solution, a differentiation between INT and SN items is not given. However, 

                                                           
315 Cf.: Lee & Song 2004, p. 680. 
316 All exploratory factor analyses were carried out using principal axis factoring since it takes the possibility of 

cross-loadings into consideration and oblimin rotation to allow for an oblique-angled arrangement of factors 

(i.e. the factors can be correlated). The analyses were computed with IBM SPSS Statistics 22. 
317 Cf.: Brown 2006, pp. 14 and 41. 
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when demanding the extraction of four factors as theoretically implied, the items are assigned as 

previously assumed. The initial model fit – as calculated by the CFA – was not satisfactory but could 

be improved by removing variables int3br and int4br ;͞How likely is it for you to enhance tourism 

supply in the next year?͟ aŶd ͞I plan to enhance tourism supply in the next year.͟ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇͿ and 

also variable pbcd3br (͞I am confident that I could enhance tourism supply in the next year if I 

wanted to.͟; it showed comparatively high correlations with some of the INT and SN variables). Since 

it is desirable to construct a parsimonious model, the reduction of variables is beneficial in order to 

create a simpler model.318 

The following table shows means, standard deviations and the amount of missing values for the 

single items that were used to estimate the basic structural equation model for the analysis of the 

TPB. All items were rated on a 5-point scale. In some cases the original codings of the rating scales 

were counterintuitive. These were reversed so that high values indicate high intention, a positive 

attitude, strong pressure from subjective norm and high perceived control. 

                                                           
318 Cf.: Kline 2011, p. 102. 
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Table 25: Descriptive statistics of basic model items and corrected item-total correlation for the 

respective scale 

Con-

struct 

Vari-

able 

Name 

Item Wording Mean SD 
Missing 

Cases 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

INT int1br I expect to enhance tourism supply in 

the next year … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5). 

3.09 1.29 0.8% .82 

INT int2br I intend to enhance tourism supply in 

the next year … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5). 

3.13 1.25 1.2% .82 

ATT atd10br For me to enhance tourism supply in the 

Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … wrong (1) - right (5). 4.09 0.97 13.0% .89 

ATT atd11br For me to enhance tourism supply in the 

Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … reckless (1) - careful (5). 4.14 0.93 9.7% .92 

ATT atd12br For me to enhance tourism supply in the 

next year is ... stupid (1) - smart (5). 4.20 0.94 8.1% .86 

SN snd1br Most people who are important to me 

think that ... I should not (1) - I have to 

(5) ... enhance tourism supply in the 

next year. 

3.87 0.90 0.0% .44 

SN snd3br People who are important to me want 
me to enhance tourism supply in the 

Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5). 

3.58 1.00 2.0% .51 

SN snd4br I feel obliged to enhance tourism supply 

iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5). 

3.02 1.23 0.8% .54 

PBC pbcd1br Whether I enhance tourism supply in 

the next year is entirely up to me … 
strongly disagree (1) - strongly agree (5). 

2.91 1.23 1.2% .37 

PBC pbcd2br For me to enhance tourism supply in the 

Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … ǀeƌǇ difficult (1) - very 

easy (5). 
2.00 0.82 0.8% .46 

PBC pbcd4br For me to enhance tourism supply in the 

Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ is … ǀeƌǇ impossible (1) - very 

possible (5). 
3.09 1.23 0.8% .50 

Note: All items were measured on a 5 point Likert scale; SD = standard deviation, INT = intention, ATT = attitude, SN = 

subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own data. 

Except for the means of items pbcd1br and pbcd2br, all means exceed the medium scale score of 3, 

indicating that there is a slight tendency towards an intention, a positive attitude and an encouraging 

subjective norm towards enhancing the tourism supply in the next year. Perceived behavioral control 

is mixed with two PBC-items slightly hinting at perceived inability to enhance the tourism supply and 

one item very close to the middle of the scale. However, considerable standard deviations show that 

the sample is heterogeneous and not all households answered affirmatively. Attitude shows the 
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highest mean values, implying that people generally have a favorable attitude towards tourism 

enhancement. While households overall still perceive some control over the behavior, the values of 

the PBC items show the lowest means and are quite close to the center of the scale. Except for the 

attitude items, the amount of missing values is below 2%. For the attitude items 8.1, 9.7 and 13% are 

missing. Although there is no clear-cut score on how much data can be missing when using 

imputation techniques, Kline (1998) states that the imputed values (mean substitution, regression-

ďased estiŵates oƌ patteƌŶ ŵatĐhiŶgͿ aƌe ͞ŵost seŶsiďle͟ if the shaƌe of ŵissiŶg ǀalues is ďeloǁ 
10%.319 Schafer & Graham (2002) state that ͞ML [maximum likelihood, J.H.] estimates are not 

substantially biased under MCAR [missing completely at random, J.H.] or MAR [missing at random, 

J.H.]͟320 and Arbuckle (2011) affirms that AMOS renders efficient and consistent estimates if MAR is 

given321. There is no theoretical reason to believe that the missingness in the data follows a certain 

patteƌŶ aŶd aĐĐoƌdiŶg to Little͛s MCA‘ test, the data is MCA‘. CoŶseƋueŶtlǇ, data is aŶalǇzed usiŶg 
the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimator. It should be noted that most estimation 

techniques require data to be distributed normally (i.e. follow both univariate and multivariate 

normal distribution) because results may be biased if the normality assumption is violated.322 The 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality323 showed that the distributions of the model variables do not 

folloǁ a Ŷoƌŵal distƌiďutioŶ. Maƌdia͛s test foƌ ŵultiǀaƌiate kuƌtosis shoǁs that ǀalues aƌe ďeǇoŶd the 
critical ratios and lead to the expected result that multivariate normal distribution cannot be 

assumed.324 To accommodate for the fact that the assumption of normal distribution is violated, p-

values of the estimates were bootstrapped and the Bollen-Stine bootstrap was estimated (see 

Chapter 5.4.3).325 In order to have a look at modification indices and some other model fit measures 

which AMOS only calculates for full data sets, imputed data sets and a covariance matrix of the 

model variables were used in different steps to identify the basic model, but the following results 

presented here were calculated using the raw data set with missing cases. 

The corrected item-total correlations give the correlations of the respective item with the scale that 

would result from the rest of the items that were used for the measurement of that construct. This 

value shows how well the item discriminates.326 The higher this value is, the better because it is 

assumed that the items share a common underlying cause und should therefore correlate with one 

another. It is recommended that the corrected item-total ĐoƌƌelatioŶ should ďe ш .ϱ.327 Both INT and 

ATT items show very high values, but for SN and PBC there are one and two items respectively that 

remain below this threshold. However, in this case a further reduction of the number of items results 

in a bad representation of the empirical data structure by the overall model and it is therefore 

desirable to retain the variables in the model. Further methods (namelǇ CƌoŶďaĐh͛s α aŶd CFAͿ will 

be used to determine whether these variables can be included in the overall model. 

                                                           
319 C.f.: Kline 1998, p. 75. 
320 Schafer & Graham 2002, p. 164. 
321 Cf.: Arbuckle 2011, p. 270. 
322 Cf.: Kline 1998, pp. 81–83. 
323 Cf.: Brosius 2008, pp. 392f. 
324 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 181f. 
325 AMOS offers an asymptotically distribution free estimator to account for non-normality, but this estimator 

requires a large sample size (n ш 2000). Therefore, FIML is the best option at hand. 
326 Cf.: Brosius 2008, p. 810. 
327 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 139. 
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Ŷoƌŵ is .ϳϱ if the ǀaƌiaďle sŶdϮďƌ ͞It is eǆpeĐted of ŵe that I eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ 
… stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ – stƌoŶglǇ agƌee ;ϱͿ.͟ is iŶĐluded iŶ the scale. However, this variable causes 

problems in the overall model due to very high correlations with the intention items. As a 

consequence, the standardized regression coefficient of SN → INT is higher than 1 if the variable is 

included and the model fit values indicate that the model with the variable snd2br does not fit the 

data ǁell. Theƌefoƌe, the ǀaƌiaďle ǁas eǆĐluded. A siŵilaƌ effeĐt oĐĐuƌs ǁheŶ the ǀaƌiaďle pďĐdϯďƌ ͞I 
am confident that I could enhance tourism supply in the next year if I ǁaŶted to … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee 
(1) – stƌoŶglǇ agƌee ;ϱͿ͟ is used to ŵeasuƌe PBC aloŶgside those ǀaƌiaďles ŵeŶtioŶed iŶ Table 26 – 

CƌoŶďaĐh͛s α ƌises to .ϳϱϱ. At the same time, this variable shows comparatively high correlations 

with items used to measure INT and SN, causing an overall negative effect on model fit if the variable 

is included in the model. For these reasons the variable was excluded from the basic model. It should 

ďe Ŷoted that CƌoŶďaĐh͛s α has to ďe haŶdled ǁith Đaƌe. The ĐoeffiĐieŶt is ĐƌitiĐized foƌ ďeiŶg ďiased 
easily when assumptions are not met which is often the case in practical applications. Especially in 

the peƌsoŶalitǇ doŵaiŶ, sĐales aƌe haƌdlǇ tƌulǇ uŶidiŵeŶsioŶal, pƌeǀeŶtiŶg CƌoŶďaĐh͛s α fƌoŵ 
rendering reliable scores. Problematic is also the fact that the process of deleting items due to 

program recommendations results in a sample statistic that cannot be inferred to alternative 

samples.333 

The second half of Table 26 shows the zero-order correlations between all model constructs. All 

correlations are significant and positive. There are no set rules on the interpretation of the strength 

of correlations, but rules of thumb exist. In the social sciences, the correlations of the independent 

constructs ATT & SN and SN & PBC with values above .5 can be considered high. The independent 

constructs ATT & PBC have a correlation of medium strength.334 Both the correlations of INT & SN 

and INT & PBC are very high according to rules of thumb, while INT & ATT correlate at a medium 

level. Contrary to bivariate zero-order correlations, the structural equation model (SEM) with 

regression relationships and all three explanatory constructs will give partial regression weights while 

keeping the respective other constructs constant. 

Following EFAs (which also provided CƌoŶďaĐh͛s αͿ to eǆaŵiŶe the uŶdeƌlǇiŶg stƌuĐtuƌe of the 
variables, the determined factors were submitted to a joint confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). A CFA 

differs from an EFA in that it needs a conceptual framework that serves as the input to define 

relationships between both items and factors, but it does not propose directionality (i.e. correlations 

are assumed, but not regression relationships as in SEMs).335 This theoretical framework is given by 

the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (see Chapter 3.2) and was empirically confirmed by the 

exploratory approach. In order to test the proposed structure of the assignment of variables to latent 

constructs and to determine discriminant validity, a CFA was carried out. Another advantage of CFAs 

is that they estimate measurement errors of the measurement models336 and they compare the 

empirical covariance matrix of the data with the model-implied covariance matrix that is proposed by 

the theoretical structure. This gives an indication of whether or not the items that were used to 

measure the latent constructs are suitable indicators. 337 The CFA was conducted with the program 

                                                           
333 Cf.: Dunn, Baguley & Brunsden 2014, pp. 402–404. 
334 Cf.: Kühnel & Krebs 2006, pp. 404f. 
335 Cf.: Brown 2006, p. 14. 
336 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 143 and 148. 
337 Cf.: Paxton, Hipp & Marquart-Pyatt 2011, pp. 7–11. 
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Table 27: Fit indices, thresholds and empirical values of model fit 

  Thresholds   

Fit Index Good Fit Acceptable Fit  Empirical value 

Overall Model – Inferential 

P-Value .Ϭϱ ч p ч ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ч p чϬ.Ϭϱ 0.06 

RMSEA  Ϭ ч ‘M“EA ч Ϭ.Ϭϱ ;Weiber & 

Mühlhaus 2014, p. 205; van 

de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox 

2012, p. 488) 

Ϭ.Ϭϱ ч ‘M“EA ч Ϭ.Ϭϴ (Weiber 

& Mühlhaus 2014, p. 205; van 

de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox 2012, 

p. 488) 

0.039 

P Close .ϭϬ ч p ч ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ ч p ч .ϭϬ  0.745 

Overall Model – Descriptive 

χ² / df  Ϭ ч χ² / df ч Ϯ χ² / df ч ϯ (Kline 1998, p. 128) 52.368 / 38 = 1.378 

Incremental Indices 

NFI .ϵϱ ч NFI ч 1.00 (Bentler & 
Bonett 1980) 

.ϵϬ ч NFI ч .ϵϱ 0.965 

TLI (=NNFI) .ϵϳ ч TLI ч 1.00 (Tucker & 

Lewis 1973) 

.ϵϱ ч TLI ч .ϵϳ 0.983 

CFI .ϵϱ < CFI ч ϭ.ϬϬ (van de 

Schoot, Lugtig & Hox 2012, 

p. 487) 

.90 < CFI < .95 (van de Schoot, 

Lugtig & Hox 2012, p. 487) 

0.99 

Incremental Indices – Information Criteria 

AIC The model with the smallest AIC should be chosen (Weiber & 

Mühlhaus 2014, p. 219). 

130.368 (default) vs. 

154 (saturated) 
Note: RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, df = degrees of freedom, SRMR = standardized root mean square 

residual, NFI = normed fit index, NNFI = non-normed fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, CFI = comparative fit index, AIC = 

Akaike information criterion. Source: Own presentation, based on mentioned sources. 

The χ² ǀalue itself is aŶ iŶfeƌeŶtial fit iŶdeǆ aŶd ǀeƌǇ seŶsitiǀe to saŵple size. EǀeŶ sŵall diffeƌeŶĐes 
between the observed and the model-iŵplied ĐoǀaƌiaŶĐe ŵatƌiǆ ĐaŶ ƌesult iŶ a sigŶifiĐaŶt χ² ǀalue if 
the sample size is large or if a small part of a complex model differs from the empirical covariance 

matrix. It is ƌeĐoŵŵeŶded to ĐoŶsideƌ the degƌees of fƌeedoŵ ǁheŶ lookiŶg at the χ² ǀalue. As a 
ƌough guideliŶe, the ƌatio of the χ² ǀalue aŶd the degƌees of fƌeedoŵ ;χ²/dfͿ should ďe less than 

three.340 A more conservative suggestion is to have values below two. The basic model presented 

heƌe shoǁs a χ² ǀalue of ϱϮ.ϯϲϴ. Diǀided ďǇ the ϯϴ df this ƌesults iŶ ϭ.ϯϳϴ, theƌeďǇ ŵeetiŶg the ŵoƌe 
conservative criteria of a value below two. The p-value of the χ² diffeƌeŶĐe test is Ϭ.ϲ aŶd just aďoǀe 
the threshold for good fit. 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is sensitive to model complexity through the 

number of estimated parameters, but it is also sensible to misspecifications. Furthermore, the p close 

ǀalue tests the ĐloseŶess of fit of the ‘M“EA, i.e. it giǀes aŶ iŶdiĐatioŶ of ǁhetheƌ ͞the ‘M“EA is 
͚good͛ iŶ the populatioŶ͟341. The value of p close can be regarded as the probability of this test.342 

Both RMSEA (= .039) and the associated p close value (= .745) are well in the boundaries for good 

model fit. 

                                                           
340 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 204; Kline 1998, p. 128. 
341 Byrne 2010, p. 81. 
342 Cf.: Byrne 2010, pp. 80f. 
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Whereas inferential fit measures are naturally sensitive to sample size (since they are statistical 

tests), descriptive fit measures such as the Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) are 

relatively robust even if data does not follow a multivariate normal distribution. The cut-off values of 

descriptive measures should be seen as a rule of thumb since they are the results of simulation 

studies.343 The SRMR is based on the covariance residuals and resumes the value zero if the model 

fits perfectly.344 It belongs to the absolute fit measures. The SRMR is not computed at this stage 

because it requires a full data set whereas the data used here presents missing cases as well. 

However, the SRMR will be used for the model comparison in Chapter 5.4.4 which is conducted with 

an imputed data set. 

All incremental fit indices compare the default model to an independence model where all paths are 

set free. Information criteria furthermore compare the default model to a fully saturated model that 

allows all model variables to correlate with each other.345 The Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFI), 

the Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) and the Bentler Comparative Fit Index (CFI) are 

incremental fit indices because they compare the specified model with a null model that assumes 

that all variables are uncorrelated, thus indicating the total proportion of explained variance of the 

default model in comparison with the null model. The CFI is less sensitive to sample size than the NFI. 

The NNFI (also known as Tucker-Lewis Index, TLI) takes model complexity into account and rewards 

parsimonious models.346 The TLI can indicate over-fitting since it takes values above 1 if the model 

contains more parameters than necessary.347 NFI, TLI and CFI perform reasonably well in the tested 

model. Once again, the values exceed the thresholds for good fit (see Table 27 for values). 

The iŶfoƌŵatioŶ Đƌiteƌia Akaike͛s IŶfoƌŵatioŶ CƌiteƌioŶ ;AICͿ aŶd BaǇes͛ ĐaŶ Ŷot oŶlǇ ďe used to 
compare the default model with a fully saturated and an independence model, but also to compare 

different specified models with one another. All information criteria sort of punish complex models 

and will give better values for more parsimonious models.348 When comparing the fully saturated 

model that allows correlations between all model variables with the specified model, the tested 

model is the one to be preferred. In conclusion it can be said that the presented basic model showed 

good model fit. Different fit indices were chosen in order to cover different aspects of model fit and 

all of these indices testify good model fit. 

Model Results 

Figure 18 shows the results of the SEM for the basic TPB. The correlation coefficients between the 

independent constructs remain those of the CFA and were already discussed. The regression weights 

in the model representation are partial regression weights which are calculated while keeping the 

other explanatory variables constant and correcting for the correlations of the independent 

constructs with one another.349  

                                                           
343 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 208 and 210-212; Kline 1998, 128f. 
344 Cf.: Kline 1998, p. 129. 
345 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 212–216. 
346 Cf.: Kline 1998, pp. 129f. 
347 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 216. 
348 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 219. 
349 Cf.: Kline 2011, p. 105. 
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6.11 on the measurement models. Loadings are considered to be acceptable if they are around .5 or 

.6, good loadings are above .7.351 In this model, there is only one loading that has a value that is 

below .5. This basic model is the starting point for further analyses in the following sections. 

5.4.2 Integrated Model with MIMIC Constructs 

The following paragraphs will describe the addition of formative measurements to the basic model. 

In the framework of the Theory of Planned Behavior, belief-based measures can be used in order to 

assess the underlying structure of the explanatory constructs (for further information see Chapter 

3.2.2). Unlike direct measures, beliefs are not influenced by the latent construct, but exert their own 

influence on the latent construct which makes them formative indicators (as opposed to the direct 

reflective indicators). One fundamental difference of formative measures is that the measurement 

error is modeled at the construct level instead of the item level.352 If there are no empirical values for 

the latent variable, formative measurement models cannot be identified,353 but formative indicators 

can be integrated into the existing model by adding them as explanatory variables to the respective 

constructs,354 thereby creating so-called MIMIC (= multiple indicators and multiple causes) 

constructs.355 It is generally rather difficult to know if a researcher incorporated all possible causes of 

a formative construct by the required indicators. Most cases therefore make it necessary to model an 

error term at the construct level. At the same time this does not relieve the researcher of his or her 

duty to thoroughly explore the set of indicators for measuring the construct.356 

Single MIMIC Constructs 

Before estimating the overall model, MIMIC constructs were calculated for ATT, SN and PBC 

individually without the rest of the model. Five behavioral beliefs were assessed for ATT; in the case 

of SN, four normative beliefs were assessed and five control beliefs were measured for PBC (for 

information on the elicitation of beliefs see Chapter 3.2.6). Multiplicative composites were created 

by multiplying behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs with outcome evaluations, 

motivation to comply and power of control factors respectively. The multiplicative composites with 

these subjective assessments were compared to using only beliefs as formative indicators. In all 

three cases, the use of beliefs without a combination with the subjective assessments empirically 

provided better model fit than the multiplicative composites. Therefore, further analyses were 

conducted using only the beliefs. Since the attitude construct fails to have a significant influence on 

intention, the underlying behavioral beliefs of ATT are not of interest.357 Table 28 provides an 

overview of some descriptive statistics for normative and control beliefs. 

                                                           
351 Cf.: Chin 1998, p. 325. 
352 Cf.: Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003, p. 201. 
353 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 41. 
354 Formative measurement models themselves cannot be identified. They need to be incorporated into a 

larger model with reflective measurement models or they need additional reflective measures themselves (cf. 

Diamantopoulos 2006, p. 14, see also Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003, p. 213). 
355 Cf.: Hauser & Goldberger 1971, pp. 95–98; Kline 2011, pp. 282–286. 
356 Cf.: Diamantopoulos 2006, p. 12. 
357 A MIMIC construct for ATT was created and tested within the overall model, but the influence from ATT on 

INT remained insignificant. On the other hand, model fit deteriorated and for the sake of parsimony, the 

formative indicators for ATT were dropped from the model. 
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Table 28: Descriptive statistics of MIMIC items 

Construct 
Variable 

Name 
Item Wording Mean SD 

Missing 

Cases 

SN snb1br Other people in my neighborhood ǁould Ŷot ;ϭͿ … 
would (5) enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

3.68 1.04 1.2% 

SN snb2br The government allows me to enhance tourism 

supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ disagƌee ;ϭͿ - 
strongly agree (5). 

3.82 0.92 1.2% 

SN snb3br My family thiŶks that I should Ŷot ;ϭͿ … I haǀe to ;ϱͿ 
enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

3.84 1.00 1.2% 

SN snb4br My friends ǁould Ŷot ;ϭͿ … ǁould ;ϱͿ appƌoǀe of ŵe 
enhancing tourism supply in the next year. 

3.85 0.95 1.2% 

PBC pbcb1r How often do you feel ill or tired? – Very frequently 

;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ. 2.84 1.40 4.0% 

PBC pbcb2r How often do you encounter unanticipated events 

that decrease your time budget? – Very frequently 

;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ. 
3.50 1.11 1.2% 

PBC pbcb3r How likely is it for you to get a loan from a bank? – 

VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ. 2.59 1.38 2.0% 

PBC pbcb4r How likely is it for you to find workers you can hire? 
– VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ. 3.11 1.36 1.2% 

PBC pbcb5r How often do unanticipated financial requirements 

(e.g. to replace broken tools or machinery) place 

burdens on your financial resources? – Very 

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ. 

2.88 1.20 1.2% 

Note: SD = standard deviation, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own data. 

The means of all normative beliefs are above three, indicating that the referent groups are slightly in 

favor of an enhancement of touristic activities. The means of the control beliefs are both below and 

above the mean scale point of three, implying that people feel a medium level of threat by the 

specific control beliefs. The sample is more divers in its answers towards control beliefs than towards 

normative beliefs. The amount of missing cases is small with 2 and 4 % in one variable each and 1.2 % 

for all the other variables. 

All MIMIC ĐoŶstƌuĐts pƌoǀided ǀeƌǇ good ǀalues foƌ χ²-difference, RMSEA, p close, CFI and model fit 

p-value according to the thresholds mentioned in Table 27. As a criterion for construct validity, 

Weiber & Mühlhaus (2014) ƌeĐoŵŵeŶd that the ‘² of the foƌŵatiǀe ĐoŶstƌuĐts should ďe ш .3.358 

With an R² of .76 SN satisfies this criterion, however both PBC and ATT only show an R² of .23. After 

incorporating the PBC MIMIC construct into the overall model, the R² rose due to a modification 

which will be explained later in the text (following Table 30). 

Formative measurement models require that the indicators are tested for multicollinearity. Following 

recommendations of Weiber & Mühlhaus (2014), multicollinearity was tested using IBM SPSS 

Statistics 22.359 The statistical analysis showed no signs of multicollinearity among the formative 

                                                           
358 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 266. 
359 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 262–264. 
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According to Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer (2001), overall model fit can be regarded as evidence for 

indicating that the indicators belong to the same index.365 In the present case, model fit is better if 

the indicators with non-significant regression weights are kept in the model while deleting formative 

indicators with non-significant influences decreases model fit. Furthermore, the fact that these 

variables do not have a significant influence is of theoretical value because it shows which of the 

elicited beliefs have a significant influence in the overall sample. With respect to the TPB it is argued 

that if beliefs were mentioned in the elicitation study (see Chapter 3.2.6) by the respondents, they 

are components of that construct and should not be eliminated. The variables are therefore retained 

in the model. Generally, formative indicators of latent constructs are allowed to covary366 among 

each other and with exogenous latent constructs.367 Non-significant covariances between formative 

indicators and with ATT were removed. 

Results of Integrated Model 

With the exception of the model fit p-value, fit indices show acceptable or good fit. Just like in the 

simpler basic model without MIMIC constructs, ATT has no significant influence on INT while SN and 

PBC significantly influence INT. This means that the integrated model leads to the same conclusions 

regarding the acceptance and rejection of Hypothesis 1 through Hypothesis 3 which postulate that 

ATT, SN and PBC influence INT as the basic model. In contrast to the basic model, the model with 

MIMIC components shows no significant correlations between ATT and the other two explanatory 

constructs, but there are significant correlations between ATT and the significant beliefs of SN and 

PBC. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is also considered to be confirmed. With an R² of .70 for INT, SN and 

PBC still explain a quite high amount of variance in INT, but now with different shares of 

contribution: While the influence of SN on INT decreases by .14, the influence of PBC on INT 

increases by .09 (see Table 29). This change in path coefficients could be caused by the formative 

indicators and the fact that one indicator influences both SN and PBC and it could also derive from 

different sample sizes of the basic and the integrated model due to missing values. 

Table 29: Comparison of basic model and integrated model 

 Basic Model Integrated Model 

SN → INT .66 .52 

PBC → INT .35 .44 

R² of INT .74 .70 
Note: INT = intention, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own data. 

The underlying belief-structure of the latent constructs can inform on what drives the formation of 

the latent constructs. In the application at hand, SN and PBC exert significant influences on INT. It is 

therefore interesting to see which beliefs have significant impacts on SN and PBC. These are namely 

family, friends and neighborhood (variables snb3br, snb4br and snb1br) in the case of SN and getting 

a loan and feeling ill or tired (variables pbcb3r and pbcb1r) in the case of PBC. The following table 

shows the formative indicators and their respective standardized weights.  

                                                           
365 Cf.: Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer 2001, p. 272. 
366 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 257. 
367 Cf.: Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003, p. 215. 
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Table 30: Standardized regression weights and p-values for formative indicators

Variable 

Name 
Item Wording   

Con-

struct 

Standardized 

Regression 

Weights 

S.E. P 

snb1br Other people in my neighborhood would not 

;ϭͿ … ǁould ;ϱͿ eŶhaŶĐe touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the 
next year. 

→ SN .132 .029 .019 

snb2br The government allows me to enhance 

touƌisŵ supplǇ iŶ the Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ … stƌoŶglǇ 
disagree (1) - strongly agree (5). 

→ SN .022 .029 .664 

snb3br My family thiŶks that I should Ŷot ;ϭͿ … I haǀe 
to (5) enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

→ SN .569 .043 *** 

snb4br My friends ǁould Ŷot ;ϭͿ … ǁould ;ϱͿ appƌoǀe 
of me enhancing tourism supply in the next 

year. 

→ SN .283 .039 *** 

pbcb1r How often do you feel ill or tired? – Very 

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ. 
→ PBC .160 .021 .017 

pbcb2r How often do you encounter unanticipated 

events that decrease your time budget? – Very 

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ ;ϱͿ. 

→ PBC -.078 .025 .215 

pbcb3r How likely is it for you to get a loan from a 
bank? – VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ. 

→ PBC .219 .022 .001 

pbcb4r How likely is it for you to find workers you can 

hire? – VeƌǇ uŶlikelǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ likelǇ ;ϱͿ. 
→ PBC .076 .021 .237 

pbcb5r How often do unanticipated financial 

requirements (e.g. to replace broken tools or 

machinery) place burdens on your financial 

resources? – VeƌǇ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;ϭͿ … ǀeƌǇ ƌaƌelǇ 
(5). 

→ PBC .090 .023 .144 

snb3br My family thiŶks that I should Ŷot ;ϭͿ … I haǀe 
to (5) enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

→ PBC .417 .035 *** 

Note: S.E. = Standard error, *** p < 0.001. Source: Own data. 

In the case of SN, the strongest influence comes from what the family thinks the respondent should 

do while the strength of the influence from friends and people in the neighborhood is very similar. 

What the government allows, on the other hand, does not show a significant influence on 

households͛ iŶteŶtioŶs to eŶhaŶĐe the tourism supply. Two of the five control beliefs show a 

significant influence on PBC with a slightly larger influence from getting a loan than from feeling ill or 

tired. The influences from unanticipated events or financial requirements and finding workers to hire 

remain non-significant in the model. There is, however, a significant and comparatively large 

influence from what the family approves of (snb3br) on PBC. Hypothesis 7.1 through Hypothesis 7.14 

postulate that behavioral, normative and control beliefs influence the respective constructs. Since 

ATT did not show a significant influence in the basic model to begin with, no additional gain could be 

achieved by incorporating formative indicators for this construct.368 This hypothesis can be upheld 

                                                           
368 Although a separate analysis of the measurement model for ATT with formative indicators provided very 

good model fit. However, within the model as a whole, the addition of formative ATT indicators only lead to a 
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partly due to the significant formative indicators for SN and PBC, but not all proposed formative 

indicators significantly influence the latent constructs. 

In addition to the advantage of rendering insights into the underlying belief structure, using 

formative as well as reflective measures for the explanatory latent constructs offers the opportunity 

of testing their validity by correlating them.369 Bivariate correlations (for a table of the correlations 

between all direct and indirect indicators of SN and PBC see Appendix A 6) between the direct and 

indirect indicators for SN show that snb3br and snb4br significantly correlate with all direct 

measures, presenting correlation coefficients between .425 and .562. The correlations of snb1br with 

direct measures range from .318 to .366 and snb2br fails to show significant correlations in two of 

the three cases. This corroborates the finding that snb2br does not exert a significant effect on the 

SN-construct. In the case of the PBC construct the picture is more diverse. Variables pbcb3r and 

pbcb4r show significant correlations with all direct measures of PBC between .127 and .339. 

However, according to the SEM, pbcb4r does not have a significant impact on PBC. On the other 

hand, pbcb1r and pbcb2r show significant influences on PBC in the SEM (see Table 30), but not all 

correlations with the direct measures are significant. All correlations of snb3br with direct PBC 

measures were significant but lower than the correlations of that item with direct SN measures, 

corroborating that this item does have an association with PBC as well, but is more strongly 

connected to SN. 

5.4.3 Bootstrap of Model Parameters 

Since the variables in the model are not normally distributed results could be biased. The Bollen-

Stine bootstrap and bootstrapped p-values of the estimates give an indication of biased results and 

therefore provide a robustness check of the results. In order to be able to calculate bootstrap 

samples, data was imputed using the regression imputation method in AMOS. 

For the basic model, the Bollen-Stine bootstrap p-value is .201 (1000 bootstrap samples), indicating 

good model fit. The bootstrapped p-values of the regression coefficients are all significant except for 

the regression of INT on ATT (p = .085) which was also non-significant without bootstrapping. Both 

correlations and R² are significant as was attested before. With the sole exception of the error term 

of the variable pbcd4br which has a bootstrapped p-value of .054 (compared to a p-value of .023 in 

the non-bootstrap solution), all other values are significant, thereby generally confirming the findings 

calculated with the raw data. 

The Bollen-Stine bootstrap for the integrated model is .017 (1000 bootstrap samples), thus leading to 

the same conclusion as the model without bootstrapping. The regression coefficient of the belief 

snb1br has a bootstrapped p-value of .061, indicating non-significance of this item and a different 

outcome than for the model calculated with the raw data. The p-values of the other regression 

weights imply the same conclusions as presented before for the model without bootstrapping. The 

same is true for all tested correlations and as is the case for the basic model, variances and R² all 

remain significant. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
decline in model fit since the construct itself already does not explain variance in INT. For the sake of 

parsimony, it is also desirable to not to include further variables. 
369 Cf.: Francis, Eccles, Johnston et al. 2004, p. 30. For a more general recommendation of correlating formative 

indicators with a global item that represents the core of the latent construct to establish external validity see 

Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer 2001, p. 272. 
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The bootstrapped p-values only lead to very slight changes in interpretation. For the basic model, the 

variance of one error term is no longer significant and in the case of the integrated model the 

regression weight of one belief is non-significant for bootstrapped samples. However, in both cases 

these values were already not highly significant before and their p-values rose just slightly above the 

threshold of .05. With regard to structural coefficients, no changes in significance could be observed. 

5.4.4 Moderation Effect of Perceived Behavioral Control 

Although the PBC component is often regarded as an explanatory construct just like ATT and SN, PBC 

has also been successfully modelled as a moderator (see e.g. Dillard 2011), influencing the effect ATT 

and SN have on INT. Following suggestions of Yzer (2007)370 and Fishbein & Ajzen (2010)371, PBC is 

regarded as an influential factor so to say, that determines in which way ATT and SN exert their 

influence on INT. Figure 20 gives a visual representation of the moderating effect of PBC. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20: Moderation of PBC on the effect of ATT and SN on INT  
Note: X = Independent variable, Y = dependent variable, Mo = moderating variable, PBC = perceived behavioral control, 

ATT = attitude, SN = subjective norm, INT = intention. Source: Own presentation. 

A moderator effect is present when a third variable Mo separates the independent variable X into 

subgroups which may have effects of differing magnitude on the dependent variable Y.372 

Methodologically, this can be tested by separating the sample into two groups, i.e. households low in 

PBC and households high in PBC, and then comparing the same model for both groups.373 The idea is 

to leave out PBC as a separate component in the model and to rather see PBC as a moderating factor 

that influences the relations of ATT and SN on INT. In order to so, the model is compared with regard 

to the structural paths of ATT on INT and SN on INT for two groups of households, namely those low 

and those high in PBC. 

In order to compare models across groups, certain preconditions must be met. All of these 

preconditions deal with invariance (i.e. attributes have to be the same for all groups), but regarding 

different aspects. In the case of applied research, three kinds of invariance are important. These are 

configural, metric and scalar invariance.374 First of all, configural invariance must be met. This kind of 

invariance refers to the basic structure of the model with its factor loadings. Since it is theoretically 

supposed that the exact same model will hold for both groups and no differences in model 

                                                           
370 Cf.: Yzer 2007, p. 113. 
371 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 201–203. 
372 Cf.: Baron & Kenny 1986, p. 1173. 
373 There are basically two possibilities for testing a moderator effect. The other one is to create product terms 

of the variables that are suspected to interact (in this case it would mean multiplying ATT by PBC and SN by 

PBC) and adding these product terms to the model. This has the disadvantage of creating redundancies 

regarding ATT and SN. It was therefore decided to test the moderation via group comparison. 
374 Cf.: Davidov, Cieciuch, Meuleman et al. 2015, p. 248. 
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specifications are made, configural invariance can be assumed because the basic model fit statistics 

for the unconstrained model testify that the model fits the empirical data reasonably well.375 

For the other steps of invariance, constraints are subsequently added to the model and the change in 

model fit is observed. The first constraints deal with metric invariance and refer to factor loadings. 

The size of the factor loadings should be equal for each indicator across all groups. So if all factor 

loadings are constrained to be equal across groups and this model does not show a significantly 

worse model fit than the unconstrained model, metric invariance is present. Metric invariance allows 

the comparison of structural relationships between groups.376 Given that the model shows metric 

invariance, scalar invariance can be tested. Scalar invariance refers to the intercepts of the indicators 

and demands them to be of equal size. That basically means that the starting levels of the items are 

equivalent across groups.377 In addition to comparing structural relationships, scalar invariance gives 

the possibility to also compare latent means across groups.378 

Definition of Groups 

Since AMOS does not render factor scores, SPSS was used to calculate an overall score for the PBC 

construct. Exploratory factor analysis was used to create factor score weights379, but the resulting 

variable does not have an interpretable scale. Therefore, an additive sum score was computed using 

the three indicators for PBC. The values of the three variables were summed and then divided by 

three. The resulting variable has the advantage of having the same scale as the single PBC indicators 

(1 – low to 5 – high) and can therefore be interpreted easily in terms of low and high PBC. The 

additive sum score has a significant correlation with the factor score variable from the EFA of .957, 

indicating that both variables are very similar. The additive sum score was used to split the sample in 

two groups: one group with low perceived control (values 1 and 2, n=137) and one group with high 

perceived control (values 4 and 5, n=78). Households with the value 3 (n=29) were excluded from the 

analysis since they cannot be counted to either one of these groups. 

CFA for the Determination of Invariance 

The model follows the basic structure of the model presented in Chapter 5.4.2. Since the model 

including the beliefs offers the additional advantage of being able to analyze which aspects are 

important for the composition of the latent construct than others, the model including the MIMIC 

(multiple indicators and multiple causes) construct for SN was chosen. PBC was excluded altogether 

because its role is incorporated into the analysis by the two groups. The reduced model (i.e. without 

PBC) will be compared for households with low PBC and households with high PBC. 

Multiple group comparisons in AMOS require full data sets. Missing values were imputed using the 

regression data imputation technique provided by AMOS. Missing values were below 5 % except for 

three of the variables, namely atd10br (13 %), atd11br (9.7 %) and atd12br (8.1 %). 

                                                           
375 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 308f. 
376 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 299f. 
377 Cf.: Sideridis, Tsaousis & Al-harbi 2015, p. 570. 
378 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 300f. 
379 The procedure used was an EFA with principal axis and oblimin rotation. 
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Following the explications of Weiber & Mühlhaus (2014)380, a confirmatory factor analysis was 

carried out in order to determine invariance. All latent constructs were correlated and the loadings of 

the reference indicators were set free to be able to test for metric and scalar invariance. In order to 

achieve identifiability, the variances of all latent constructs were set to one and their means to zero. 

The following table shows the model fit values for the models calculated in the process of testing for 

metric and scalar invariance with a CFA. 

Table 31: CFA model fit values for unconstrained, measurement weights, measurement intercepts 

and measurement + formative weights models 

Model χ²/df Δ χ²/df CFI Δ CFI RMSEA Δ RM“EA SRMR Δ “RMR 

Unconstrained 2.321   .919   .079   .1472 
 Measurement Weights 2.184 -0.137 .920 -0.001 .075 0.004 .1487 -0.0015 

Measurement Intercepts 2.529 0.345 .889 0.031 .085 -0.01 .1445 0.0042 

Measurement + 

Formative Weights 

(Intercepts are free)* 2.196 0.012 .916 0.004 .075 0 .1482 0.0005 
Note: Δ = change, * Δ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to measurement weights, df = degrees of freedom, CFI = comparative fit index, 

RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root mean square residual. Source: Own data. 

The unconstrained and the measurement weights model (constrains all factor loadings to be equal 

across groups) altogether show satisfaĐtoƌǇ fit. χ² diffeƌeŶĐe aŶd ‘M“EA aƌe aĐĐeptaďle, aĐĐoƌdiŶg to 
van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox (2012) CFI values larger than .90 are adequate381. Only SRMR fails to 

show satisfactory values that remain below (or equal to) the threshold of .10 for acceptable fit. For 

sample sizes smaller than or equal to 300, Chen (2007) suggests a CFI-change should have a 

maximum of .005, an RMSEA-change a maximum of .01 and an SRMR-change a maximum of .025 for 

loadings and of .005 for intercepts to be able to determine invariance.382 All of these 

recommendations are met for the comparison of the measurement weights model with the 

unconstrained model, indicating metric invariance. However, in case of the measurement intercepts 

model, the change in CFI is higher than recommended, RMSEA-change touches upon the threshold 

aŶd also the ĐhaŶge iŶ χ² diffeƌeŶĐe is ĐoŵpaƌatiǀelǇ high. The Ŷested ŵodel ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ ĐoŶfiƌŵs 
that the χ² ǀalue foƌ the ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt iŶteƌĐepts ŵodel is sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ǁoƌse thaŶ foƌ the 
measurement weights model. Since the modification indices do not give any indication of which 

intercepts cause the variance, it is not possible to achieve partial scalar invariance by freeing the 

ƌespoŶsiďle ĐoŶstƌaiŶts. The ĐhaŶge iŶ “‘M‘ is Ŷot suďstaŶtial aĐĐoƌdiŶg to CheŶ͛s ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶs 
in any of the model comparisons. 

The analysis of the CFA of the model for the group comparison has shown that metric invariance is 

given since introducing constraints regarding equal loadings across groups does not lead to a 

significantly worse model fit. This allows the comparison of structural relationships between the 

latent constructs in the next step. The assumption of scalar invariance has to be dismissed since the 

introduction of intercept constraints caused model fit to deteriorate significantly when compared 

with the measurement weights model. 

                                                           
380 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, pp. 305–311. 
381 Cf.: van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox 2012, p. 487. 
382 Cf.: Chen 2007, p. 501. 
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respective coefficients are regarded. The critical ratios for the differences between parameters take 

on values that are higher than 1.96 if the difference of parameters between groups are significant.384 

Table 32 shows the values of the critical ratios for the three structural relationships and their 

interpretation. 

Table 32: Pairwise parameter comparisons of structural paths 

Relationship Critical 

Ratio 

 Cut-

Off 

Interpretation 

ATT → INT 1.037 < 1.96 The regression weight does not differ significantly across groups. 

SN → INT .026 < 1.96 The regression weight does not differ significantly across groups. 

ATT ↔ SN -.41 < 1.96 The correlation does not differ significantly across groups. 

Note: INT = intention, ATT = attitude, SN = subjective norm. Source: Own data. 

The critical ratio for the comparison of the regression coefficient of ATT on INT for both groups is 

below 1.96, as is the critical ratio for the comparison of the regression coefficient of SN on INT for 

both groups, indicating that neither of the two relationships differs significantly between households 

low and high in PBC. The same can be said about the correlational relationship between ATT and SN, 

this relationship also shows no significant difference across groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 8 that PBC 

moderates the influence of ATT and SN on INT is rejected. However, some issues may prevent the 

detection of a moderation effect (see Chapter 5.4.6, p. 127 and Chapter 6.3.3 for a discussion of 

these concerns). 

5.4.5 Integration of Background Variable 

Structural equation models allow the straightforward analysis of mediation in the overall model. A 

mediator is a variable of a causal chain, as can be seen in Figure 22.385 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22: Mediation 
Note: X = Independent variable, Y = dependent variable, Me = mediating variable. Source: Modified from Baron & Kenny 

(1986, p. 1176). 

X has a direct effect on Y, but X also has a mediated effect on Y via Me; Me is a mediator. Mediator 

variables are always endogenous and convey an indirect effect of an independent variable onto a 

dependent variable.386 In this, the function of mediator variables switches from effect to cause.387 It is 

possible that in addition to the mediated, indirect effect, the independent variable has a unique 

effect on the dependent variable, but this does not have to be the case (as is indicated by the dotted 

                                                           
384 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 316. 
385 Cf.: Kline 2011, pp. 105f.  
386 Cf.: Kline 2011, pp. 105f.  
387 Cf.: Baron & Kenny 1986, p. 1173. 
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line between X and Y).388 If the size of the effect of X on Y significantly decreases by adding a 

mediating variable, it is obvious that at least part of the observed effect is mediated by Me.389 It is 

also possible that there is no true relationship between X and Y after controlling for Me if Me 

influences both X and Y, but in this case Me would not be a mediator and rather simulate an effect of 

X on Y.390 The standardized indirect effect of X on Y via Me can be computed by multiplying the two 

standardized direct effects of X on Me and Me on Y.391 

In 1986, Baron & Kenny suggested estimating three separate regression equations for testing 

mediation effects. Me is to be regressed on X, Y is to be regressed on X and Y is to be regressed on 

both X and Me. If there is a mediation effect between the variables, equations one and two must 

show significant effects and equation three must show an effect of Me on Y. Furthermore, comparing 

equations two and three, the effect of X on Y must be smaller in the last equation.392 The advance of 

SEM techniques allows estimating indirect effects without the detour of calculating several 

regression analyses and testing significance of modeled paths is straightforward. 393 Even more 

importantly, SEMs enable the researcher to examine structures in which several items are used to 

measure one construct. The classic approach by Baron & Kenny (1986) can handle scales that are e.g. 

computed as an average of items used to measure a construct, but as soon as multiple items shall be 

modeled as separate indicators, SEM techniques are the method of choice.394 

The hypotheses on the mediated influence from the background variable experience were 

introduced in Chapter 4.1. The data shows that almost 58 % of the households in the sample do not 

offer any touristic services while the remaining 42 % offer between one and five different kinds of 

services (see Chapter 5.3.5, Table 18 in particular). It is assumed that the experiences that 

households have already made regarding the tourism industry influence the beliefs that underlie the 

latent constructs in the TPB and that these experiences are generally positive because if they were 

negative, households would probably have stopped their activities. Since the analysis has already 

shown that the ATT construct does not exert a significant influence on INT it is hypothesized that 

there is no mediated influence via ATT, rendering Hypothesis 9 (on behavioral beliefs of ATT) and 

Hypothesis 10 (on ATT) obsolete. These two hypotheses are replaced by a hypothesis stating that 

experience is not expected to have a mediated effect on INT via ATT. 

Hypothesis 27 Experience has no indirect effect on intention which is mediated through 

attitude. 

The analysis has revealed that some of the beliefs included in the questionnaire do not have a 

significant impact on the constructs. These beliefs seem to have no empirical connection with the 

constructs395 and therefore do not contribute to the formation of the constructs. In this case, there is 

no reason to assume that a background variable or factor influences this belief. Therefore, the 

                                                           
388 Cf.: Kline 2011, pp. 105f. 
389 Cf.: Baron & Kenny 1986, p. 1176. 
390 Cf.: Kühnel & Krebs 2006, pp. 473–476. 
391 Cf.: Arbuckle 2011, p. 426. 
392 Cf.: Baron & Kenny 1986, p. 1177. 
393 Cf.: Little, Card, Bovaird et al. 2007, p. 226. 
394 Cf.: Iacobucci, Saldanha & Deng 2007, pp. 144f. 
395 It is possible that some of the beliefs have small effects on the constructs which fail to be significant due to 

the small sample size. However, these effects cannot be large because if they were, they would be significant. 





5 Empirical Study 

 

 

121 

and p-values for direct, indirect and total effects. Overall model fit after the inclusion of the variable 

experience398 ǁas good ;χ²/df = 1.532, model fit p = 0, RMSEA = .046, p close = .672, CFI = .967). 

Hypothesis 11 and Hypothesis 13 in Chapter 4.1 are directed at the underlying beliefs of SN and PBC, 

i.e. normative beliefs and control beliefs respectively. The effects of experience on the normative 

beliefs snb1br and snb3br are significant with values of .132 and .236 respectively while the effect on 

snb2br is non-significant. However, the effect on snb4br is not significant (p = .066) as well. This 

partially confirms Hypothesis 11: The effect of experience is non-significant for the non-significant 

item snb2br and it is significant on two of the significant formative indicators, but the hypothesis 

cannot be confirmed with regard to item snb4br. Hypothesis 13 has to be rejected since experience 

has no significant effect on any of the control beliefs for PBC. In the next step, all non-significant 

direct effects of experience on beliefs were eliminated from the model to make it more 

parsimonious. The output revealed that without the non-significant paths, other paths had become 

non-significant (namely experience on snb1br and on ATT). Removing the effect on snb1br did not 

change the significance of the influence of experience on snb3br (͞family͟), leaving this variable as 

the only belief that is significantly influenced by the background factor. 

After removing the non-significant effects of experience on normative and control beliefs, Hypothesis 

12 and Hypothesis 14 were tested. They postulate significant direct effects of experience on SN and 

PBC respectively. Two-tailed significance of the bias-corrected bootstrap samples shows that both 

effects are significant at p < .005 and the standardized effect sizes are similar with .233 for SN and 

.195 for PBC. The directionality of the effects is as it was hypothesized. Experience shows no 

significant effect on ATT. This confirms Hypothesis 27 which was added earlier in this chapter 

because mediation via ATT is not possible if the effect of experience on ATT is insignificant. 

As it is postulated by the TPB, the background variable has no direct effect on INT. A direct path was 

modeled from experience to INT and was tested to be non-significant (b = .086, bootstrapped 

p = .186), confirming Hypothesis 15. 

Since ATT was ruled out, indirect effects on INT are possible via the constructs SN and PBC. A special 

case presents variable snb3br (͞family͟) which is also significantly influenced by experience. A model 

that only contained these significant paths emanating from experience was used to take a closer look 

on the indirect mediated effects from experience on INT mediated by SN, PBC and snb3br. Model fit 

is good ;χ²/df = 1.535, model fit p = 0, RMSEA = .047, p close = .671, CFI = .964) and gives no 

indication that results could not be trusted.399 This model provides evidence for a significant indirect 

effect of experience on INT mediated by snb3br (͞family͟), SN and PBC. Further models were 

calculated that only contained one path emanating from experience to each of the respective 

mentioned mediators to assess the amount of mediation via each mediator. Model fit indices of 

these models were a little worse, indicating that the omitted paths are generally valuable 

;χ²/df between 1.6-1.7, model fit p = 0, RMSEA between 0.5-0.54, p close between .284-.464, 

CFI between .952-.958). The results of the differential analysis of indirect effects can be seen in Table 

33.  

                                                           
398 Experience was modeled to have an effect on all beliefs and constructs in the first step to enable stepwise 

testing of the proposed relationships. 
399 For a discussion of the significant model fit p-value see Chapter 6.3.5. 
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Table 33: Indirect effects of the variable experience on INT and direct effects of experience on the 

mediators 

 

Standardized 

indirect effects of 

experience on INT 

Bootstrapped 

p-values 

Stand. direct effects 

of experience on 

mediator 

Bootstrapped 

p-values 

 
(separate models) (all effects included in model) 

Mediation via ͞faŵily͟ .057 .027 .112 .048 

Mediation via SN .133 .006 .258 .001 

Mediation via PBC .081 .049 .215 .001 

Total indirect effect 

(all effects included) 

.282 .002 - - 

Note: INT = intention, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control, stand. = standardized. Source: Own data. 

All effects are significant. Of the three mediational effects that compose the total indirect effect, 

mediation of experience on INT via SN is the strongest with a standardized effect of .133 and 

experience also exerts its strongest direct effect on SN. Altogether, the total indirect effect of 

experience on INT amounts to .28. The differential analysis of mediational effects confirms 

Hypothesis 16 with the exception of ATT. Given that of the five normative and control beliefs with 

significant influences on SN and PBC only one belief serves as a mediator for the influence of 

experience, Hypothesis 17 is considered to be rejected. The standardized indirect effect with a path 

emanating to SN is larger than the equivalent effect for PBC, thus leading to the rejection of 

Hypothesis 18 that the mediated effect via PBC is significantly larger than that mediated via SN. The 

complete model with the standardized influences of the background variable experience can be seen 

in Figure 24. 
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structural equation framework because the reject-support mechanism is reversed.402 For this reason, 

it is common to not only rely on the p-value but to make a decision for or against a model by looking 

at several model fit values, as was done in this case. 

Although the assumption of multivariate normal distribution has been violated, results from 

bootstrapping the basic model and the integrated model indicate no problems. 

Comparison of CFA and SEM 

Comparing the CFA results (i.e. the correlations between all latent constructs) and the results of the 

causal model according to the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (i.e. its path coefficients), one can 

see that the formerly significant correlation of ATT and INT turns into a non-significant effect of ATT 

on INT (see Table 34). It is possible that the path analytic approach reveals a correlation to be 

spurious, while the non-spurious and therefore significant causal relations are between SN and INT 

and PBC and INT.403 Fishbein & Ajzen (2010), on the other hand, argue that when the predictors ATT, 

SN and PBC are correlated it may still be the case that the non-significant component in the 

structural equation model (SEM) is an important determinant for INT.404 Since the CFA showed that 

the construct ATT correlates significantly with INT and also with SN and PBC, the influence of ATT on 

INT is possibly redundant since it explains the same part of variance in INT that is already explained 

by SN and / or PBC. Although values differ slightly for the basic and the integrated model, their 

overall directions remain the same and there is no substantial change in the size of coefficients.  

Table 34: Correlations and standardized regression coefficients of basic and integrated model  

  Basic Model Integrated Model 

  Correlations p 
Regression 

Weights 
p Correlations p 

Regression 

Weights 
p 

ATT & INT 0.31 *** -0.15 0.053 0.30 *** -0.11 0.110 

SN & INT 0.80 *** 0.66 *** 0.80 *** 0.52 *** 

PBC & INT 0.74 *** 0.35 *** 0.70 *** 0.44 *** 

ATT & SN 0.55 *** 
 

  0.38 *** 
  ATT & PBC 0.28 0.001 

 

  0.20 0.015 

  SN & PBC 0.66 ***     0.70 ***     
Note: *** p < 0.001, INT = intention, ATT = attitude, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own 

data. 

The non-significance of the regression coefficient from ATT to INT and the shift in the algebraic sign 

from positive to negative could also arise from multicollinearity among the three explanatory 

constructs ATT, SN and PBC. However, comparing the correlations of the estimated regression 

coefficients between the three constructs on INT with one another, the values give no indication for 

multicollinearity (see Table 35). Correlations of estimates below .9 are not associated with 

multicollinearity (for further discussion of a possible suppression of the influence from ATT on INT 

see Chapter 6.3.4). 

                                                           
402 Cf.: Kline 2011, pp. 193–195. 
403 Cf.: Kline 1998, p. 53. 
404 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 192. 



5 Empirical Study 

 

 

126 

Table 35: Correlations of regression coefficients of the latent constructs  

  Basic Model Integrated Model 

ATT → INT & SN → INT -0.633 -0.568 

ATT → INT & PBC → INT 0.391 0.252 

SN → INT & PBC → INT -0.662 -0.571 
Note: INT = intention, ATT = attitude, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own data. 

Integrated Model 

The bivariate correlations of the indirect and the direct indicators of SN and PBC show that the SN 

construct shows more validity than the PBC construct. In the case of SN, the bivariate correlations 

corroborate the significant influences found from beliefs on SN in the SEM while the comparison of 

correlations and SEM coefficients for the PBC construct shows that the relationships are not as clear. 

A meta-study by Armitage & Conner (2001) showed mean correlations of .50 for SN measures and of 

.52 for PBC measures.405 In the application at hand, the mean correlation of the significant SN-beliefs 

with the direct SN measures is .44. For PBC it is difficult to determine how to calculate such a mean 

correlation because the bivariate correlations and the SEM coefficients provide different indicators 

regarding which items have a close relationship with PBC. So while measurement of the PBC 

construct within the overall model does show some difficulties (although it should be noted that 

according to model fit results of the single PBC construct, all values indicate that the proposed model 

structure fits the empirical data very well), the measurement of SN is both within the model and 

separately very satisfactory. 

Looking at the significant standardized weights and the formulation of the formative indicators (see 

Table 30) one can see that SN is mostly determined by the family while friends and people of the 

neighborhood also have a significant influence on the construct. These groups of people live in the 

closer vicinity of the respondents and the model has shown that they compose part of the social 

network in which the respondents act. What the government allows was thought to be important as 

a regulatory authority, but the empirical analysis proved otherwise: the government does not belong 

to the group of significant others that contribute to the formation of subjective norm in the sample. 

Of the five hindering and fostering factors that were assessed as components of PBC, two were found 

to be important for the households. Key importance is attributed to getting a loan from a bank and 

also the times feeling ill play a role for perceived control over enhancing the tourism supply. The 

review of suggested modifications furthermore revealed that what the family thinks should be done 

– which was originally only directed at SN – has a highly significant positive influence on PBC. The 

more the family thinks that the household should enhance the tourism supply, the higher the 

perceived control over this behavior. The influence of this item on PBC is larger than that of the 

significant formative PBC-items, thereby emphasizing the role the family plays for perceived control. 

It seems that possibly due to the collectivist culture (see Chapter 3.3Ϳ, the faŵilǇ͛s opiŶioŶs exert an 

influence on PBC above and beyond the correlation between the constructs SN and PBC themselves. 

SN and INT items do not discriminate very well. Asking for two factors in the EFA provides the 

distinction of the items as it is theoretically hypothesized, but without restriction a one factor 

                                                           
405 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001, p. 481. 
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solution is suggested. On the other hand fit values for the overall SEM show that the modelled 

structure represents the empirical data well and corroborate the postulated constructs. 

Moderation of PBC  

It was possible to confirm the necessary metric invariance in order to be allowed to compare path 

coefficients across groups. However, scalar invariance could not be confirmed (and partial scalar 

invariance could not be achieved) which made it impossible to compare latent means. The 

moderation analysis showed that the moderating effect of PBC on the structural relationships of ATT 

and SN on INT proposed by Yzer (2007) are not prevalent in the current study. Households low in 

perceived control do not show significantly different path coefficients than households high in 

perceived control. Therefore, the amount of control a household perceives has no effect on how SN 

or ATT influence INT. 

Even if PBC has no moderating effect for the current application, it still is an important component 

for the model as a whole. The analysis has shown that PBC has a significant influence on INT with a 

standardized coefficient of .44 (in the Integrated MIMIC-Model) and thereby contributes to the 

explanation of the variance found in INT. With an explained variance of .70 for the integrated model, 

the proposed structure explains a fair amount of the variance in INT. The formative indicators for PBC 

also show which aspects are important for the local population when they think of control over 

enhancing the tourism supply. This information is considered to be very useful but was neglected in 

the group comparison. Altogether, the analysis shows that retaining the PBC construct as a separate 

explanatory force within the model is highly advisable. 

The analysis of a moderating effect has some methodological difficulties. Testing moderation effects 

has low statistical power and can therefore lead to an erroneous rejection of the hypothesis on the 

moderating effect. With a larger sample size it might be possible to confirm the proposed 

moderation. Another difficulty arises from the skewed distribution of the predictors. If they showed a 

more even distribution and more variance, the detection of a moderating effect from PBC would be 

more likely.406 

Incorporation of Background Variable Experience 

The mediation analysis shows that experience measured by the amount of different kinds of services 

in the tourism sector exerts a significant indirect effect on INT which is mediated by SN, PBC and 

snb3br. With a standardized total value of .28 this effect is considerably high, meaning that whether 

or not and how involved in touristic activities respondents are, is important for the formation of an 

intention regarding an enhancement or starting such activities. The fact that the influence from 

experience on SN, PBC and snb3br is positive indicates that the more experience the respondents 

have, the higher are the values on SN and PBC, meaning that significant others are more in favor and 

perceived control is higher. In other words: the more experience someone has, the more likely it is 

that someone has a positive intention to enhance his or her activities in the tourism infrastructure.  

Since the effects of experience are mediated by other explanatory factors, the incorporation of the 

variable does not add to the explained variance of INT. However, including experience in the model 

enhances the understanding of underlying reasons for the manifestations of constructs. The analysis 

                                                           
406 Cf.: Yzer 2012, pp. 113f.; Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 192. 
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showed that whether or not someone has already made experiences in the tourism sector and how 

diǀeƌsified that peƌsoŶ͛s offeƌs aƌe, has aŶ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ faĐtoƌs that iŶ tuƌŶ iŶflueŶĐe INT. This has 
implications for interventions that are supposed to target the underlying structures of the latent 

constructs. On the one hand, the beliefs with significant influences on SN and PBC should receive 

careful consideration for the formulation of recommendations for interventions because they are the 

underlying foundation of these constructs. On the other hand, experience is an important variable 

that exerts a considerable indirect effect on INT, meaning that by giving someone the opportunity to 

make first experiences, the chances that this person will develop an INT to enhance such activities, 

will rise. 

One could think that the rejection of Hypothesis 18 ;͞The iŶdiƌeĐt effeĐt of eǆpeƌieŶĐe oŶ INT 
mediated through PBC is stronger than the mediated effect through ATT and “N.͟Ϳ deƌiǀes fƌoŵ the 
fact that SN has a stronger influence on INT than PBC. However, looking at the standardized direct 

effects of experience on SN and PBC it shows that experience also has a stronger effect on SN than 

on PBC (.258 and .215 respectively, see Table 33). So if a respondent is already experienced in the 

tourism sector, the people in his or her surrounding also have a more positive opinion towards him 

or her expanding already existing activities. This effect from experience is even a little stronger than 

the effect it has on the personal perception of control that the respondent feels. However, looking at 

the critical ratio for the pairwise parameter comparison shows that the difference is not 

significant.407 The variable experience is in itself a context variable sine it determines the setting for 

the formation of psychological factors. By shaping the circumstances for action, experience 

establishes the framework for the individual behavior. 

Overview of Hypotheses 

The following table gives an overview of the hypotheses that were formulated with regard to the 

Theory of Planned Behavior in Chapter 4.1. 

Table 36: Summary of hypotheses 1 through 18 + 29 and conclusions 

Hypothesis   Conclusion 

Hypothesis 1 The more positive the ATT towards an enhancement of 

tourism supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the 

INT to enhance tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Rejected 

Hypothesis 2 The higher the SN towards an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the INT to 

enhance tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Confirmed 

Hypothesis 3 The higher the PBC towards an enhancement of tourism 

supply in the next twelve months, the higher is the INT to 

enhance tourism supply in the next twelve months. 

Confirmed 

Hypothesis 4 ATT, SN and PBC correlate. Confirmed* 

 * (for the integrated model, the correlations between ATT and the MIMIC 

constructs were modeled between the formative indicators and ATT) 

Hypothesis 5 The partial regression weight of SN on INT is larger than the 

partial regression weight of ATT on INT. 

Confirmed 

                                                           
407 With a value of -1.048 the critical ratio is lower than the cut-off value of 1.96. 



5 Empirical Study 

 

 

129 

Hypothesis   Conclusion 

Hypothesis 

6.1 –6.11 

The higher the latent constructs INT, ATT, SN and PBC, the 

higher the value of the direct measures. 

Confirmed  

Hypothesis 

7.1 –7.14 

The higher the agreement with behavioral, normative and 

control beliefs, the higher are ATT, SN and PBC respectively. 

** Confirmed for: 

- “N: ͞Ŷeighďoƌhood͟, ͞faŵilǇ͟, ͞fƌieŶds͟ 

- PBC: ͞ill oƌ tiƌed͟, ͞ďaŶk loaŶ͟ 

*** Rejected for: 

- All ATT beliefs 

- “N: ͞goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ 
- PBC: ͞liŵited tiŵe͟, ͞ǁoƌkeƌs͟, ͞fiŶaŶĐial Ŷeeds͟ 

Partly confirmed**, 

partly rejected*** 

Hypothesis 8 The structural paths from ATT and SN to INT are significantly 

higher for households with high PBC than for households 

with low PBC. 

Rejected 

Hypothesis 9 Experience has a positive influence on beliefs which 

significantly influence ATT (behavioral beliefs mediate the 

influence of experience on ATT). 

Not tested because 

behavioral beliefs 

were not modeled 

Hypothesis 10 Experience has a positive influence on ATT. Rejected 

Hypothesis 11 Experience has a positive influence on beliefs which 

significantly influence SN (normative beliefs mediate the 
influence of experience on SN). 

Partially confirmed 

(only for belief 
͞faŵilǇ͟) 

Hypothesis 12 Experience has a positive influence on SN. Confirmed 

Hypothesis 13 Experience has a positive influence on beliefs which 

significantly influence PBC (control beliefs mediate the 

influence of experience on PBC). 

Rejected  

Hypothesis 14 Experience has a positive influence on PBC. Confirmed 

Hypothesis 15 Experience has no direct effect on INT. Confirmed 

Hypothesis 16 Experience has an indirect effect on INT which is mediated 

through ATT, SN and PBC. 

Confirmed (except 

for ATT) 

Hypothesis 17 Experience has an indirect effect on INT which is mediated 
through beliefs which significantly influence ATT, SN and 

PBC. 

Rejected 

Hypothesis 18 The indirect effect of experience on INT mediated through 

PBC is significantly larger than the mediated effect through 

ATT and SN. 

Rejected 

Hypothesis 27 Experience has no indirect effect on INT which is mediated 

through ATT 

Confirmed 

Note: INT = intention, ATT = attitude, SN = subjective norm, PBC = perceived behavioral control. Source: Own data. 

Generally, the model structure was confirmed: The structural hypotheses (Hypothesis 1 through 

Hypothesis 4) were all confirmed, except for Hypothesis 1. Along with the fact that model fit is good, 

this corroborates the structure of the latent factors. Since there is no significant influence from 

attitude on intention, Hypothesis 5 stating that the influence from subjective norm on intention is 

larger than the influence from attitude on intention is confirmed. The fact that Hypothesis 6.1 

through Hypothesis 6.11 were confirmed shows that the latent psychological constructs influence 
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the manifest items from the questionnaire which were used to measure the constructs. Hypothesis 

7.1 through Hypothesis 7.14 address various underlying beliefs of the constructs. These were partly 

confirmed, but also partly rejected, thereby showing which of the salient beliefs significantly 

influence the latent constructs and could be targeted in interventions to strengthen subjective norm 

and perceived behavioral control.  

Two different kinds of effects were tested: a moderation effect and a mediated effect. The 

moderation of the influences from attitude and subjective norm on intention by perceived behavioral 

control which is expressed in Hypothesis 8 was not confirmed. Hypothesis 9 through Hypothesis 18 

and Hypothesis 27 all deal with the mediated effect of the background variable experience on 

intention. Generally there is evidence for a mediated effect, but not via all variables or factors. 

Experience has a positive influence on subjective norm and perceived behavioral control which 

confirms Hypothesis 12 and Hypothesis 14, but no influence on attitude, which rejects Hypothesis 10 

and since no beliefs were integrated for attitude, Hypothesis 9 was not tested. There is no significant 

influence from experience on either of the control beliefs, so Hypothesis 13 was rejected, but 

Hypothesis 11 could be confirmed for one of the normative beliefs. As it is proposed by the Theory of 

Planned Behavior and Hypothesis 15, the background variable has no direct significant effect on 

intention. Except for attitude, all latent constructs mediate the effect of experience on intention, 

which partly confirms Hypothesis 16. Since there is only one belief which mediates the effect from 

experience on intention, Hypothesis 17 is rejected. Comparing mediated effects via perceived 

behavioral control and subjective norm shows no significant differences, therefore Hypothesis 18 is 

rejected. As the basic model had already shown that attitude has no significant effect on intention, 

Hypothesis 27 states that experience has no mediated effect on intention via attitude – this was 

confirmed. 



 

 

6 Discussion 

6.1 Discussion of Study Design and Data Quality 

6.1.1 Study Design 

Despite the fact that secondary data on the study regions is available from the National Statistics 

Office of Georgia it was necessary to conduct a detailed survey including all the information 

necessary to examine the proposed relationships. A quantitative household survey was conducted to 

generate data to answer the research questions described in Chapter 2.4. The survey was designed 

to include the variables that would be necessary to analyze the fundamental research questions. 

Cross-sectional data is appropriate to both compare the socio-economic living conditions of the 

respondents in the research areas and villages and to analyze the behavioral beliefs of the 

respondents.408 A limitation of the current study that derives from this study design is related to the 

lack of an actual measurement of behavior itself. Time and funding restrictions prevented a second 

survey period in which a measure of whether or not the respondents put their intentions into 

practice. According to Fishbein & Ajzen (2010), ďehaǀioƌal iŶteŶtioŶs iŶdiĐate a ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s 
͞ƌeadiŶess to aĐt͟409. However, there can be issues that prevent the respondent from turning an 

intention into action and there is a known intention-behavior gap.410 In order to assess practical 

behavior and the actual strength of the relationship between intention and behavior it would be 

necessary to do a follow-up survey. Nevertheless the data collected here gives valuable information 

on the underlying causes of intention. 

The quantitative approach is appropriate for this research since it was the intention to compare the 

living conditions of the research areas in general. With the quantitative assessment of the socio-

economic variables it was possible to empirically test group differences for significance. Testing the 

relationships proposed by the Theory of Planned Behavior also required quantitative data. While 

quantitative research designs have the advantage of allowing statistical tests of hypotheses and 

statements on general tendencies of the study population, these benefits are accompanied by 

disadvantages. The compressed character of the aggregated data renders statistical parameters that 

give a quick overview of e.g. income, size of cultivated land or behavioral intentions, but they fail to 

give in-depth information. Because standardized questions lack openness, they leave no room for 

personal explanations of the respondent aside from the formulated questions. In order to gather 

such information, a qualitative approach would have been the method of choice. Qualitative 

techniques are characterized by a large degree of openness and give the respondent the possibility 

to express freely what he or she thinks. Such information can then be used to develop response 

categories or make a classification or even generate hypotheses. On the other hand, they do not 

allow the statistical analysis of significances.411 Since the comparison of regions and villages was a 

core objective in this study, the quantitative approach was more suitable than qualitative interviews. 

                                                           
408 Cf.: Diekmann 1997, pp. 264, 267-269 and 287f. 
409 Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 39. 
410 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 56–60. 
411 Cf.: Diekmann 1997, pp. 443–445. 
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With regard to the analyzed behavioral intentions the quantitative approach provides the required 

data to test whether or not the psychological constructs attitude, subjective norm, perceived 

behavioral control and intention show the relationships proposed by Fishbein & Ajzen (2010). If 

resources had allowed it, it would have been beneficial to conduct qualitative follow-up interviews to 

supplement the quantitative findings from the calculation of the structural equation model. These 

interviews could have been used to explore the causes for the strong importance of the social 

surrounding for the intentions of the respondents. Such a mixed method approach with narrative 

interviews could help to learn more about the reasons why the social surroundings are important for 

the formation of intentions to enhance the tourism supply. Concerning the attitude component it 

would be valuable to openly ask about the thoughts on the questionnaire items of attitude in 

cognitive pretest interviews to find out if and how the wording can be improved. In light of the meta-

study by Armitage & Conner (2001) that mentions attitude as the strongest component in the 

prediction of intention, it seems possible that this component begs further research for the target 

population and the analyzed behavior.  

An extensive standardized questionnaire was developed in close cooperation with experts – 

members of the AMIES project (Chapter 1.1) as well as quantitative researchers – in order to 

accommodate both project needs and to answer the fundamental questions of the research at hand. 

By and large the questions were closed questions which were supplemented with some half-open 

questions. Initially, the source questionnaire was formulated in English. In a next step, two Georgian 

project members translated the questionnaire into Georgian. This Georgian version was checked by a 

third Georgian project member. To secure the accuracy of the translation, a back translation from 

Georgian into English was done by an external person that had not been involved in the translation 

into Georgian and was also not part of the project team.412 This translation only showed minor 

unimportant deviations from the original English questionnaire, indicating the validity of the 

Georgian questionnaire.  

Before carrying out the household survey, a pretest (n=23) of the questionnaire was conducted in 

the main villages of the two research regions. Problematic items and formulations were identified 

and changed (for more detailed information see Volz 2011). The pretest was also used to carry out an 

elicitation study for the salient beliefs that are needed for the formulation of indirect measurements 

for the explanatory constructs in the Theory of Planned Behavior. The recommendations of Fishbein 

& Ajzen (2010) to ask open questions regarding the salient beliefs to persons from the target 

population were followed. In the same step, direct measures were included in the pretest 

questionnaire and asked to the respondents after they had answered the open questions. In this way 

it was possible to pretest the items for the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) along with the 

questions on the socio-economic living conditions which also provided demographic variables and 

background factors for the mediation analysis.413 Some items for the indirect measurements had also 

been designed prior to the pretest in order to be able to see if these items needed alteration. The 

items were based on thorough research and field experience in the regions. It would have been 

desirable to conduct a second pretest in order to see if the items that were developed after the 

                                                           
412 Cf.: Harkness & Schoua-Glusberg 1998, p. 111. 
413 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 451–456. 
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elicitation study or had been changed due to feedback from the pretest worked well, but because of 

the high costs in both money and time it was not possible to do so. However, the fact that it was 

possible to construct a model with good model fit values shows that the used items provided good 

measurements for the latent constructs. The elicitation study also revealed that many of the salient 

beliefs had already been thought of by the researchers and had been heeded in the indirect 

measurements. This furthermore confirms sound groundwork before going into the field.  

Since the questionnaire was applied to a subset of the inhabitants in the study regions, this is only a 

sample of the total population.414 A stratified sample was drawn. The first strata – which is the 

regions with specific villages – was a theoretical sampling decision (see Chapter 2.2 for the reasons of 

choosing these research areas) that defines the target population as the number of all households 

living in certain villages of the areas Kazbegi and Borjomi; this first step was not random. In the next 

step, the number of households to be questioned per village was determined proportional to the 

number of inhabitants (with a minimum amount for the smallest villages). The choice of households 

within the research villages followed random route sampling. The interviewers divided the streets in 

the villages among each other so that each interviewer covered a different part in the village and 

they were ordered to ask every second to fourth household (depending on the size of the village). As 

it was not possible to obtain information on demographic variables such as distribution of age or 

number of household members prior to the survey, it was not possible to use such information to 

draw a sample that represents this structure. The only piece of information that was considered in 

the sampling process was the size of the villages. The amounts of drawn households was adapted to 

the sizes of the villages according to the number of inhabitants available from the Georgian census in 

2002.415 In this way, a stratified sample that is proportional to the villages was acquired.416 The 

sampling process within the strata is random and gave every element from the sub-target population 

the same probability of being included in the sample.417 As a result, the conclusions drawn from the 

data that was generated from this survey only apply to the specific research villages within the study 

regions. It is not possible to make inferences to other regions of Georgia – also not if they share basic 

characteristics such as being mountainous. The inferences from the sample can only hold for the 

households in the surveyed villages. Being interested in information on the living conditions of 

people living together and sharing income and expenses, a household survey was conducted. The 

interviewers had been instructed to interview a person that is involved in the decision making 

progress of the household. It should be mentioned that this is not always the head of the household 

and that other people of the household could hold other opinions. Yet the respondent serves as a 

proxy for the opinion of the whole household and his or her information is used to understand the 

living situations of rural Georgian households in the research areas. 

6.1.2 Data Quality 

In order to ensure a high level of data quality, standards for the development of the standardized 

questionnaire were considered and data was compared to results from similar surveys and secondary 

                                                           
414 Cf.: Kühnel & Krebs 2006, p. 135. 
415 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d. 
416 Cf.: Diekmann 1997, pp. 337f. 
417 Cf.: Diekmann 1997, p. 330. 
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data to see if the collected information is plausible. The following sections outline these methods 

that were used to achieve good data quality: First possible biases from the face-to-face interviews 

are briefly reviewed before the gathered data is compared to secondary data and similar surveys. 

The questionnaire was developed according to recommended guidelines418, tested in a pretest and 

adjusted419 before starting the actual household survey. Other sources of errors may result from 

social desirability or as a reaction to the interviewer and his or her behavior. Social desirability mostly 

occurs with delicate questions which might be unpleasant or embarrassing if answered truthfully. 

Interviewer effects can be caused by e.g. gender or age of the interviewer and produce biased 

answers.420 For the present study, interviewer effects are not very likely because answers to the 

questions of the topics covered in the questionnaire are not likely to be influenced by certain 

features of the interviewer. Social desirability on the other hand can have an effect on answers to 

e.g. questions on the income situation or possession of land and other material goods. Two options 

are possible to occur in this case: people might exaggerate in order to make themselves look better 

or they might deliberately keep possessions a secret. Concealing income or assets seems more likely 

in this survey because the respondents might hope for aid programs if they appear poor and they 

might fear negative consequences in the form of a reduction of social benefits if information that 

they e.g. had the possibility to cultivate additional land leaked out to the government. The 

interviewers also reported that respondents sometimes lacked knowledge on e.g. sizes of land plots 

or amounts of generated animal products. Although respondents were able to simply indicate that 

they owned a certain property or generated an animal product, it is possible that respondents tried 

to estimate the amounts and misjudged the true amount. Generally it is very difficult to assess 

whether or not the answers of the respondents are accurate. However, the next paragraphs will 

compare the data from the survey with secondary data from similar investigations, project reports 

and official sources in order to evaluate if the data is reasonable. 

Agricultural data are very important for the present investigation. With regard to livestock, cows, 

poultry and sheep have proven to be of greatest importance for the two research regions. Data from 

the First National Agricultural Census in Georgia is the best available source for a comparison, 

although it should be kept in mind that this data is from 2004. This data was used to compare the 

results of our own survey with official statistics. Of the sample from the Kazbegi district, 33 % of the 

households do not own any cattle, whereas 22 % of all households did not own any cattle in 2004 

according to the Georgian Agricultural Census. Looking at the amounts of animals per holding, it 

shows that also in 2004 the majority of households owned between one and four animals. For the 

Borjomi district, the amount of households without cattle is 49 % and corresponds well with the 52 % 

of households from the census. For this region there were single households that owned larger 

amounts of animals in 2004, but since the household survey of this analysis was only conducted in 

selected villages of the region, it is very well possible that these households are located in the 

                                                           
418 Cf.: Porst 2009. 
419 Cf.: For the pretest and adjustments of the questionnaire see Volz 2011. For literature on pretesting see 

Prüfer & Rexroth 1996; Presser & Blair 1994. 
420 Cf.: Diekmann 1997, pp. 382–403. 
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administrative center of the region which was not part of the survey.421 The number of households 

owning poultry was higher in the census from 2004 for both regions than it is in the current survey 

(Kazbegi census 2004: 50 %, survey 2011: 33 %; Borjomi census 2004: 55 %, survey 2011: 48 %). It is 

impossible to know, whether this difference appears due to a change from 2004 to 2011 or due to 

unreliable answers, but there is no reason to assume that respondents would intentionally lie about 

the amount of chicken they own. Regarding the amounts of owned animals, both data sources show 

similar results: there are hardly any cases that own more than 20-49 animals.422 Also when examining 

the number of sheep it seems as if the households keeping any sheep has declined from 2004 to 

2011. Whereas 18 % of household from the census in 2004 owned sheep in Kazbegi, this value is 

11 % for the survey from 2011. In Borjomi the amount was 8 % in 2004 and 4 % in 2011. The amounts 

from the data sources correspond to one another insofar as Kazbegi both times features some 

exceptional cases that own 100 or more sheep while Borjomi only contains cases that own less than 

100 animals (one case deviates from this pattern).423 Given the overall tendency of declining animal 

numbers in Georgia between 2004 and 2011 (see Figure 3)424, the differences between the numbers 

from the census in 2004 and this household survey from 2011 are plausible. In any case this kind of 

comparison of two data sets that differ in several aspects can only be seen as a careful attempt of 

validating data. The aŶŶual statistiĐal puďliĐatioŶ ͞AgƌiĐultuƌe of Geoƌgia͟ puďlished ďǇ the National 

Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) gives information on the average yield of potatoes425. 

Comparing this value of 136 dt/ha in the year of the survey with the average productivity of the 

sample (115 dt/ha) does not raise concerns since it is reasonable to assume that other regions of 

Georgia are more productive than Kazbegi and Borjomi and achieve a higher average yield than the 

sample. In some cases the categories of the publication by the Georgian statistics office differ from 

the ones used in the survey and some crops that are listed in the report were only mentioned by a 

minority of households (less than 15 %) in the sample and are not compared to the national average 

since they are not common for the research regions.  

Aside from general statistics on overall Georgia, some reports or articles offer quantitative data on 

specific regions or research areas. In an assessment of the value chain of dairy products, the United 

States Agency for International Development (USAID) (2012a) jointly analyzed the Stepantsminda 

municipality and the Dusheti municipality. In their report they give the numbers of households 

owning certain amounts of cows. This distribution is similar to the data from Kazbegi and shows that 

low livestock numbers are common in that region.426 For questions that asked respondents to give 

amounts of e.g. animal products such as milk or cheese produced from milk, the interviewers 

reported that some respondents had difficulties answering these questions. The reason for this is 

that most households use the products for their own consumption and therefore do not feel the 

                                                           
421 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 232f. 
422 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 247f. 
423 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 238f. 
424 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015a, pp. 57f. 
425 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2015a, p. 32. 
426 While in Stepantsminda and Dusheti, of the households with cows 50 % own 1 or 2 animals, 35 % own 3 to 4 

animals, 10 % own 5 to 10 animals and 5 % own 11 to 20 animals (United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID) 2012a, p. 14), in the sample from Kazbegi, 64 %, 13 %, 19 % and 2 % own 1 to 2, 3 to 4, 5 

to 10 and 11 to 20 cows respectively. 
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need to keep track of their amounts as a person who sells on a market would. In a case study from a 

district in the lowlands of Georgia, Kegel (2003) was faced with this problem as well. She reports that 

it was difficult to determine produced amounts, but she ascertains reliability for data on livestock.427 

A United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) report for the Borjomi municipality from 2011 

assesses the average milk production per cow to be 1500 liters per year.428 Comparing this value to 

the average for the Borjomi sample (1136 liters), the respondents indicated lower milk yields. The 

average for cows from Kazbegi is even lower with a value of 644 liters. When contrasting the main 

villages of the two regions to the respective smaller villages of the regions, it shows that the average 

milk production per cow is lower in the smaller villages. A study that analyzed daily milk output of 

cows from Sages (30 km north of Tbilisi) reports that cows give 3 to 4 liters a day due to a lack of 

protein-rich nutrition.429 For Borjomi, the average daily output of the sample is 3.1 liters while the 

average daily output of cows in Kazbegi amounts to 1.8 liters. The lower values for the Borjomi 

research area when compared to other studies can be caused by the fact that the villages of the 

sample are mostly located in higher altitudes than the administrative center and other villages of the 

region. Conditions in the sampled villages are more difficult than in the overall region. Since the 

Kazbegi region is more secluded than the Borjomi region, the lower values for Kazbegi reflect the fact 

that access to resources is more limited than in Borjomi. All in all, the values from the survey are 

plausible. In an article by Tephnadze, Abdaladze, Nakhutsrishvili et al. (2014) that analyzed 

phytodiversity in the Kazbegi area, mean sizes of potato fields are reported for the villages 

Stepantsminda and Kanobi. These means of 300 m² and 700 m² respectively roughly correspond to 

the medians from the household survey of 300 m² and 900 m² for Stepantsminda and Kanobi.430 

Since the sample contains some extreme cases, the median is more appropriate than the mean. It is 

very likely that the respondents who mentioned these extreme values greatly overestimated the 

sizes of their plots. A study in the Kazbegi region by the Ministry of Environment Protection and 

Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas (APA) (2010a) reports that households 

plant potatoes on a plot with an average size of .08 ha.431 Looking at the same value from the sample 

shows a mean value of 7.9 ha, which is clearly a mistake and requires the exclusion of extreme cases 

from analyses. The aforementioned UNDP report also analyzed household land for the village 

Tsagveri. They report an average size of .25 ha. The current analysis found that the households from 

that village on average own .18 ha of land when adding up all of their land parcels. There is a 

considerable difference between the two values, but the measurement is not consistent. Therefore, 

it is not possible to make a meaningful comparison. The same analysis says that in Tsagveri the 

amount of the population older than 65 years is especially high with a share around 28 %.432 

Examining not only the respondents but also the age of the other household members from the 

survey shows that 33 % of the people from Tsagveri are older than 65 years. When looking at the 

average household size, households from the sample are larger with 3.6 persons per household 

                                                           
427 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 157. 
428 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 7. 
429 Cf.: Haerdle & Bontjer 2010, p. 303. 
430 Cf.: Tephnadze, Abdaladze, Nakhutsrishvili et al. 2014, p. 277. 
431 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010a, p. 49. 
432 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 14. 
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compared to 2.9 members according to the analysis of the UNDP report. It is very common in 

Georgia to live in one place and stay in another (often mountainous) village for several weeks or 

months per year. This is problematic for population data because these people can be official 

residents of some village even though they spend the majority of their time elsewhere.433 This also 

has implications for the sample that was drawn for this analysis because it was based on official 

population data. However, there is no available source that indicates how many of the residents that 

registered in a village can be considered permanent residents. 

Although all these comparisons need to be viewed with caution, they give a basic indication of the 

plausibility and trustworthiness of the data. Comparing the data directly with one another is not 

always possible and leaves some uncertainty as to whether or not it can be expected that values are 

exactly alike. However, seeing that many of the referenced data sources show similar results leads to 

the overall conclusion that the data from the household survey in the Kazbegi and Borjomi regions 

from 2011 can be trusted. Special care should be given when analyzing and interpreting data on plot 

sizes since these were most prone to unreasonable values. 

6.2 Results from the Analysis of Socio-Economic Living Conditions 

Quantitative household data was used to assess the socio-economic living conditions of the 

population in the research areas Kazbegi and Bakuriani.434 The analysis of the living conditions in the 

study regions renders quantitative in-depth information and tests hypotheses on group differences 

between the two regions and also between the smaller villages and the main villages of the regions. 

6.2.1 Importance of Agriculture and Tourism 

The analysis of secondary data on Georgia had already shown that in 2004, 0.1 % of all holdings435 

were agricultural enterprises and 82 % of the holdings generated output mainly for self-

consumption. 80 % of the holdings in the research area Kazbegi produced mainly for self-

consumption and in Borjomi this amount was at 97 %.436 Most of the time the analysis of the data 

from the research areas was presented in four groups: The largest village from each region was one 

group (i.e. Stepantsminda for Kazbegi and Bakuriani for Borjomi) and the smaller villages from the 

regions were grouped into one group for each region (i.e. Kazbegi villages for Kazbegi and Borjomi 

villages for Borjomi). For a brief but concise summary see Table 22. The data from the household 

survey confirms that also for the selected villages self-consumption plays a major role in the use of 

agricultural products. In the main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani, 8 and 9 % respectively sell at 

least part of their production. Compared to the main villages of the regions, the share of households 

selling some of their production in the smaller villages from Kazbegi and Borjomi is a little higher with 

9 and 13 % (see Chapter 5.3.4), but agricultural activities are mostly carried out for subsistence 

purposes. Small amounts of livestock are kept (of the 59 % of households that own cattle most keep 

between 1 and 5 animals and of the 41 % that own poultry most keep between 1 and 10) and the 

                                                           
433 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 31. 
434 For information on the choice of the study villages and information on the study regions see Chapter 2.2. 
435 The teƌŵ ͞holdiŶg͟ is used in the official statistics of Georgia. The use of the term in this work does not 

abide by an agricultural definition of holding. 
436 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., p. 3. 
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most frequent animal products are milk, cheese, eggs, butter and meat. Comparing the analyzed 

groups with one another it shows that animal products are more important in the two groups of the 

smaller villages than in the two main villages. This coincides with the second most important source 

of income (pensions were mentioned most often in all groups437) that was mentioned in the groups 

of the smaller villages; in these two groups it was self-employment in agriculture, whereas it was 

wage employment and self-employment in tourism for Stepantsminda (along with wage employment 

outside agriculture) and Bakuriani respectively.438 It seems as if with a growing importance of the 

tourism sector, households abandon agricultural activities. While 73 % and 74 % of the households in 

the Kazbegi villages and the Borjomi villages respectively are not involved in tourism at all, only 48 % 

and 35 % of the households in Stepantsminda and Bakuriani are not active in the tourism sector. Also 

the diversification of offers in this sector is higher in the main villages. Except for potatoes which are 

grown by 76 % of all households, less than half of the questioned households cultivate crops, 

vegetables and fruits. Compared to the Kazbegi region, households in the Borjomi region are less 

frequently planting potatoes, apples and fodder. Altogether, cultivation takes place on small land 

plots with low yields. The only group in which arable land is more common as the type of land parcel 

than vegetable garden is in the group of the Kazbegi villages which shows the highest percentage of 

households cultivating fodder with 23 %, but even here grains such as wheat or barley are not 

cultivated by households of the sample. Bakuriani shows the highest amount of households (53 %) 

that diversify their activities by being involved in both agriculture and tourism, followed by 

Stepantsminda (33 %). In the Borjomi and Kazbegi villages, the majority of the households is only 

involved in agriculture (58 % and 47 % respectively). Of the cases that have some kind of agricultural 

production, 83 and 84 % from Kazbegi and Borjomi respectively answered that they use 100 % of 

their production for self-supply. This clearly shows that for the majority of the households that are 

involved in agricultural production, agriculture is not used for commercial purposes. Even for the few 

households that indicated that they sell part of their production, the shares are mostly small. The 

interviewers reported that respondents mentioned that they also give excess production to relatives 

and friends, but this was not accounted for in the questionnaire. A similar household survey in 

Georgia reports the practice of bartering as well and emphasizes its importance for the Georgian 

society.439 In their analysis on the Georgian Grazing System, Haerdle & Bontjer (2010) come to the 

conclusion that cattle are mostly kept to supply the household with milk products and they consider 

the milk output of their sample (3 to 4 liters per day) as low.440 With values of 3.1 and 1.8 liters for 

Borjomi and Kazbegi respectively, the sample at hand shows a similar tendency of low livestock 

numbers with low yields and usage for self-supply. So also in this case, the main function of cattle is 

self-supply. A report that analyzed data from the villages Tsagveri and Daba (both in the Borjomi 

ƌegioŶͿ ǁith siŵilaƌ sizes of laŶd plots postulates that ͞[…] suĐh sŵall fƌagŵeŶted faƌŵ laŶd plots ĐaŶ 

                                                           
437 This shows that many households have at least one member that is at least 60 (women) or 65 (men) years of 

age. 
438 It has to be noted that it was not possible to confirm a significant mean difference between the income in 

the analyzed groups. The only villages that significantly differ are Juta (the poorest of the villages) and 

Stepantsminda. However, the small sample sizes when separately analyzing the villages make it difficult to 

detect significant differences. 
439 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 159. 
440 Cf.: Haerdle & Bontjer 2010, p. 303. 
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only support subsistence agricultuƌe.͟441 These sources corroborate that with the current status in 

the research areas, commercialization of agricultural activities of private households is highly 

unlikely. Another point that has to be stressed is the self-image of the people. Oftentimes people do 

not think of themselves as farmers. Agriculture is a temporary occupation, but they seek to find 

formal, salaried employment.442 

 

Data from the First National Agricultural Census of Georgia shows that the importance of agriculture 

in the two study regions differs. While 88 % of the holdings (for these regions i.e. family holdings in 

99.9 %) are operated by a person for whom agriculture is the main activity in the Kazbegi district, this 

is the case for only 38 % of the holdings in the Borjomi district.443 This secondary data shows that 

households in Borjomi mostly have a main activity other than agriculture. It also reflects the fact that 

there is a longer tradition in tourism in Bakuriani than in Stepantsminda. Although the two research 

regions differ slightly in the strength of this tendency, the survey data shows that in both regions, the 

households in the main villages are the ones that are most active in tourism whereas the households 

in the smaller villages show more activities in agriculture than the households in the main villages. 

Due to the cross-sectional data from this study it is not possible to confirm if households shift their 

activities from agriculture to tourism, but given the fact that the smaller villages that receive fewer 

visitors show less activities in the tourism sector and are more active in agriculture and literature 

resources that confirm that Georgian households see agricultural production as a temporary 

occupation,444 it is likely that touristic activities substitute agricultural activities. Moreover, both 

tourism and agriculture require inputs such as time, financial resources and manpower, making it 

difficult to continue working in both sectors in equal parts. The two study regions differ a little in the 

importance of tourism. Borjomi shows an even stronger emphasis on tourism, whereas in 

Stepantsminda wage employment in the tourism sector is more common, opposed to self-

employment in tourism in Bakuriani. 

6.2.2 Group Differences 

Chapter 4.2 introduced several hypotheses on group differences between the two regions and 

between villages. Testing these hypotheses revealed differences in the way that tourism is 

characterized in the two regions. The households in Borjomi have been involved in the tourism 

business for a significantly longer time than the households in Kazbegi (Hypothesis 20). However, 

comparing both regions there is no statistically significant difference in the proportion of households 

that are involved in tourism (Hypothesis 19). So although households in Borjomi have a longer 

tradition of working in the field of tourism, the households in Kazbegi show an equal amount of 

active households today. There is also no significant difference between the numbers of different 

kinds of touristic offers that are made. It was supposed that since Kazbegi is mainly a summer holiday 

destination but can also be used for winter holidays, there would be a greater diversification in the 

offers, but this could not be verified (Hypothesis 21). Compared to Borjomi, significantly more 

household members leave Kazbegi in winter, but there is no significant difference of people leaving 

                                                           
441 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 16. 
442 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 154; Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 13. 
443 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) n.d., pp. 25f. 
444 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 167; Kegel 2003, p. 154. 
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in summer between both regions (Hypothesis 22 and Hypothesis 23). The numbers of offers made in 

smaller villages are significantly smaller than the offers made in the main villages.445 Contrasting the 

main villages against the grouped smaller villages, it shows that the shares of households that are 

involved in tourism are significantly larger in the main villages than in the smaller villages and this 

holds for both regions and between regions (Hypothesis 24). When comparing Stepantsminda to 

both groups with the summed smaller villages, the shares of households that mentioned wage 

employment as a source of income is significantly larger (Hypothesis 25), but for Bakuriani this is not 

the case. In general, wage employment is mostly not within the agricultural or the tourism sector. 

Stepantsminda as the regional center of the Kazbegi municipality has by far the largest amount of 

households that mentioned wage employment as a source of income while self-employment in 

tourism is the second most important income source for Bakuriani. In case of both the Kazbegi and 

the Borjomi villages, self-employment in agriculture is the second most important source of income, 

emphasizing the importance of agriculture for the more remote smaller villages. The most frequently 

mentioned source of income for all four groups is pensions. This shows that many of the households 

have at least one member in the pension age. Despite the fact that the average household income 

per village differs in numbers, there were almost no statistical differences (only Juta has a 

significantly smaller household income than Stepantsminda; Hypothesis 26). It has to be noted, 

though, that some of the groups have very small sample sizes when analyzing each village separately 

and income is a very sensible piece of information which was not given by every household. It is likely 

that it would be possible to detect a significant difference if the sample was larger. 

The analysis of descriptive data and group differences has shown that agricultural production mainly 

or almost exclusively serves subsistence purposes in the research areas. The low numbers of 

livestock and small land plots already suggest that subsistence use is very likely446 and the share of 

sold amount of agricultural production compared to private use confirms this notion. In light of the 

lack of processing industry and other infrastructure447, unstable trade relations448 and cheap 

imported products449, large scale commercialization of agricultural products is unlikely in the case of 

the research villages. The fact that less than 5 % of all households mentioned wage employment 

within the agricultural or the tourism sector as a source of income shows that wage employment is 

only relevant outside the agricultural and the tourism sector, but even here wage employment is 

only mentioned by 21 % of the households from Stepantsminda. For all other groups, wage 

employment outside the agricultural or the tourism sector provides an income source for less than 

10 %. The rising numbers of tourists in Georgia450 (see Chapter 2.1.4) and the locations of the study 

areas indicate that the tourism sector is a potential business branch. Since the survey is cross-

sectional, it is not possible to portray the development in the regions, but the quantitative data 

                                                           
445 There is one exception in this multiple group comparison: no significant difference was found between 

Bakuriani and the Borjomi villages.  
446 Cf.: Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 16. 
447 Cf.: Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources (MEPNR) and Agency for Protected Areas 

(APA) 2010a, p. 49; Ecovision – Union for Sustainable Development 2011, p. 16; Deutsche Gesellschaft für 

Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 2013, p. 14. 
448 Cf.: Kötschau 2012, p. 167. 
449 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 36. 
450 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013b, p. 211, 2015f, p. 211. 
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shows the importance of this sector for the private households: more than 40 % of the total sample 

is in some way active in the tourism branch and 51 % express that they intend to enhance or start 

activities in this branch. 

6.3 Results from the Analysis of Behavioral Intentions 

This chapter summarizes the results from the analysis of behavioral intentions. The overall focus will 

be on the outcomes of the model estimation (with the different steps of incorporating beliefs and 

testing for moderation and mediation effects) and what this means in more practical terms. 

However, the last section will discuss some methodological issues that need to be considered for this 

application. 

6.3.1 Basic Model and Cultural Background 

When looking at different items that were included in the data collection process regarding the 

intention to enhance activities in the tourism supply, it shows that the distribution always has two 

peaks, meaning that there were very few cases that chose the middle (value 3) of the answering 

scale (between 4 and 6 %) while most households had a clear tendency either in favor of an 

enhancement or against it. The strengths of this expression (both in favor of and against) differ in the 

way that the most extreme scale points 1 and 5 were chosen by fewer people than the more 

moderate options 2 and 4. When differentiating between households that are already active in 

tourism and households that are currently not active, between 53 and 66 % of the households that 

are already involved in the sector express a positive tendency towards enhancing (or starting) their 

activities. Even of the inactive households, between 28 and 39 % express their tendency to start 

activities in the tourism sector. It is evident that the declarations of the group of inactive households 

are lower, but given the fact that especially starting to work in a new business branch requires a lot 

of initial investment which households that are already involved do not have to make (or rather 

already made), it is not surprising to see that the amount of households leaning towards this venture 

is lower in the currently inactive group. 

Even though 51 % of the households expressed that they intended to enhance their activities in the 

tourism sector, only 40 % deemed it likely or very likely that they would do so in the next year. This 

discrepancy points out the importance of determining factors that should be improved to enable 

households to become economically active in a new business branch or to increase existing offers. 

And this is where the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB, see Chapter 3.2) comes into the picture. 

Being an approach from social psychology, the TPB examines factors that influence individual 

intentions in a framework that is composed of individual perceived abilities and limitations, personal 

relationships and the assessment of a behavior by the respondent him- or herself. Chapter 5.4.1 

presents the basic model that was computed based on the TPB to understand which of the proposed 

latent constructs – namely attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control – significantly 

influences the intention of the households to enhance existing offers or to start working in the 

tourism sector. 451 The calculated model explains 74 % of the variance in intention to enhance 

touristic activities. Comparing this value with an average of 39 % of explained variance from a meta-

study by Armitage & Conner (2001) shows that the latent constructs explain the intentions of the 

                                                           
451 For a comment on the issue of a regional group comparison see the end of this section.   
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households quite well.452 The magnitude of the influences from the single constructs differs 

considerably from one another, as is to be expected according to Fishbein & Ajzen (2010).453 The 

largest standardized effect on intention comes from the subjective norm component, which 

measures what the respondent feels others expect or want him or her to do. Subjective norm is 

followed by perceived behavioral control, which basically indicates whether or not the respondent 

feels capable of enhancing touristic offers. The personal attitude towards tourism enhancement of 

the respondent him- / herself fails to have a significant effect on the intention to do so. It is 

somewhat surprising not to find a significant influence from the attitude component, given that this 

construct generally has the largest influence on intention.454 Regarding such differences in the 

strengths of the explanatory constructs, Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) refer to a study that specifically 

examined the influence of culture on attitudes and subjective norms within the TPB. Three 

experiments were conducted within this study. In all of the experiments, the self-concepts of the 

participants were primed, either to a private self or to a collective self. Just like the authors had 

expected, the weight of attitude was stronger if the experimental group had received the private 

self-prime, and the weight of subjective norm was stronger if the experimental group had received 

the collective self-prime.455 Thus, it can be assumed that the cultural context in which the present 

study was conducted has an influence on the results iŶsofaƌ as due to Geoƌgia͛s past, the ĐolleĐtiǀe 
mind is comparatively strong. Interestingly, most of the studies that are analyzed in the meta-study 

by Armitage & Conner (2001) were carried out in Western societies. The authors of the meta-study 

argue that the comparatively low influence of subjective norm can partly be attributed to the fact 

that many of the studies analyzed within the meta-study use single-item measures. Multiple-item 

measures on the other hand, result in a stronger relationship with intentions (r = .38 for multiple 

items vs. r = .28 for single item measures).456 Yet when comparing the influences from the constructs 

attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control with one another within the meta-study, 

it shows that the overall correlation of subjective norm with behavioral intention is .34 while attitude 

and behavioral intention correlate with .49 and perceived behavioral control and behavioral 

intention correlate with .43.457 So no matter which kind of measurement was used for subjective 

norm, the effect of this component on intention is the weakest according to the meta-study. 

Returning to the thought from the experiment by Ybarra & Trafimow (1998), the cultural background 

of the studies that were included in the meta-analysis was examined. 

                                                           
452 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001, p. 481. 
453 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 190. 
454 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001, p. 481. 
455 Cf.: Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 367. 
456 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001, p. 485. 
457 Cf.: Armitage & Conner 2001, p. 481. 
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Table 37: Number of articles per region 

Region Number of Articles % 

USA 53 32.7% 

EU 50 30.9% 

Canada 31 19.1% 

Australia 7 4.3% 

Asia 3 1.9% 

Africa 2 1.2% 

South America 1 0.6% 

Caribbean 1 0.6% 

Untraceable 14 8.6% 

Total 162 100% 
Note: USA = United States of America, EU = Europe. Source: Compiled by the author from Armitage & Conner (2001). 

Having a closer look at the samples of the articles that were analyzed in the meta-study by Armitage 

& Conner (2001), it shows that many of the studies were conducted in Western societies. Table 37 

shows that from the 162 articles, 87 % were conducted in large Western societies (namely USA, EU, 

Canada and Australia) while only 4 % worked with samples from regions like Asia, Africa, South 

America or the Caribbean (for 9 % of the studies the cultural background of the sample could not be 

traced).458 

Georgia, on the other hand, is considered to be a collectivist culture, although it features 

iŶdiǀidualistiĐ ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs suĐh as e.g. pƌide oƌ ͞aŶ oǀeƌ-eŵphasized seŶse of peƌsoŶal digŶitǇ͟459 

as well (also see Chapter 3.3). Ybarra & Trafimow (1998) themselves also conclude that since so 

many of the studies on attitude and subjective norm and their influence on intentions are carried out 

ǁith WesteƌŶ studeŶts, ͞it is not surprising that attitudes usually receive greater weight than 

suďjeĐtiǀe Ŷoƌŵs.͞460 The study at hand corroborates this finding by showing that also in the case of 

rural Georgian households, the application of the Theory of Planned Behavior results in a 

pronounced influence from the subjective norm component while the attitude construct fails to 

significantly influence intentions to enhance activities in the tourism sector (also see Chapter 6.3.4 

for a discussion of the role of attitude). This finding is also in line with a study that compared German 

and Turkish teachers regarding the use of educational methods. While subjective norm had the 

largest influence in the case of Turkish teachers, it was low for the German teachers.461 Liñán & Chen 

(2009) modeled subjective norm as a moderator for the influence of attitude and perceived 

behavioral control on entrepreneurial intention. Comparing Spain and Taiwan they found that for 

Taiwan subjective norm has a stronger influence on attitude and perceived control than for Spain, 

which leads to the assumption that less individualism brings about a stronger effect from the 

subjective norm component.462 In an analysis of Russian data, Schmidt, Tatarko & Amerkhanova 

                                                           
458 For a full list of all articles see the references marked with an asterisk in the references section in Armitage 

& Conner (2001, pp. 489–499). 
459 Surmanidze & Tsuladze 2008, p. 94. 
460 Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 369. 
461 Cf.: Erten, Bamberg, Graf & Klee 2000. 
462 Cf.: Liñán & Chen 2009. 
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(2013) also examined entrepreneurial intention and found that for their application, subjective norm 

had no significant effect. They furthermore noticed that respondents from a more traditional region 

had a lower entrepreneurial intention compared to respondents from central Russia.463 Altogether 

these findings from various studies show that different strengths of influences can emanate from the 

explanatory constructs attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control, which confirms 

Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) when they say that relative weights are expected to vary across 

populations.464 They also acknowledge that behavioral, normative and control beliefs are likely to 

differ depending on the target population and can therefore vary across cultures. In any case the 

beliefs serve as the foundation of the constructs, irrespective of the cultural background.465 The 

analysis conducted here confirms that the theory can be applied in a collectivist culture as well and 

that beliefs give an insight into what lies behind the latent constructs. In the case at hand, intention 

to enhance or start working in tourism is most strongly explained by subjective norm, closely 

followed by perceived behavioral control, while attitude has no significant influence. 

Unfortunately, a more differentiated analysis of the Theory of Planned Behavior for the regions is 

difficult due to the rather small sample and the high model complexity. However, the analysis of 

descriptive data and hypotheses on group differences provided some evidence of the fact that the 

two research regions are alike regarding various aspects. E.g., the households in Kazbegi show an 

equal amount of involvement in tourism as households in Borjomi and also the amount of different 

kinds of offers is similar. While the regions are comparatively similar, the process of data analysis 

showed that there are some significant differences between the main villages and the smaller 

villages instead of between the regions themselves. The share of households involved in tourism is 

larger in the main villages than in the smaller villages and also the numbers of offers made in the 

main villages are larger than in smaller villages. In order to test if there is a difference for the 

application of the model for subgroups such as smaller villages vs. main villages or also between 

regions, a larger sample is desirable in order to test a model as complex as the one presented here. 

In any case the fact that model fit for the sample as a whole is good shows that by and large, the 

tested factors and identified beliefs can be used to shed on light on what influences households in 

their intentions to start or enhances activities in the tourism sector. 

6.3.2 Integrated Model 

Since attitude did not have a significant influence on the intention to enhance work in the tourism 

supply, the extension of the model by adding underlying beliefs was focused on the constructs 

subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. Enhancing the basic model by also considering the 

underlying causes of subjective norm and perceived behavioral control ( Fishbein & Ajzen call these 

͞ďeliefs͟Ϳ, it is possiďle to Ŷot oŶlǇ aŶalǇze ǁhiĐh faĐtoƌ iŶflueŶĐes the iŶteŶtioŶ to eŶhaŶĐe the 

tourism supply significantly, but also to determine starting points for interventions.466 By targeting 

the significant beliefs, intentions – and via these behavior – can be influenced. The beliefs with 

sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶflueŶĐe oŶ the lateŶt ĐoŶstƌuĐts shoǁ uŶdeƌlǇiŶg Đauses that lead to the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s 

                                                           
463 Cf.: Schmidt, Tatarko & Amerkhanova 2013. 
464 Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 190. 
465 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, pp. 308f. 
466 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 331. 
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perception of what people in the social surrounding think and what behavior is within their personal 

reach. 

In the TPB, beliefs refer to very specific aspects that are causing and constitute the latent constructs. 

Underlying beliefs were modeled as formative indicators for both subjective norm and perceived 

behavioral control. The resulting model provided good model fit while the amount of variance in 

explained intention of enhancing activities in the tourism sector remained roughly the same (see 

Figure 18 and Figure 19). Since the addition of such causal indicators is not supposed to add to the 

explanatory power of the model,467 it was not surprising to find equal amounts of explained variance 

in intention in both the basic and the integrated model. By showing what causes the latent factors 

that explain intention, the major gain from including beliefs is understanding which specific 

characteristics are important for the respective factor. Regarding subjective norm, the analysis 

provides empirical evidence of a pronounced importance of social referent groups in the close 

surrounding of the respondent. The model shows that the family by far has the largest effect on the 

construct subjective norm, followed by friends and neighbors. So the closer the family ties, the more 

important is the group. Very interesting to note is the fact that the government has no significant 

influence on the subjective norm, indicating that whether or not the government would allow the 

respondents to enhance tourism infrastructure is not characteristic of perceived social desirability. 

The pretest had already ruled out non-governmental organizations as a salient belief,468 furthermore 

emphasizing that personal (family) relations are the ones that are important for people in Kazbegi 

and Borjomi when it comes to their business decisions regarding tourism. Institutions and 

organizations on the other hand, do not matter as a significant referent in this setting. The second 

latent factor that has a considerable significant influence on intentions to enhance tourism supply is 

perceived behavioral control. This construct is most strongly influenced by being able to get a loan 

from a bank, followed by feeling ill or tired. Consequently, respondents would feel more capable of 

enhancing their offers for tourists if they were able to get an affordable loan and it would help if 

there were some kind of mechanism to help in times of illness and tiredness. Other recorded factors 

such as unforeseen financial needs, problems with the time budget or finding workers do not 

significantly influence perceived capability of enhancing the tourism supply.  

Unlike reflective measurements which are influenced by the latent factor, the formative indicators 

cause the latent factor. When comparing the constructs subjective norm and perceived behavioral 

control with one another, it shows that the explained variance that results from the measurement of 

the underlying beliefs is not quite but almost twice as high for subjective norm (R² =.71) than for 

perceived control (R² = .38). This shows that while the explained variance of the perceived control 

construct is within the recommended guideline for formative indicators,469 a large amount of the 

variation of the construct is not explained by the measured beliefs, meaning that there are other 

aspects that explain perceived behavioral control that still need to be discovered. In the case of 

subjective norm, the analyzed social referents already account for a very large amount of the 

variation in the construct, thereby furthermore emphasizing the importance of the mentioned 

                                                           
467 Cf.: Ajzen & Fishbein 1980, p. 90. 
468 Cf.: Volz 2011. 
469 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 266. 
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groups. In an analysis of three studies, East (1993) examined investment decisions of private people 

in Britain. He found that family and friends are important social referents and access to funds is 

important for perceived control. Comparing this with the study conducted here, one can see that a 

similar result was found for subjective norm. Interestingly, East also found political parties to have 

little influence, just as the government remained insignificant in the analysis of intentions to enhance 

tourism infrastructure. Investment decisions were positively influenced by good access to funds and 

a low level of effort needed for the application. Access to credits was found to have a significant 

influence on PBC in the current study. This shows that availability of financial resources is important 

for both studies.470 

6.3.3 Moderation of Perceived Behavioral Control 

Following recommendations by Yzer (2007, 2012), Chapter 3.2.3 introduced a proposed modification 

of the structural model of the Theory of Planned Behavior in which perceived behavioral control is 

said to moderate the influence of attitude and subjective norm on intention. This suggested 

moderation was tested by excluding the construct perceived behavioral control from the model and 

using the information from the variables of that construct to divide the sample into two groups. One 

group represents the households with a low amount of perceived control and the other group 

includes the households that are high in perceived control. By comparing the reduced model for both 

of these groups with each other, it is possible to see if the effects from both attitude and subjective 

norm on intention vary significantly between the two groups.  

As a necessary precondition, it was possible to confirm metric invariance between the two groups 

which is required in order to be allowed to compare path coefficients of the same model across 

groups. However, neither scalar nor partial scalar invariance which would allow to compare latent 

construct means could be established.471 Since metric invariance is sufficient to test Yzer͛s 
proposition, the analysis could be carried out. Looking at the statistical comparison of the relevant 

path coefficients from attitude and subjective norm to intention, the analysis does not reveal a 

significant difference between the groups. This means that when comparing households with a low 

amount of perceived behavioral control and households with a high amount of perceived control 

there is no significant difference in the way that attitude and subjective norm influence the intention 

to enhance activities in the tourism infrastructure. 

Even though the current analysis could not confirm a moderating effect of perceived behavioral 

control, it should be noted that there are some obstacles to the detection of such effects due to 

methodological difficulties. It has been noted that when variance in the predictors is too little, 

significant influences are difficult to detect.472 Comparing the distributions of the predictor variables 

to one another, it shows that the attitude construct shows a very skewed distribution while 

subjective norm and perceived behavioral control are more evenly spread out across all scale points. 

So it could be expected to at least find a significant group difference for subjective norm, but another 

possible difficulty is pointed out by Yzer (2012) himself: oftentimes the off-diagonal cells show only 

                                                           
470 Cf.: East 1993, p. 367. 
471 Cf.: van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox 2012, p. 486. 
472 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 192. 



6 Discussion 

 

 

147 

small amounts of cases, which is typical of moderate to strong positive correlations, as they were 

also found in the case at hand. This reduces statistical power of the test and can on the other hand 

mean that a moderation effect could be detected if the sample size were larger and hence the 

statistical power were larger.473 Especially for a test as this that compares groups with one another, 

the sub-sample sizes are rather small. It is therefore possible, that a moderating effect could be 

detected with a larger sample size and if the distribution of the variables showed more variance and 

also covered off-diagonal cells when correlating them. 

6.3.4 Integration of Background Variable 

According to the inventors of the Theory of Planned Behavior, it is possible for background factors or 

variables to indirectly influence behavior and intentions. Applications have tested for different kinds 

of background variables, often these variables are demographic variables,474 but e.g. social or 

informational variables are possible as well.475 However, Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) propose that 

background factors or variables generally have a mediated effect on intention and behavior and no 

direct influence.476 Serving as a proxy for experience, the current investigation looked at the 

influence from the amount of offers made for tourists by the respondents on the intention to 

enhance or start such activities. Just as Fishbein & Ajzen assume, the analysis proved that there is no 

significant direct effect from experience on the intention to enhance the tourism supply, but a 

mediated effect via the constructs subjective norm and perceived behavioral control and via the 

family-belief. Since there is no significant direct effect of experience on intention, adding the variable 

experience to the model does not explain variance over and above the variance already explained by 

the latent constructs. The amount of explained variance in intention remains the same, thereby 

corroborating the fact that experience renders background information on what influences the 

perception of the social surrounding and believed capabilities while these are the constructs that 

actually explain intention. 

EǀeŶ though eǆpeƌieŶĐe does Ŷot diƌeĐtlǇ iŶflueŶĐe iŶteŶtioŶs to eŶhaŶĐe households͛ aĐtiǀities, the 

fact that it significantly influences the two constructs that explain 70 % of the variance in intention 

shows that experience with the examined behavior helps understand an underlying cause for 

subjective norm and perceived control. One could also say that the more experience a household has 

in the tourism business, the more favorable are family and friends (i.e. the higher is the subjective 

norm) towards such activities and the more capable (i.e. the higher is the perceived behavioral 

control) a respondent feels to enhance touristic activities. 

Of all the calculated models, only the one with experience as a background variable provides 

evidence for a significant influence of attitude on intention. A confirmatory factor analysis of the 

basic model showed that there is a highly significant correlation between attitude and intention (b = 

.31, p = .000), indicating that attitude and intention are in fact related. Attitude also correlates with 

subjective norm (b = .55, p = 0.000) and perceived behavioral control (b = .28, p < 0.05) which hints at 

                                                           
473 Cf.: Yzer 2012, p. 113. 
474 Cf.: Leeuw, Valois, Morin & Schmidt 2014; Schmidt, Tatarko & Amerkhanova 2013. 
475 Cf.: Ajzen 2005, p. 135. 
476 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 234. 
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multicollinearity among the explanatory factors. Particularly the shift in the algebraic sign from 

positive to negative for the bivariate zero-order correlation of attitude and intention compared to 

the regression of intention on attitude could be caused by multicollinearity and indicate a 

suppression effect. Suppression would mean that the effect from attitude on intention changes when 

the effects of other factors or variables are included in the calculation.477 

Another possibility to use the information from the variable experience for this analysis would be to 

model it as a moderator similar to the way perceived behavioral control was modeled in Chapter 

5.4.4. The integrated model could be compared for two groups: the households with experience 

versus the households without experience. Given that there are only few households that diversify 

their offers within the tourism branch it would be difficult to make a further differentiation and 

model more groups that distinguish some kind of amount of experience.478 Although such a 

moderator analysis for experience is a viable option, it might be difficult to find a significant effect 

just like the moderation analysis of perceived behavioral control found no significant group 

difference (see the end of Chapter 6.3.3 for a discussion of possible reasons). The chosen mediation 

analysis, on the other hand, was able to provide information on the fact that experience has a 

positiǀe iŶflueŶĐe oŶ suďjeĐtiǀe Ŷoƌŵ, peƌĐeiǀed ďehaǀioƌal ĐoŶtƌol aŶd the ďelief ͞faŵilǇ͟.  

6.3.5 Methodological Issues 

While the previous sections concentrated on the meaning of the results, the following explications 

will address some methodological issues that are relevant for a critical evaluation of the 

computations regarding the analysis of the Theory of Planned Behavior. 

Readers familiar with structural equation modeling will have noticed that for the more complex 

variations of the model that follow the construction of the basic model, the model fit p-value of the 

global chi square test is significant479. This indicates that the modeled structure significantly deviates 

from the empirical structure of the data which is unwanted for structural equation models (SEMs). 

However, it is important to note that p-values can be biased in both directions if distributional 

assumptions are not met. This is also a problem in the case at hand. Kline (2011) furthermore points 

out that in the case of structural equation modeling, the logic of the reject-support mechanism is 

reversed in comparison to the more typical usage of rejecting insignificant results. In case of SEMs, 

the researcher is interested in finding a model that does not significantly differ from the empirical 

data, hence it is desirable to obtain an insignificant p-value. This also entails low power for the 

detection of correct hypotheses and may lead to the erroneous rejection of a true model if too much 

importance is given to the p-value.480 Reporting the model fit p-value used to be a common practice 

in structural equation modeling, but lately more and more researchers refrain from doing so because 

of the mentioned reasons. Using a combination of different kinds of model fit indices allows the 

researcher to evaluate different aspects of model fit. Looking at inferential, descriptive and 

                                                           
477 Cf.: Kraha, Turner, Nimon et al. 2012, p. 8; Darlington 1968, p. 179. 
478 These groups would have too few cases for some of the groups and the group sizes would be too different. 
479 I.e. below .05. 
480 Cf.: Kline 2011, p. 193. 
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incremental fit measures together, a more comprehensive picture on model fit is given.481 Although 

the model fit p-value is above the recommended threshold for some of the calculated models, model 

fit values altogether are in the range of acceptable to good fit values. The overall assessment of the 

models is therefore that they give a valid theoretical structure to the empirical data. In order to test 

the quality of the p-values calculated with the AMOS full information maximum likelihood (FIML) 

estimator, p-values of the model parameters in the basic model were also computed using the 

robust maximum likelihood (RML) estimator in MPlus. The RML estimator calculates more accurate 

p-values when the data does not satisfy the criterion of normal distribution than the standard FIML 

estimation. P-values calculated with the RML estimator hardly differed from the ones using FIML in 

AMOS and did not lead to different results in terms of significant or insignificant model parameters. 

Even though the RML estimator may theoretically be the better option for estimating the model at 

hand, in practical terms it makes no difference for the current application. Therefore, analyses were 

carried on in AMOS because of its advantages in the visual display of models. 

Throughout all analyzed models, it shows that the attitude component does not have a significant 

influence on intention for this application. Even when taking into account that Georgia is a collectivist 

culture482 and the fact that normative control is generally stronger than attitudinal control in such 

cultures483 (see Chapter 3.3), it is a little odd that the attitude of the respondent him- or herself does 

not have any influence on their intention to enhance activities in the tourism business. This result is 

somewhat counterintuitive and given that Armitage & Conner (2001) found an average influence of 

attitude on intention of .49, there is also empirical evidence supporting the attitude construct within 

the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) point out a methodological difficulty 

regarding the detection of significant influences. If a predictor variable such as attitude shows little or 

even no variance because everyone agrees on the same side of the scale, influence from such a 

variable cannot be seen in a correlation or regression. In such a case, it is not possible to find a 

relationship between the variables even if there were one. Another reason for not being able to 

distinguish a significant influence are intercorrelated predictors. The significant influence from the 

stronger predictor may mask the influence from the weaker one.484 The model with the background 

ǀaƌiaďle ͞eǆpeƌieŶĐe͟ featuƌes a sigŶifiĐaŶt ďut negative regression coefficient of the effect of 

attitude on intention. This is an indication of multicollinearity and a suppressed effect that becomes 

apparent when another variable is incorporated into the model.485 However, with an effect of -.13 

this effect is not large. Furthermore, taking a closer look at the attitude construct, it shows that the 

distribution is extremely skewed. While neither attitude, nor subjective norm or perceived behavioral 

control show a normal distribution, the distributions of both subjective norm and perceived control 

are reasonably symmetrical, whereas the attitude construct is extremely left-skewed. Nonetheless, 

the variance of the attitude construct is larger than the variance of both subjective norm and 

perceived behavioral control and the values cover both ends of the scale. This renders the first 

argument made by Fishbein & Ajzen invalid for the case at hand. In order to investigate whether 

                                                           
481 For an overview of common model fit criteria see Table 27. 
482 Cf.: Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, p. 469. 
483 Cf.: Ybarra & Trafimow 1998, p. 369. 
484 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 192. 
485 Cf.: Darlington 1968, p. 179; Kraha, Turner, Nimon et al. 2012, p. 8. 
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theƌe is a ͞ŵasked͟ iŶflueŶĐe that ǁas Ŷot appaƌeŶt, theǇ ƌeĐoŵŵeŶd lookiŶg at the zeƌo-order 

correlations with intention. With .31, also the attitude construct shows a considerable significant 

correlation with the intention to enhance touristic offers. Although the strength of this coefficient is 

lower than for the correlations of subjective norm (.80) and perceived behavioral control (.74) with 

intention, the correlation shows that attitude and intention share some variance (see Table 26 for all 

zero-order correlations). Calculating separate structural equation models that only incorporate one 

of the three predictors shows that in the model using only attitude as a predictor, this construct has a 

significant influence on intention as well. But when comparing these three models with one another, 

it shows that the influence stemming from attitude is the lowest (.29; SN = .80; PBC = .74) and also 

explains the lowest amount of variance in intention by far (.09 for ATT; .63 for SN; .54 for PBC). This 

furthermore corroborates the finding that in the case of private households in the Caucasus, the 

attitude of the respondent towards enhancing tourism supply does not play an important role for the 

intention of doing so. There are also other studies in which attitude did not have a significant 

influence on intention. Carmack & Lewis-Moss (2009) for instance tested two models regarding 

condom use and did not find a significant influence from attitude on intention in either one of their 

models. In an analysis of 30 different kinds of behavior, Sheeran, Trafimow, Finlay & Norman (2002) 

found no significant influence from attitude on intentions to go to the cinema, go home (e.g. visit 

paƌeŶtsͿ aŶd get at least seǀeŶ houƌs͛ sleep.486 However, for future investigations in similar contexts 

it is recommended to use alternative ways of measuring attitude in the target population. Compared 

to the variables for the other constructs, the attitude variables showed the highest amounts of 

missing cases which also resulted in a smaller amount of valid cases for the construct as a whole 

(ATT: n = 215; SN: n = 242; PBC: n = 244; INT: n = 244). It is possible that the semantic differentials 

that were used are ill-suited in this case. In any case, the amount of semantic differentials included in 

the questioŶŶaiƌe should ďe kept to a ŵiŶiŵuŵ iŶstead of oǀeƌstƌaiŶiŶg the ƌespoŶdeŶts͛ ǁilliŶgŶess 
to participate by trying to find a more detailed differentiation of attitude. A shorter questionnaire 

can also increase data quality. 

During the stages of model generation and testing, exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) were used to 

see if the theoretically proposed structure could be found with an exploratory approach as well. In 

the case of attitude and perceived behavioral control, the structure was confirmed. However, the 

discrimination between the factors intention and subjective norm is not good. It was not possible to 

obtain a solution that differentiated between the two factors without demanding two factors (when 

all SN and INT variables were included) or four factors (when all model variables were included). On 

the other hand, when manually asking for this number of factors, the items were allocated in the 

theoretically proposed way. Further investigation of discriminant validity does not give an 

unambiguous picture. A common method for analyzing discriminant validity is to compare a model 

where the correlation of the questionable two constructs is constrained to one with an 

unconstrained model.487 When doing this for the case at hand, it shows that the constrained model is 

significantly worse than the unconstrained model. This supports the notion of two distinct factors, as 

                                                           
486 Cf.: Sheeran, Trafimow, Finlay & Norman 2002, p. 259. 
487 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 164. 
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theoretically proposed.488 The more conservative Fornell-Larcker criterion demands the squared 

correlation of two factors (i.e. their common variance) to be lower than the average variance 

extracted (AVE) for each single factor.489 The data does not meet this stricter claim.490 However, the 

fact that model fit is generally good supports the modeled structure, but it has to be kept in mind, 

that the discrimination between intention and subjective norm is not impeccable. 

Whether or not the direction of the relationships is in the proposed way or the other way around 

cannot be tested empirically with the model. Chapter 3 and more specifically Subchapter 3.2 

explained the theoretical considerations that underlie the proposed directions of relationships. Since 

intervention studies have successfully lead to a change in behavior, there is some indication that it is 

in fact possible to change behavior and/or intention by targeting the latent causes of behavior and 

intentions. Intervention studies are very common for health related issues. Epton, Norman, Dadzie et 

al. (2014) analyzed data on several health behaviors. They established reduced smoking rates among 

new university students after their intervention, but little effect was found on physical activity, fruit 

and vegetable intake and consumption of alcohol. In a meta-analysis of studies that aim at reducing 

heterosexual risk behaviors, Tyson, Covey & Rosenthal (2014) found the TPB to be useful for 

designing interventions to induce behavioral change. Initiating an intervention regarding the 

promotion of walking, Darker, French, Eves & Sniehotta (2010) managed to increase both intentions 

and behavior with mediated effects via perceived behavioral control. They conclude that their 

findings provide support for the proposed structure in the TPB.  

6.4 Closing the Research Gap? 

After having looked at the individual results from the analysis of the socio-economic living conditions 

and the analyses regarding behavioral intentions of enhancing touristic activities, this chapter will 

integrate the single results and establish a holistic picture of the situational conditions that shape the 

individual actions taken by households on the micro-level. According to Coleman (1990), inferences 

for the macro-level can be drawn from analyzing the individual behavior on the micro-level; the 

relationship between actor and behavior on the micro-level gives information on the relationship 

between societal phenomena on the macro-level (see Chapter 2.4 and Figure 5).491 This chapter will 

review the gained insights, connect them to the research objectives of Chapter 2.4 and highlight the 

added value of the research. Chapter 2.4 identified the following main research questions:  

1. How do private households carry out agricultural activities and how are they involved in the 

tourism sector? Are there differences between the research villages?  

2. Which psychological determinant influences the behavioral intentions of the households in 

the research areas regarding an enhancement of their activities in the tourism sector the 

most?  

                                                           
488 This was also tested for all other covariances. In each case, discriminant validity was supported. 
489 Cf.: Fornell & Larcker 1981. 
490 The Fornell-Larcker criterion also cannot be met for the correlation of INT with PBC and SN with PBC. For the 

remaining three correlations, the criterion is satisfied. 
491 Cf.: Coleman 1990. 
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3. Which fundamental aspects can be addressed to foster the intention to enhance tourism 

supply? 

In order to answer the first research question, the data was analyzed in four groups. For each region, 

the main village was analyzed as one group (i.e. Stepantsminda for Kazbegi and Bakuriani for 

Borjomi) and for each region the smaller villages were summed up into one group (i.e. Kazbegi 

villages and Borjomi villages). Detailed figures and results on socio-economic characteristics of the 

sample can be found in Chapter 5.3, the following table gives a very brief summary of the basic 

results from the analysis. 

Table 38: Overview of involvement in agricultural production and touristic activities for analyzed 

groups 

  Stepantsminda Kazbegi villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages 

Agricultural 

production 

+ 

(few animals and 
little animal 

products, 

potatoes) 

++ 

(both animals and 
products, many 

households with 

potatoes) 

-- 

(hardly any 

animals and 
products, few 

households with 

potatoes) 

- 

(some animals 

and animal 
products, few 

households with 

potatoes) 

     Touristic 

activities 
++ - ++ -- 

Diversification 

(involvement in 

agriculture and 

tourism) 

++ - ++ -- 

Average income + -- ++ - 

Second most 

important source 

of income* 

Wage empl. 

outside agr. & 

tourism 

Self-empl. agr. Self-empl. tourism Self-empl. agr. 

Overall 

assessment 

→ stronger in 

tourism than in 

agriculture with 

higher income 

→ strongest in 

agriculture but 

lowest income 

→ strongest in 

tourism and 

highest income 

→ weak in both 

sectors with low 

income 

Note: * Pensions were mentioned most often in all groups; empl. = employment; agr. = agriculture. Source: Own data. 

It should be kept in mind that all assessments made within the table are relative classifications that 

need to be evaluated in comparison with the other three analyzed groups. E.g. the average income is 

highest in Bakuriani, however, this value is still low when compared to Georgia as a whole. The table 

shows that the two main villages are the strongest group in the tourism sector. Both groups from the 

Kazbegi region are stronger in agricultural activities than the groups from Borjomi. This might be 

connected to the landscape that shows more wooded areas in Borjomi than in Kazbegi. On the other 

hand, while there are no milk processing facilities in the Kazbegi region, such facilities can be found in 

the Borjomi region. Nevertheless, cows are owned more frequently in the two groups from the 

Kazbegi region than in the two groups from the Borjomi region. It is remarkable that the group of 

households from Borjomi villages is weak in both agriculture and tourism. This group also features 

the lowest income of all groups. Diversification of activities in agriculture and tourism is mostly 
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The second research question asked which psychological construct influences the behavioral 

intentions to enhance or start activities in the tourism sector the most. The analysis showed that 

subjective norm has the largest standardized effect of all predictors. The individual action of 

enhancing or starting to work in the tourism branch largely depends on whether or not important 

others such as family members and friends approve of doing so. This factor was closely followed by 

perceived behavioral control which also exerted a considerable influence on intention. The attitude 

of the respondent, on the other hand, did not show a significant influence on intentions to enhance 

tourism supply. As was elaborated in Chapter 3.3, the collectivist culture influences the application of 

the theory as a macro-level context factor. This assumption was also corroborated by taking a closer 

look at the studies included in the meta-study by Armitage & Conner (2001) in Chapter 6.3.1. 

The third research question addressed fundamental aspects such as the underlying foundation of 

the latent constructs that can be targeted in interventions to induce behavioral change.494 In order to 

make it easier for private households to engage in expanding their work into the sector of tourism, 

several starting points were identified. Following the direction of causality that is proposed by the 

Theory of Planned Behavior (see Figure 7), targeting the behavioral, normative and control beliefs 

will change the latent constructs that in turn influence intention. In other words, by creating a 

positively shaped social surrounding that supports the enhancement of tourism supply by the 

respondent, the subjective norm construct will altogether receive a more positive value that leads to 

a higher intention to carry out this activity. The same is true for perceived behavioral control. The 

better the chances and possibilities of receiving affordable bank loans and knowing that reliable help 

mechanisms are installed in case of illness and being tired (keeping in mind that there are often 

elderly persons in the households), the more positive the value for perceived control and the higher 

the perceived control, the more likely are households to develop an intention to start or enhance 

tourism. Another aspect that can be tackled is the experience already made in the tourism sector. 

The analysis of mediational effects showed that experience has a significant mediated effect on 

intention. So if households that are not (yet) involved in tourism received the opportunity to gather 

first practical experiences in the field (see Chapter 7), their intentions to work in the tourism business 

would rise because experience has a positive effect on subjective norm and perceived behavioral 

control. 

Another very interesting analysis would be a comparison of the two regions. Even though it has been 

argued and shown by the descriptive statistics that the research areas are similar regarding some 

characteristics, they also differ regarding others, for example, structural conditions. It is therefore 

reasonable to assume that the modeled relationships may differ likewise. A differentiated analysis to 

examine the discrepancies between the groups would be good. Such an analysis should also 

differentiate between the main villages of each region and the smaller villages. This could show 

whether the relationships found in the present study are the same for both regions as well as 

possibly render additional detailed implications that can translate into more specific 

recommendations. Although such an examination is desirable, there is a problem with such an 

analysis. Group comparisons are difficult to carry out with groups that considerably differ in sample 

                                                           
494 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 331. 
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size. Even if there is roughly the same amount of cases for each region, looking at the smaller villages 

in comparison to the main villages presents with complications. Since the sample size is already 

rather small, comparisons are difficult to carry out and are likely to render parameters that are not 

robust.495 

                                                           
495 Cf.: Weiber & Mühlhaus 2014, p. 305. 



 

 

7 Conclusions & Implications 
Throughout the entire dissertation, two key aspects have been followed. First, the importance of 

agriculture as a means of subsistence living has been shown by describing the status quo in two rural 

regions of Georgia and by analyzing the socio-economic living conditions of the population in the 

study areas. Second, since tourism is an auspicious sector, the Theory of Planned Behavior was used 

to provide a bridge between societal (background) factors and individual behavior496 analogous to 

the aĐtoƌ͛s hǇpothesis iŶ ColeŵaŶ͛s ďoat that liŶks the aĐtoƌ ǁith his oƌ heƌ situatioŶal ĐoŶditioŶs to 
the individual action (see Figure 5).497 This final chapter will sum up findings from both steps of the 

analysis and integrate them to arrive at some practical recommendations.  

7.1 Tourism as a (Comparatively) New Perspective 

The economic conditions in Georgia as a whole and within the research areas in particular are severe. 

Subsistence living remains a daily occupation for a large part of the Georgian population while 

inequality between the rich and the poor increases annually.498 The lack of economic perspectives 

within remote areas characterized by subsistence agriculture entices young people to leave these 

areas in search of employment opportunities in larger cities499 (see Chapters 2.1 and 2.2). The 

analysis of the household data from the survey in 2011 substantiates the fact that most of the 

households in the two research areas in Kazbegi and Borjomi use a very large amount of their own 

agricultural production for their personal consumption rather than for commercial income (see 

Chapter 5.3.4). This raises the question of whether there are employment possibilities other than 

subsistence farming. One such possibility is the tourism sector. The analysis conducted here helps to 

understand the underlying factors which influence private households to be (or become) active in 

this field. By determining influential aspects, this research shows starting points which can increase 

the willingness of respondents to put effort into this entrepreneurial endeavor. These starting points 

rely on subjective assessments by people from the research areas, primarily due to the underlying 

assumption that in order to reach a change of behavior, people need to develop a personal intention 

of doing so. 

Tourism is admittedly not totally new in Kazbegi and Borjomi. Both research areas were already 

frequented by tourists in soviet times.500 However, the way that tourism was organized in the 

planned economy of the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic (GSSR) differs from the way it is done 

today and compared to the longstanding tradition of animal husbandry501, tourism can be considered 

a modern trend. As Chapter 2.2 showed, both regions offer potential as holiday destinations and 

have recently received growing numbers of tourists.502 The analysis of behavioral intentions 

regarding an enhancement of touristic activities of rural Georgian households with the Theory of 

                                                           
496 Cf.: Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 249. 
497 Cf.: Coleman 1990. 
498 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2014, p. 41. 
499 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2012, p. 24. 
500 Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, pp. 25f.; Georgian-Voyge 2014-2015. 
501 Cf.: Didebulidze & Plachter 2002, p. 91. 
502 Cf.: United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 6; Borjomi Municipal Working 

Group 2008, pp. 11f. 
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Planned Behavior (TPB, Ajzen 1985, see Chapter 5.4) provides crucial results that have implications 

for policy makers and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) who are active in the region. 

According to the TPB, attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control are the three 

factors that explain an intention to perform a certain behavior, in this case an enhancement of 

activities in the tourism sector (see Chapter 3.2 for detailed information on the theoretical 

background of the TPB). It shows that the key constructs in explaining behavioral intentions for the 

sampled households are subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. While it is generally 

considered difficult to achieve a change in a construct such as attitude because attitude is rather 

stable over time, it is recommended to design interventions to change the underlying beliefs of 

attitudes or also the other explanatory constructs in the Theory of Planned Behavior, depending on 

which of these has the strongest effect on intention.503 According to the research findings from the 

present analysis, I strongly suggest designing programs and interventions which do not only target 

the individual but take into account the social surrounding as well. In other words, in order to be 

successful, it is necessary to create acceptance on a broader basis than just trying to influence the 

decision maker of a household. This could mean e.g. designing actions for close family members that 

create awareness and understanding of the benefits and costs of entering the tourism sector. Or in 

the case of neighbors, it might be beneficial to persuade them that more tourists in their vicinity 

could also open up new sales opportunities for them, if e.g. the household involved in tourism 

bought his or her products to provide local food for the tourists or even the tourists themselves 

could buy homemade products. The data showed that the government, on the other hand, is not 

important for intentions concerning an enhancement of the tourism supply. Nevertheless, the 

government (and more specifically the Ministry of Economic Development and the Ministry of 

Environmental Protection and Natural Resources504) can influence general and economic conditions 

of households on the macro-level and thereby change the setting in which the respondents operate. 

Since it was found that perceived behavioral control is significantly influenced by being able to get a 

loan, the government could e.g. foster reasonable conditions through support programs for rural 

areas. One of the respondents pointed out that although loans are generally available, they are 

oftentimes not affordable for most of the people. It is therefore important to create an environment 

with e.g. reasonable micro-credits and repayment options for private households making initial 

investments. Another possibility is that the people are not fully aware of their financial options and 

how credits operate. It could therefore also be helpful to provide them with information on which 

kinds of credits are available and how to work with them. Furthermore, some kind of help-system 

could be installed to cover times of illness or overexertion. People who do not have their own 

business could be part of this help-system to jump in if someone needs support. Once again, the 

importance of what the family thinks the respondent should do becomes evident since it has an 

influence on perceived control above and beyond the correlation between the constructs subjective 

norm and perceived behavioral control themselves. So also in this case, the social surrounding should 

be included in measures taken to strengthen perceived behavioral control. 

                                                           
503 Cf.: Ajzen n.d.a, p. 5. 
504 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, p. 36. 
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A differentiated analysis of the influence of perceived behavioral control tested whether the 

influence from attitude and subjective norm on the intention to enhance the tourism supply differs 

depending on the amount of perceived control.505 However, the amount of perceived control over 

enhancing touristic activities does not change the way that the personal attitude of the respondent 

and subjective norm from important others influence the intention. Despite the fact that this 

moderation effect was not confirmed, perceived behavioral control plays an important role within 

the model as a whole. The empirical data emphasizes how important it is that respondents feel 

capable of enhancing their tourism supply in order to reach the intention to do so. 

The analysis also indicated that experience in the tourism sector leads to a higher likelihood of a high 

intention to develop touristic activities. Since experience has a mediated effect that is carried on to 

intention via subjective norm, perceived behavioral control aŶd the ďelief ͞faŵilǇ͟, lauŶĐhiŶg 
programs which allow people to experience working in the tourism sector personally is likely to 

increase all these three aspects simultaneously. So if a household were able to gather firsthand 

experience in the tourism business, the more favorable would be the perception of what family and 

friends think about such activities and the more capable would a person feel to enhance touristic 

activities. In this way, experience is in itself a context variable because it determines the setting for 

the formation of the psychological factors. Such experience could e.g. be provided by supplying a 

person with profound knowledge on touristic sites that enables the person to serve as a guide or by 

enabling a household to enlarge their home so that they can accommodate guests. This suggestion 

shows that the identified starting points for interventions go hand in hand with each other: enabling 

a household to renovate their properties for the purpose of guest accommodation requires financial 

assets which could be provided by a reasonable micro-credit. By shaping the circumstances for 

action, experience establishes the framework for the individual behavior. I also recommend 

combining such opportunities for gathering experience with targeted programs that include the 

social environment such as family and friends to include the entire social framework. 

The recommendations so far address starting points for interventions identified by the analysis of 

underlying beliefs through the application of the Theory of Planned Behavior. These are directed at 

increasing the intention of the private households to become active, or to enhance activities in the 

tourism sector. However, there are further aspects worth improving in order to foster the 

development of tourism as a source of income for the local population. Aside from unfavorable loan 

conditions for private persons, the conditions for investing in tourism should also be improved for 

larger investors, in light of the fact that unsustainable tax regulations discourage investments. When 

larger investors become active or if the government e.g. invests in projects to improve infrastructure 

such as roads, waste collection or clean public restrooms, other jobs are also created in the process. 

Also demand for souvenirs and other homemade crafts is likely to increase. In many cases, the 

quality of delivered services is presently at a low level. Particularly to attract tourists with high 

income, it is necessary to improve the quality of rendered services and to train qualified personnel, 

                                                           
505 Cf.: Yzer 2007. 
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preferably multilingual.506 A rating system for services and accommodations could also help tourists 

to find out where to find the quality standards they are looking for. 

Generally, it is advisable to stress the unique features of the regions and of single villages in order to 

make tourists aware of these highlights. Tsagveri (Borjomi region), e.g., has an old train station with a 

historic railway and is close to both the town of Borjomi and Bakuriani which are known for mineral 

springs and pleasant climate. Sno (Kazbegi region) is the hometown of the Georgian patriarch and 

frequently visited because of this fact. Juta is interesting for people interested in hiking and tenting in 

the mountains. Highlighting such features and using them for advertisements could draw more 

tourists to the villages. 

7.2 Between Tourism and Agriculture 

Although tourism is an auspicious sector in both research areas, it is quite obvious that working in 

this sector is not a solution for every household. The demand for tourist services is limited by the 

number of tourists. A respondent in Bakuriani reported that there are more rooms than guests 

because many larger hotels were built in the recent past. On the other hand tourism can entail 

demand in other areas such as food products, entertainment, transportation and souvenirs which 

open up other perspectives of employment opportunities and attractive offers in the tourism sector 

could also increase the number of tourists and therefore demand for touristic offers. Involvement in 

tourism can be found in all of the analyzed groups (two main villages and two groups of smaller 

villages), but with a varying degree. The main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani show a higher 

share of households that offer touristic services and they also offer a greater variety of services, but 

it has to be kept in mind that tourism is not always an option. Especially in the smaller villages, 

tourism as a local business hardly becomes viable. When looking at the smaller villages one by one, it 

shows that no household from the villages Kanobi (Kazbegi region) and Didi Mitarbi (Borjomi region) 

mentioned any activities in the field of tourism.507 So while tourism is an option for diversifying 

household income in the main villages, the smaller villages offer less potential. Results of Kan, Kimhi 

& Lerman (2006) show that while farm output has a positive effect on market participation, non-farm 

income decreases market participation.508 According to these findings households which start to 

become active in tourism are likely to reduce their farming production which reduces the number of 

households selling agricultural products. The sample at hand only had few households that sell their 

produce, but it is also possible that households reduce their agricultural production and buy more 

products when income from touristic activities increases. This can in turn mean that households 

continuing to sell local farm products could receive more customers than previously. At the same 

time it remains questionable if agriculture can gain importance as a source of monetary income since 

the infrastructure is not suitable for processing agricultural products and since selling products is 

                                                           
506 Cf.: Erkomaishvili, Gvelesiani, Kharaishvili & Chavleishvili 2014, pp. 179f.; United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 22. 
507 The secluded location of the village Kanobi prevents tourists from coming to this village and compared to 

Juta, which is even more secluded, Kanobi lacks the unique scenery that attracts tourists. According to census 

data (National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013c) Didi Mitarbi is the smallest village in the survey and 

it lacks tourist attractions. 
508 Cf.: Kan, Kimhi & Lerman 2006, p. 2. 



7 Conclusions & Implications 

 

 

160 

difficult due to cheaper imported products from e.g. Turkey, Azerbaijan and Ukraine.509 The foreign 

trade regime in Georgia is considered to be comparatively liberal with low import duties and simple 

custom procedures.510 Imported goods are often goods that are also produced in Georgia, such as 

meat, dairy and vegetables. These products come from Brazil, Canada, the United States and also 

India.511 Therefore, tightening the regulations for products that are imported into Georgia would 

strengthen the domestic market and make agricultural activities more profitable.512 More than ten 

years ago, Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili (2003) conducted an analysis on the economic situation of 

Georgian farmers. They recommended supporting the agricultural sector by creating cooperatives 

similar to Raiffeisen and through activities such as government sponsored social benefits, since such 

measures also helped Western Europe to overcome poverty in rural regions during the last century. 

Subsidies or cheap credits in order to buy pesticides could be a hands-on tool to foster agricultural 

activities. Furthermore the author also thinks that it is important to create employment 

opportunities outside the agricultural sector, which strengthens the argument for diversifying income 

sources and for considering other sectors such as tourism. According to Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili 

(2003) fostering production conditions only makes sense if there is demand for such products.513 This 

demonstrates that both the agricultural and the touristic sectors intertwine. Increasing numbers of 

tourists can also lead to an increasing demand for food products in both regions. Since there is little 

industrial potential, the Bertelsmann Stiftung has acknowledged that Geoƌgia͛s agƌiĐultuƌal seĐtoƌ 
possesses good opportunities for the production of organically grown goods and tourism is 

specifically mentioned as an alternative within the service sector.514  

7.3 Agriculture as a Supplement and Proven Safety Net515 

Although agricultural potential in the research areas is limited, the fact that so many households are 

active in this sector in one way or another emphasizes the importance agriculture still has today (see 

Chapters 5.3.2 through 5.3.4). In both study regions, respondents told the interviewers that they 

barter for food products with neighbors, family members and friends. Kegel (2003) also reports that 

workers are paid in kind and that households sometimes give large amounts of their production to 

relatives and friends, particularly during harvest time.516 So even if households do not sell, it is 

possible that they use their production to swap products or to pay their workers. The previous 

paragraph outlined some of the difficulties that agricultural producers in Georgia are faced with. 

Since agriculture remains an important sector, it is recommended to take measures in order to 

support agricultural producers. The World Bank confirmed this in a report from 2011 where it 

emphasized that poverty incidence is significantly higher in rural areas than in urban areas and this 

gap had even increased after the Rose Revolution in 2003. The report recommended improving both 

                                                           
509 Cf.: Germany Trade and Invest 2014, p. 3. 
510 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2014, p. 20. 
511 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 36. 
512 This argument is also made by Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, 

p. 6. 
513 Cf.: Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili 2003, pp. 48f. 
514 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2012, p. 40. 
515 Cf.: The teƌŵ „safetǇ Ŷet͞ ǁas iŶtƌoduĐed iŶ this ĐoŶteǆt ďǇ Kötschau, Sepashvili & Narimanidze 2009 who 

ǁƌote aŶ aƌtiĐle ǁith the suitaďle title ͞Agriculture in Georgia – Commercial Sector or Social Safety Net?͟. 
516 Cf.: Kegel 2003, p. 152. 
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profitability and productivity of the agricultural sector.517 Therefore, aside from establishing 

favorable sales conditions by levying higher taxes on imported goods and by establishing 

cooperatives, households can also be helped by improving their production capabilities. The 

households in the research areas often lack the resources to provide the necessary economic 

parameters for intensive farming, which in turn can only produce low outputs. The Cooperative for 

Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) (2010) also sees this as a general problem of 

agricultural communities in Georgia: there is a lack of physical, knowledge-based and financial 

resources. This refers to such initial assets as quality seed, fertilizer and pesticides. In addition 

agricultural machinery is often not available. And similar to activities in the tourism sector, financial 

credits could help to provide for these necessary investments. The fragmented structure of small 

land plots which was also found in the sample furthermore impedes productivity. Although the land 

reform that caused this fragmentation had good intentions and wanted to enable households to 

provide for themselves by cultivating plants for subsistence use, the high level of fragmentation 

hampers mechanization and infrastructures such as irrigation.518 The current distribution of land 

plots is not appropriate foƌ todaǇ͛s Ŷeeds. At the same time disputes of ownership and/or difficulties 

with the exact geographical position of plots make it difficult to sell or buy land. Instead of small, 

fragmented land plots it would be desirable to create larger, connected plots that can be cultivated 

all at once. Households which hardly use their plots could also benefit from selling their land and use 

the money received for investments in other branches, e.g. tourism. 

The two research regions show a similar tendency: in both cases, the main villages (i.e. 

Stepantsminda and Bakuriani) show the largest shares of households active in the tourism sector. 

The smaller villages, on the other hand, rely on agriculture more strongly. The subsamples from 

Kanobi (Kazbegi region) and Didi Mitarbi (Borjomi region) do not feature a single household active in 

tourism. Kanobi is rather secluded, making tourism an unlikely business branch and Didi Mitarbi lacks 

attractions that would appeal to tourists. Compared to the other villages, Didi Mitarbi has the second 

largest amount of children per household, but inhabitants report that villagers have recently left the 

village. Being the smallest village in the survey with a population of 48 inhabitants519, it is possible 

that such villages will become extinct. In order to prevent further depopulation from these and 

similar villages, provision of infrastructure regarding various aspects has to be ensured. Such 

infrastructure should e.g. include schools, health care and job opportunities which take into account 

local business branches such as selling timber or production of mineral water in Borjomi. Oftentimes 

the conditions for agricultural activities are bad and productivity is hampered.520 Households should 

be supported, e.g. by cooperatives. Mleta is a bit exotic within the sampled villages since it is the only 

village from the group of the Kazbegi region that is reached before crossing the mountain pass when 

traveling to Stepantsminda or Russia from Tbilisi. It is also very close to South Ossetia. There is very 

little touristic activities from households in Mleta, combined with agricultural activities on steep 

slopes. The villages Tsikhisjvari and Bakurianis Andeziti (both Borjomi region) show some activities in 

the tourism sector, but tourism is not very profitable here because they lack attractions and since 

                                                           
517 Cf.: World Bank 2011, p. 11. 
518 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 15. 
519 Cf.: National Statistics Office of Georgia (GeoStat) 2013c. 
520 Cf.: Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 2013, p. 14. 
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there are more attractive places such as Bakuriani or Borjomi nearby they will probably not be able 

to increase the numbers of visitors significantly. Like the villages Kanobi, Didi Mitarbi and Mleta, 

other options need to be explored. Cooperatives could help making better use of agricultural 

potential. 

Despite the many difficulties of the agricultural sector, there are also positive developments. 

Germany Trade and Invest (2014) reports that the economic approach towards Russia since 2013 and 

the free trade agreement with the EU which was signed in June 2014 can promote international 

trade. Moreover, the new government is actively fostering the agricultural sector by installing 

drainage systems, supporting the development of cooperatives, opening of consulting centers and 

support of smallholders through vouchers.521 However, these activities mostly concentrate on the 

lowlands of Georgia, but such instruments also need to be utilized in remote mountainous areas such 

as Kazďegi aŶd Boƌjoŵi. Geoƌgia͛s Ministry of Agriculture should keep an eye on remote regions as 

well. Unfortunately, local governments lack legal responsibilities and only have little financial 

autonomy.522 Extending services and infrastructure to mountainous regions is important to ensure 

the livelihoods of the inhabitants of these areas and to discourage migration to the capital and the 

few other large cities. Enhancing the scope of action of the local governments would allow them to 

react to the needs of their municipalities. 

7.4 Current (Societal Pre-) Conditions for Future Development 

After these more practical, hands-on recommendations I want to get back to a point that is 

connected to the results of the analysis of the behavioral intentions of the private households 

regarding an enhancement of activities in the tourism sector. The application of the Theory of 

Planned Behavior identified starting points for interventions that can help to increase behavioral 

intentions of private households to venture into the tourism sector as an additional source of 

income. It was shown that the social surrounding such as family and friends have the largest 

influence on the intention to become active in tourism (see Chapter 5.4). This finding was also 

evaluated in light of the collectivistic nature that characterizes the Georgian society (Chapter 6.3.1), a 

feature which in and of itself has further implications. Along with many other characteristics, 

Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold (2004) considered social interaction patterns in both cultures 

with high scores on collectivism and cultures with high scores on individualism. They found that 

group activities are more likely to be found in collectivistic cultures.523 Future activities that 

incorporate group activities could receive broader acceptance than one-person activities. It should be 

kept in mind, though, that although collectivist cultures put strong emphasis on group cohesion, this 

is much more the case for in-group than for out-group members. And this is the crux of the matter. 

The definition of who belongs to the in-group and who belongs to the out-group is an individual issue 

and also depends on the context. Opposed to foreigners from other countries or also Georgians from 

other regions, the in-group in the research areas contains all inhabitants of that area. But when it 

comes to starting a new business to increase personal income, the in-group might only include 

soŵeoŶe͛s faŵilǇ ŵeŵďeƌs oƌ ŵaǇďe oŶlǇ ŵeŵďeƌs of the peƌsoŶ͛s household ďeĐause eǀeƌǇoŶe 
                                                           
521 Cf.: Germany Trade and Invest 2014, pp. 3, 1 and 7. 
522 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, pp. 21f. 
523 Cf.: Gelfand, Bhawuk, Nishii & Bechtold 2004, p. 452. 
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else is a possible competitor. So in order to address social aggregates, a thorough investigation of 

group structures is necessary.  

Sources also report that Georgia has very poor social capital. Especially regarding institutionalized 

ways, social capital remains poorly developed which is also demonstrated in e.g. ͞the failuƌe of 
farmers to act ĐolleĐtiǀelǇ iŶ ďuǇiŶg aŶd selliŶg͟.524 Difficulties to organize and maintain themselves 

also occur for civil societal organizations (CSO). The Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere 

International (CARE) (2010) reports that a major difficulty for CSOs is the lack of funds. On the other 

hand, depending on foreign financing often means that international organizations are involved. 

These are mostly run top-down and fail to relate to the local populations and their needs. They also 

lack sustainability because once the funding elapses, these often cease to exist. This in turn impedes 

the development of long-term visions.525 Cooperation with donor organizations and institutionalized 

offers is hampered by the poorly developed social capital as well. Georgian communities generally do 

not trust people outside family and close friends. This is also expressed in the fact that Georgians 

mostly turn to relatives, neighbors and friends (in that order) and on the other hand, 88 %, 86 % and 

84 % would never turn to the central government, NGOs or a bank respectively. Especially when 

money is involved, Georgians do not easily trust people, even if they come from within their 

community.526 It also seems as if Georgians underestimate the importance and effective force that 

cooperatives and other forms of support groups can have.527 Furthermore, it has to be kept in mind 

that ďoth NGOs aŶd C“Os laĐk the populatioŶ͛s tƌust siŶĐe theǇ haǀe ofteŶ provided ineffective 

services.528 Janowski (2003) observed another important aspect: Given the fact that Georgia was part 

of the Soviet Union for 70 years, the population is not used to being responsible for their own 

livelihoods. They expect the state to come and take action on their behalf, telling them what to do 

and to provide them with employment opportunities.529 But in Georgia in general and in the research 

areas in particular, people need to be proactive in order push for the development of their region 

and for their own future. The Bertelsmann Stiftung (2014) also points out that since Georgia is 

located at an important crossroads of vital energy transport lines and since Georgia enjoys a well-

eduĐated laďoƌ foƌĐe, theƌe is ͞poteŶtial to ĐatalǇze eĐoŶoŵiĐ deǀelopŵeŶt.͟530 Although the 

education level in Georgia is generally high, the training that people have received is mostly specific, 

professional education instead of managerial knowledge on how to start and maintain a business. 

Also among many of the highly educated people, the attitude of waiting for someone to come and 

tell them what to do is prevalent. However, the probability that people with higher education who 

return from cities will start small businesses is comparatively higher than that of other villagers. 

Conditions for entrepreneurs are furthermore exacerbated by a negative attitude towards 

entrepreneurs in general and specifically towards purely profit-oriented entrepreneurs.531 Another 

                                                           
524 Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) 2011, p. 2. 
525 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 24. 
526 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 23. 
527 Cf.: Schulze, Tillack & Mosashvili 2003, p. 49. 
528 Cf.: Bertelsmann Stiftung 2014, p. 30. 
529 Cf.: Janowski 2003, p. 4. 
530 Bertelsmann Stiftung 2014, p. 30. 
531 Cf.: Janowski 2003, p. 14. 
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fact that is detrimental to the development of new businesses is the ageing of the population which 

is especially prevalent in mountainous areas. The survey data from Kazbegi and Borjomi shows that 

there are many households with elderly family members (Table 3) who cannot be involved in new 

business ventures as actively as younger people. The younger, more productive people, on the other 

hand, tend to leave because of a lack of perspectives.532 

7.5 A Change for the Better? 

The recommendations made here are nothing new, they rather corroborate aspects that others have 

highlighted before. The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) (2012b), for 

iŶstaŶĐe, ƌeĐoŵŵeŶds ͞a ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of teĐhŶiĐal assistaŶĐe, tƌaiŶiŶgs aŶd fiŶaŶĐial assistaŶĐe [… to 
…] fosteƌ deǀelopŵeŶt of loĐal ďusiŶesses aŶd faĐilitate touƌisŵ deǀelopŵeŶt iŶ the ŵuŶiĐipalitǇ.͟533 

This relates to issues that were addressed in this final chapter. What makes these recommendations 

unique is the focus on the local rural population and their personal needs and requirements in order 

to encourage and strengthen them to use their own potential to its fullest. Particularly in light of the 

societal conditions that were summarized in the previous paragraph, the chosen approach used a 

valuable method to gain deeper insight into what influences rural Georgian households when it 

comes to starting or enhancing entrepreneurial efforts in the tourism sector.  

Most of the suggested starting points for action address NGOs, CSOs or political bodies such as the 

local or the central government and relevant ministries such as the Ministry of Environmental 

Protection and Natural Resources, the Ministry of Economic Development and the Ministry of 

Agriculture534. Even if these actors can help provide beneficial structures for business development 

and good opportunities for income generation, the people themselves also need to put (more) effort 

into the future development of their own livelihoods and their home regions in order to initiate a 

change for the better. As Chapter 7.4 pointed out, Georgians have developed a tendency of 

expecting someone else to come and lead the way. But iŶ todaǇ͛s ǁoƌld, a ŵoƌe pƌoaĐtiǀe deŵeaŶoƌ 
is imperative. Moreover, individuals would hardly ever turn to the central government, NGOs or 

banks for help.535 This attitude of rejecting opportunities of assistance needs to be reconsidered; 

people need to take matters into their own hands. The analysis of the data from villages of the two 

mountainous regions Kazbegi and Borjomi has furthermore revealed that although the regions bear 

certain similarities, a difference can be seen between the two main villages of each region and the 

smaller villages within the regions. There are generally fewer activities in the tourism sector in the 

smaller villages. While some villages may gain benefit from tourists passing through, there is one 

village in particular that does not receive any tourists. At the same time, the income in the smaller 

villages is even lower than in the main villages, meaning that the inhabitants are in need of additional 

income. However, there are fewer households involved in tourism in these villages because the 

villages themselves do not have the potential for more tourists. So while tourism is an option in the 

main villages and also for some of the smaller villages that are characterized by unique features 

which make them attractive as a holiday destination, some of the villages in the survey need other 

                                                           
532 Cf.: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, p. 31. 
533 United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 2012b, p. 22. 
534 Cf.: Transboundary Joint Secretariat for the Southern Caucasus (TJS) 2009, p. 36. 
535 Cf: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere International (CARE) 2010, pp. 23f. 
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options. In this regard it has to be kept in mind that not every village will persist in the long run, but 

also the smaller villages would profit from an enhanced demand for agricultural products and could 

focus on supplying the main villages with local food products. 

Tourism can serve as an additional source of income for private households in both Kazbegi and 

Borjomi. It was shown that in order to foster this development, policies and NGOs should take the 

strong social bonds of households into account by targeting, for example, not only the individual, but 

also the social aggregate. Furthermore, perceived control could be increased by guaranteeing reliable 

loans and having safeguards in place for times of illness. These practical implications from the 

research give a starting point for alleviating the conditions for private households to become 

entrepreneurially active. These conditions refer to very hands-on matters such as affordable credits 

and help-systems, but also to more subtle matters such as the fact that social ties are very strong and 

often a whole network of people needs to be persuaded in order to increase the chances of 

behavioral change. A lot is on the move in Georgia and positive development can be seen all over the 

country. However, all of the recommendations made here need to be considered in a broader 

perspective that takes the current societal conditions in Georgia into account. As the previous 

paragraphs of this final chapter have outlined, agriculture remains an important sector. Thus 

conditions for productivity and profitability of agricultural activities should be fostered alongside with 

actions taken to enable households to be or become active in the tourism sector. Supporting both 

the tourism and the agricultural sector instead of relying on one sector is more favorable because it 

diversifies the income sources that households rely on and thereby spreads the risk of income loss if 

one sector faces difficulties. It is not the aim of this work to argue in favor of either one the sectors, 

rather this is an attempt to analyze which factors influence private households in their intention to 

become active or continue their activities in the tourism sector while taking into account activities in 

the agricultural sector. To improve the living conditions of the rural population in the Kazbegi and the 

Borjomi region and thereby induce a change for the better, both the agricultural and the tourism 

sector will play an important role in the years to come. In order to make the most of this 

development, a joint consideration of both sectors with intersecting and complementing aspects – 

more guest houses require more food products, tourists could be interested in buying locally 

manufactured products, hotels might request local agricultural products and so on – is essential. 



 

 

8 Summary 
This research provides a detailed examination of the socio-economic living conditions of the 

population in two rather remote mountainous regions (i.e. Kazbegi and Borjomi) in the Caucasus in 

Georgia. Household data was collected with a questionnaire specifically designed to gain information 

on the demographic composition of households, sources and composition of income, activities in 

agriculture aŶd the touƌisŵ seĐtoƌ. Moƌeoǀeƌ, iŶteŶded ďehaǀioƌ ƌegaƌdiŶg pƌiǀate households͛ 
intentions to enhance their (or start) activities in the tourism sector is analyzed with a structural 

equation model. 

A descriptive analysis of the household data shows that animal husbandry and the cultivation of 

potatoes are more common in the Kazbegi region than in the Borjomi region. A closer look shows 

that in each region, there is a discernible difference between the respective main village (i.e. 

Stepantsminda for Kazbegi and Bakuriani for Borjomi) and other smaller villages included in the 

research. In both cases, agricultural activities are slightly higher in the smaller villages and self-

employment in agriculture is an important source of income. Touristic activities, on the other hand, 

are more prominent in the main villages and an important source of income in Bakuriani. 

Stepantsminda is the only group that features wage employment outside of agriculture and tourism 

as an important income source. Diversification of income sources in the sense of being active in both 

agriculture and tourism is also stronger in the main villages Stepantsminda and Bakuriani than in the 

smaller villages of the Kazbegi and Borjomi region. In summary, Stepantsminda is a little stronger in 

tourism than in agriculture, while the Kazbegi villages are strongest in agriculture but lowest in 

income. Bakuriani is strongest in tourism and highest in income, while the Borjomi villages are weak 

in both sectors with low income. Comparing the smaller villages to the main villages, it shows that 

their income is particularly low, but in comparison to other parts of Georgia the income of the main 

villages is also low. 

The analysis of the household data on the socio-economic living conditions shows that income and 

living conditions are generally rather poor. Analyzing intended behavior regarding an enhancement 

of touristic activities or starting such activities gives information on how to alleviate difficulties for 

such endeavors. The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB, Fishbein & Ajzen 2010) serves as the 

theoretical framework for the analysis. According to the theory, three latent constructs influence 

intention to carry out a certain behavior – in this case the intention to start or enhance activities in 

the tourism sector. The basic model provides evidence for significant influences from subjective 

norm (i.e. the respoŶdeŶt͛s peƌĐeiǀed appƌoǀal of the ďehaǀioƌ fƌoŵ otheƌsͿ aŶd peƌĐeiǀed 
ďehaǀioƌal ĐoŶtƌol ;i.e. the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s felt aďilitǇ to ĐaƌƌǇ out the ďehaǀioƌͿ oŶ the intention to 

enhance tourism supply within the next year. This is in accordance with the TPB. However, the model 

Đould Ŷot pƌoǀe that the ƌespoŶdeŶt͛s attitude toǁaƌds the ďehaǀioƌ ;the theoƌǇ͛s thiƌd ĐoŶstƌuĐtͿ 
significantly influences intention. 

A special feature of this research is the inclusion of belief-based measures. The model was extended 

by normative and control beliefs for the significant factors subjective norm and perceived behavioral 

control respectively. Although such belief-based measures are recommended since they allow the 

formulation of targeted recommendations, they are not often incorporated in empirical studies of 
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the TPB. The analysis of beliefs reveals that in the case of subjective norm, family, friends and 

neighborhood are the most important referent groups while the respondents do not look for the 

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s appƌoǀal of their actions. In the case of perceived behavioral control, likelihood of 

bank loans and feeling ill or tired significantly influence the construct and there is also a direct 

influence from what the family thinks a household should do to its perceived availability of doing so. 

These findings lead to the conclusion that when wanting to improve conditions for private 

households to start or enhance working in the tourism sector, affordable credits should be granted 

and mechanisms for times of illness need to be installed. While doing this, it is important to always 

keep in mind how important the social surrounding is and to design programs which do not only 

target the individual, but also the close social surrounding of the person in order to create 

acceptance for the development of tourism supply. The fact that this model finds no significant 

influence from attitude on intention and subjective norm has the strongest standardized influence is 

not in line with many other studies that have used the TPB. However, taking a closer look at the 

sample, it shows that the cultural background differs from that of the majority of studies with the 

TPB. Most commonly, TPB studies concentrate on Western societies, oftentimes the respondents are 

students. The present case analyzes data from rural Georgian households in a post-soviet society. 

This study provides evidence for the fact that the TPB can also be applied in collectivist cultures but 

with a shift in the importance of the latent explanatory constructs. Other studies in collectivist 

cultures have come to similar results. 

After the model had been tested in its original form, a modification was tested to see if perceived 

behavioral control moderates the influence of attitude and subjective norm on intention (Yzer 2007). 

A moderation effect cannot be confirmed for this application, but it is possible that the sample size 

was too small to detect a significant effect. The statistical power of testing this moderation is low, so 

only a rather high moderated effect would become significant. 

The integration of experience in the tourism sector as a background variable shows that there is a 

mediated influence from experience on intention. The constructs subjective norm and perceived 

ďehaǀioƌal ĐoŶtƌol aŶd the ďelief ͞faŵilǇ͟ ŵediate the iŶflueŶĐe of eǆpeƌieŶĐe oŶ iŶteŶtioŶ. IŶ otheƌ 
words, the more experience a household has in the tourism sector, the more favorable is the 

subjective norm, the higher is the perceived behavioral control and the more positive is the 

perceived support from the family towards enhancing such activities and in consequence the higher 

is the intention of doing so. As proposed by the Theory of Planned Behavior, there is no significant 

direct effect from experience on intention. 

Altogether the different analyses show that the households in both research areas use agricultural 

activities mainly for subsistence purposes with only some exceptions of households that sell part of 

their production. The tourism sector offers another opportunity for income. In order to facilitate 

households͛ iŶteŶtioŶs to ďeĐoŵe aĐtiǀe oƌ eŶhaŶĐe aĐtiǀities iŶ this seĐtoƌ, pƌogƌaŵs should fosteƌ 
affordable credits along with a support system in cases of illness while taking into account the close 

social surrounding of individuals and households. At the same time it has to be kept in mind that 

tourism is not an option for everyone: especially in the smaller and more secluded villages the 

number of tourists is slim to none. On the other hand, a better offer for tourists could lead to more 

tourists which can also create more opportunities for work in other sectors. 
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A 1   Questionnaire 

Final Questionnaire on the Socio-economic Condition of the 

Population in the Districts of  

Kazbegi and Bakuriani 
 

Contents 
I. Quality of Life (Subjective Self-Assessment) 

II. Demographics / Data on Composition of the Household 

III. Sources and Composition of Income & Employment Status 

IV. Land Reform (1990ies) 

V. Land Use 

VI. Module on Tourism Supply 

VII. Module on Influence and Cooperation 

VIII. Module on Intended Behavior – Enhancing Tourism Supply 

 

 

Name of interviewer:   ______________________ 

 

Date (Day / Month / Year):  _______ . _______ . _______ 

 

Beginning: ______ : ______  Ending: ______ : ______ 

 

Village:    ______________________ 

 

Notes for interviewer: 

 Notes for the interviewer are bold. 

 Further instructions and explanations which have to be read out to the respondent are bold and 

in italics. 

 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

We are working with an international research project called “AMIES”, Analysing Multiple 
Interrelationships Between Ecological and Societal Processes in Mountainous Regions in 

Georgia”. 
 

In the context of this project we are interested in the living conditions in this area. In order 

to find out how people are living we are conducting this survey. We would appreciate it very 

much if you took some time to answer our questions. The questions are mainly dealing with 

the way you and your household practice agriculture and what kind of employment you and 

the members of your household have. 
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I. Quality of Life (Subjective Self-Assessment) 

 

Q 1) How satisfied are you with your current living condition? Please indicate on the scale to what 

extend you are satisfied with your current living condition. 

Very 

satisfied 
Satisfied Neither 

Not 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

at all 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

II. Demographics / Data on Composition of the Household 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

I would like to ask you some details about yourself and others in your household. 
 

Q 2) Including yourself, how many people – including children and people who leave seasonally – 

live here regularly as members of this household? 

Write down number: [________] 

(Don’t know) [88]       [  ] 

 

Q 3) How many of the people in your household leave seasonally to live somewhere else, e.g. in 

Tbilisi? 

In winter – please indicate the number:  [________] 

In summer – please indicate the number: [________] 

(Don’t know) [88]       [  ] 

 

Q 4) Since when do you live in this village? 

[  ] Since I was born. 

[  ] Since [_______] Please indicate the year you came to this village. 

 

Q 5) How many of your children do not live in your household anymore? 

[________] persons. 

[  ] I have no children 

 

Q 6) Filter: How many of the family members left the village? 

[________] persons.  If the answer is 0, go on with Q 12.  

 

Q 7) Why did they leave the village? 

[01] [  ] To work in another town / city [03] [  ] To study 

[02] [  ] To work in another country [04] [  ] Other 

 

Q 8) Do you have access to the following items? Please check all correct answers. Indicate 

whether you have access for private purposes or for commercial purposes. If you have access 

for both private and commercial purposes please check both. 

Private  Commercial      No access 

[01] Electricity       [  ]          [  ]   [  ] 

[02] Gas – during the whole year     [  ]          [  ]   [  ] 
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[03] Gas – only in winter        [  ]          [  ]   [  ] 

[04] Drinking water in the yard        [  ]     [  ] 

[05] Drinking water in the house     [  ]     [  ] 

[06] Internet        [  ]     [  ] 

[07] Healthcare (doctor, hospital, etc.)    [  ]     [  ] 

[08] Telephone and / or cell phone     [  ]     [  ] 

[09] Car        [  ]     [  ] 

[10] Drinking water in the yard / neighborhood 

    [  ]     [  ] 

 

Q 9) What is your nationality? 

[01] [  ] Georgian [05] [  ] Russian 

[02] [  ] Abkhazian [06] [  ] Armenian 

[03] [  ] Ossetian [07] [  ] Greek 

[04] [  ] Azerbaijanian [08] [  ] Other 

 

For the research it is also important to know some facts about the people that live in your household. 

Please fill out the following household grid with the interviewer. 

 

Note for interviewer: 

Collect the details of the respondent and the other household members in the following 

grid536. Start with the head of the household and then proceed in descending order of age 

(= oldest first).  

 

The grid should contain all members that are mentioned in question Q 2! 

 

It may be useful to add the first names or initials of each household member for later 

reference. 
 

Descending age order: Oldest first ------------------------  

Person 1 
(respondent) 

2 3 4 5 6 

First name 

(optional) 

            

Q 10) Sex             

Male [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] 

Female [2] [2] [2] [2] [2] [2] 

Q 11) Year of birth                                                 

Q 12) Relationship 

to respondent 

            

Husband / wife / 

partner 

  [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] 

  

                                                           
536 This grid is adapted from the European Social Survey (ESS) 2004, p. 36 who collects data on household level 

with a similar grid. 
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Son / daughter (inc. 

step, adopted, 

foster, child of 

partner) 

  [2] [2] [2] [2] [2] 

Parent, parent-in-

law, partner's 

parent, step parent 

  [3] [3] [3] [3] [3] 

Brother / sister (inc. 

step, adopted, 

foster) 

  [4] [4] [4] [4] [4] 

Grandchild                   

Other relative 

(Please indicate) 

  [5] [5] [5] [5] [5] 

(Don't know)   [88] [88] [88] [88] [88] 

Q 13) What is the 

highest level of 

education? 

            

Elementary 

(4-5 classes) 

[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] 

Not completed 

secondary (5-9 

classes) 

[2] [2] [2] [2] [2] [2] 

secondary 

(11 classes) 

[3] [3] [3] [3] [3] [3] 

Vocational- 

technical 

[4] [4] [4] [4] [4] [4] 

Special secondary  

(technical, college) 

[5] [5] [5] [5] [5] [5] 

             

Don't know [88] [88] [88] [88] [88] [88] 

 

III. Sources and Composition of Income & Employment Status 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

In order to understand what kind(s) of work contribute to your household income, we need 

information on what each family member does.  

 

Note for interviewer: 

Fill out the following grid using the same order of persons you used for the household 

grid: Start with the head of the household (=1) and then proceed in descending order of 

age (oldest first). Fill out the grid for all members of the household, including children 

and pensioners. 
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Q 14) What is the current employment status of the  

household head and the family members respectively?  

Please check all that apply. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Self employed in agriculture             

Self employed in tourism             

Self employed (neither agriculture nor tourism, for example 

shop owner)             

Wage employee in agriculture             

Wage employee in tourism             

Wage employee (neither agriculture nor tourism)             

Occasional jobs       

Housewife / houseman              

Pensioner             

Veteran             

Disabled              

Unemployed       

In school             

At higher education institution (University)             

Other (please indicate): ________             

 

Q 15) How many persons of your household work in your own agricultural and / or touristic 

activities537? 

[________] persons 

 

Q 16) How many persons of your household are in paid work outside of your own agricultural and / 

or touristic activities? 

[________] persons 

 

Q 17) Do you receive financial support from family members which have left your household? 

[01] [  ] Yes [02] [  ] No 

If the answer is yes, how much financial support do you receive? 

Please indicate the amount in Lari: _________  

 

Q 18) Do you think that one of your children will take over your agricultural and / or touristic 

activities when you retire? 

[01] [  ] I have no children   [02] [  ] I am already retired  [03] [  ] Yes  [04] [  ] No  

[05] [  ] Don’t know 

 

Q 19) Please consider the income of all household members and any income which may be received 

by the household as a whole. What is the main source of income in your household? Only 

check one possibility! 

[01] [  ] Wage employment in the agricultural sector 

[02] [  ] Wage employment in the touristic sector 

  

                                                           
537 Agricultural and / or touristic activities: Activities which serve the production of income. By income we mean 

both monetary and material, e.g. the production of potatoes. 
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[03] [  ] Wage employment (excluding agricultural and touristic sector) 

[04] [  ] Self employment in the agricultural sector 

[05] [  ] Self employment in the touristic sector 

[06] [  ] Self employment (excluding agricultural and touristic sector, for example shop 

owner) 

[07] [  ] Occasional jobs 

 

[08] [  ] Pensions 

[09] [  ] Social benefits or grants 

[10] [  ] Income from investment, savings, insurance or property 

[11] [  ] Private transfers (e.g. payments from relatives working in foreign countries) 

 

[12] [  ] Other 

[77] [  ] (Refused) 

[88] [  ] (Don’t know) 
 

Interviewer to read out: 

The following questions are dealing with the household’s income. We assure you that your 
information will be treated confidentially and will only be used for this research project. 

 

Note for interviewer: 

Please pay attention that the questions are referring to the last 12 months. It is not 

enough to know the income of the last month! 
 

Q 20) What is your income composed of? Please indicate how much Lari you gained from which 

activities (in the last 12 months). 

Agricultural plant production (in GEL)    [___________] [01] 

Livestock production (in GEL):     [___________] [02] 

Tourism (in GEL)      [___________] [03] 

Non-agricultural employment (in GEL):   [___________] [04] 

Public transfers (pensions, social benefits, etc.) (in GEL): [___________] [05] 

Private transfers from friends and family (in GEL):  [___________] [06] 

Leasing out land (in GEL):     [___________] [07] 

Other       (in GEL): [___________] [08] 

 

Q 21) If you add up the income from all sources, how high was the income of your household in the 

last 12 months? Please indicate in Lari. 

[________] Lari   [   ] Refused  [  ] Don’t know 

 

IV. Land Reform (1990ies) 

 

Q 22) Before the land reform, did you work in a kolkhoz or did you cultivate land on your own? 

[01] [  ] In a kolkhoz 

[02] [  ] Cultivated land on my own 

[03] [  ] Worked in a sanatorium 

[04] [  ] Other 
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Note for interviewer: 

For the next questions dealing with “hectares”: If the respondent has difficulties 
specifying the size of his land in hectares, ask him to indicate in square meters and note 

down that the number refers to square meters. 
 

Q 23) How much land did you own before the land reform? Please add up all the parcels you owned 

at that time and indicate the total amount in hectares. 

[_______] hectares 

[  ] I only owned the land around my house 

[  ] No land at all 

 

Q 24) Filter: How much land did you receive through the land reform? Please add up all the land 

parcels you received through the land reform, but don’t include the land you already owned 

before the land reform. 

[_______] hectares 

[  ] No land at all  If the answer is “No land at all”, go on with Q 26 

 

Q 25) Were you able to legally register all the land you received through the land reform? 

[01] [  ] Yes, I was 

[02] [  ] No, I wasn’t 
[03] [  ] Partly yes and partly no. Please indicate how much land you could register in 

percent: [_____] % 

 

V. Land Use 

 

Q 26) Filter: How much land do you own today? If you own several parcels please add these up and 

indicate the total amount in hectares. 

[_______] hectares 

[  ] No land at all  If the answer is “No land at all”, go on with Q 33. 

 

Q 27) Are there governmental guidelines which restrict you in using your land? 

[01] [  ] Yes [02] [  ] No [03] [  ] Don’t know 

 

Q 28) How many land parcels do you cultivate? Please think of all the land you cultivate, that is e.g. 

also land which you may have leased from someone else. Please indicate the number of 

parcels. 

[_______] parcels 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

Please list each of these parcels in the following table. 
 

Note for interviewer: 

 Give the respondent the table and write his / her answers into the table. 

 

  Q 29) What kind 

of land is the 

parcel? 

Q 30) How 

large is the 

parcel? 
(Indicate in 

hectares.) 

Q 31) What is your 

ownership status of 

the parcel? 

Q 32) On a scale from 1 

(= very good) to 5 (= 

very bad), how would 

you describe the land 

quality of the parcel? 
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  1 = Land around the 

house (e.g. yard, 

garden) 

  1 = Land owned by a 

family member* 

1 = very good 

2 = good 

3 = average 

4 = bad 

5 = very bad 

  2 = Arable land   2 = Leased land 

  3 = Rotational 

fallow land 

  3 = Use rights 

(communal ownership) 

  4 = Abandoned 

fallow land 

  4 = Other 

  5 = Hay meadows     

  6 = Pasture 

(land for grazing) 

    

       

1   
m2 / ha 

    

2   
m2 / ha 

    

3   
m2 / ha 

    

4   
m2 / ha 

    

5   
m2 / ha 

    

6   
m2 / ha 

    

7   
m2 / ha 

    

8   
m2 / ha 

    

9   
m2 / ha 

    

10   
m2 / ha 

    

* The family member does not have to live in the household himself / herself. Decisive is whether the 

owner of the land parcel is a member of the family. 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

The following question deals with “agricultural production”. By “agricultural production” 
we mean the production of food and goods such as for example crops, potatoes or milk 

through agricultural. 
 

Q 33) Filter: Are you engaged in agricultural production? 

[01] [  ] Yes  

[02] [  ] No  If the answer is “No”, go to Q 36 

 

Q 34) For how many years have you been active in agriculture? 

[________] years 

 

Land Owned by the Household / Common pastures (/ Social capital) 
 

Interviewer to read out: 

The answers to the following question contain the term “abandoned fallow land”. By 
“abandoned fallow land” we mean land which is no longer used for agricultural purposes. 
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Q 35) Of the land you own: How many percent is being used as the following? Please give the 

respective amounts in percent. 

Arable land:   [________] % 

Mainly pasture (for grazing): [________] % 

Mainly hay meadow:  [________] % 

Rotational fallow land:  [________] % 

Abandoned fallow land:   [________] % 

Land around the house:   [________] % 

Other:    [________] %.  

 

Q 36) Filter: Do you own livestock (e.g. cows, sheep, chicken)? 

[01] [  ] Yes  

[02] [  ] No  If the answer is no, go to Q 65. 

 

Q 37) Is there a herdsman who is paid by the village community to take care of the animals of 

several people? 

[01] [  ] No, there isn’t. 
[02] [  ] Yes, but he doesn’t take care of any of my animals. 
[03] [  ] Yes, he is also taking care of some of my animals. 

 

 

Q 38) Where do you let your livestock graze? 

[01] [  ] On my own, private pasture 

[02] [  ] On common pastures along with the livestock from others 

[03] [  ] Other 

[04] [  ] I don’t know where my livestock grazes 

 

Q 39) Do you have grasslands which you use specifically in order to grow hay for the winter? If so, 

how big are these? 

[01] [  ] Don’t have such meadows 

[02] [  ] [_______] hectares 

 

Q 40) Do you have storage facilities for fodder, e.g. hay, for the winter? 

[01] [  ] No, we don’t 
[02] [  ] Yes, we have closed storage facilities 

[03] [  ] Yes, but the fodder is not sheltered from bad weather 

 

Q 41) Filter: Would you like to cultivate more land than you do at the moment? 

[01] [  ] Yes  If the answer is yes, go to Q 43. 

[02] [  ] No 

 

Q 42) Why don’t you cultivate more land although you would like to? Please check all correct 

answers. 

[01] [  ] Don’t have the money to buy or lease more land 

[02] [  ] Don’t have the money to buy fertilizer  
[03] [  ] Don’t have the manpower to cultivate more land 

[04] [  ] Don’t have the time to cultivate more land 

[05] [  ] Not enough earning possibilities in comparison with the required work 

[06] [  ] Because the soil is eroded 

[07] [  ] Because of a lack of agricultural machinery 

[08] [  ] Other (please indicate):     [___________] 
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Agricultural activities 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

In order to find out more about the way agriculture is carried out in this region, we need 

some information on the kinds of crop you grow and on the size of the harvest for each 

crop. I will now show you a grid and ask you to fill out the grid with me. 

 

Note for interviewer:  

Show the grid to the respondent and ask him / her for the information, but you should be 

the one writing down the answers! 

Please make sure to ask Q 43 also for those products which are not produced by the 

household, since it is possible, that these products are bought. 

 

  Q 43) 

What 

kind(s) of 

crop do 

you 

cultivate? 

Q 44) 

How 

large is 

the area 

on which 

you 

cultivate 

the 

crop? 

Q 45) 

What was 

the yield 

of the 

crop (in 

the last 12 

months)?  

Q 46) How 

much (of 

your own 

production) 

did you 

consume 

yourself (in 

the last 12 

months)? 

Q 47) 

How 

much did 

you sell 

(in the 

last 12 

months)? 

Q 48) How 

much of the 

crop did you 

buy for your 

own 

consumption 

(in the last 12 

months)? 

  

Check all 

that apply. 

Indicate 

in 

hectares. 

Indicate in 

kg. 

Indicate in 

kg. 

Indicate in 

kg. Indicate in kg. 

Wheat   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Barley   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Oat   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Maize   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Other grain   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Potatoes   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Cabbage   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Turnips   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Pumpkin   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Onions   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Tomatoes   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Cucumbers   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Beans   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 
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Sunflower   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Apples   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Herbs   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

Herbages 

such as e.g. 

clover as 

fodder for 

animals   m2 / ha kg kg kg kg 

 

Q 49) Filter: Do you own a greenhouse? 

[01] [  ] No  If the answer is no, go to Q 52. 

[02] [  ] Yes, but we don’t use it anymore 

[03] [  ] Yes, we still use the greenhouse  

 

Q 50) How large is the area of the greenhouse? Please indicate in m2. 

[_______] m2 

 

Q 51) Which fruits and vegetables do you grow in the greenhouse? Please list the things you grow. 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

Animal husbandry 
 

Interviewer to read out: 

In order to also take into account the livestock you own the following grids concentrates on 

the kind and amount of animals you own and the goods the animals produce. Again, please 

fill out the grids with me. 
 

  Q 52) What 

kind(s) of 

animal do you 

own? 

Q 53) How 

many animals 

do you own of 

this kind? 

Q 54) How 

many did you 

consume 

yourself (in 

the last 12 

months)? 

Q 55) How 

many did you 

sell (in the last 

12 months)? 

Q 56) How many 

did you buy for your 

own consumption 

(in the last 12 

months)? 

  

Check all that 

apply. 
Indicate the number of animals. 

Cows           

Calves           

Pigs           

Horses           

Poultry           

  



0 Appendix 

 

 

198 

Sheep           

Goats           

Dogs           

Rabbits           

Beehives           

If you own any other kinds of animals as those mentioned above, please indicate these in the following 

lines. 

            

            

            

 

  Q 57) What 

kind(s) of 

animal 

products do 

you 

manufacture? 

Q 58) How 

much of these 

products did 

you 

manufacture 

(in the last 12 

months)? 

Q 59) How 

much did you 

consume 

yourself (in 

the last 12 

months)? 

Q 60) How 

much did you 

sell (in the last 

12 months)? 

Q 61) How much did 

you buy for your 

own consumption 

(in the last 12 

months)? 

  

Check all that 

apply. 

Indicate in the given units. 

Wool   kg kg kg kg 

Meat   kg kg kg kg 

Fur   number number number number 

Cowskins   number number number number 

Sheepskin   number number number number 

Goatskin   number number number number 

Milk   l l l l 

Cheese   kg kg kg kg 

Butter   kg kg kg kg 

Sour cream   kg kg kg kg 

            

Eggs   number number number number 

Honey   kg kg kg kg 

If you manufacture any other animal products as those mentioned above, please indicate these in the 

following lines. 

            

            

            

 

Q 62) Approximately how much of your production do you sell and how much do you use for self-

supply? Please give the respective amounts in percent. 

  



0 Appendix 

 

 

199 

Selling:   [________] %  

Self consumption:  [________] %  

Other:   [________] %.  

 

Q 63) Where do you sell your agricultural products (including both animal products and crops)? 

Please check all that apply. 

[01] [  ] I don’t sell any products. 
[02] [  ] Directly on the farm 

[03] [  ] In the streets in the village I live in 

[04] [  ] In a store in the village I live in 

[05] [  ] On a farmer’s market in the village I live in 

[06] [  ] In a store in the surrounding villages 

[07] [  ] On a farmer’s market in the surrounding villages 

[08] [  ] In bigger cities 

[09] [  ] Other 

 

Q 64) To whom do you sell your products? Please check all that apply. 

[08] [  ] I don’t sell any products. 
[01] [  ] Family and friends 

[02] [  ] Neighbors and villagers 

[03] [  ] People from surrounding villages 

[04] [  ] Tourists 

[05] [  ] Traders 

[06] [  ] Processing industry  

[07] [  ] Other 

 

VI. Module on Tourism Supply 

 

Interviewer to read out: 

As tourism is another business branch, the following questions are asking some information 

on whether you are involved in tourism and if so, how. 
 

 

Q 65) Filter: Do you offer any of the following services to tourists? Please check all that apply.  

[01] [  ] Hotel accommodation (and service) 

[02] [  ] (“Private”) Guest house (or rooms) accommodation  (and service) 
[03] [  ] “Bed and Breakfast” 

[04] [  ] Lead a café or similar enterprise 

[05] [  ] Lend skiing equipment 

[06] [  ] Lend hiking equipment 

[07] [  ] Lend other equipment 

[08] [  ] Lend horses and / or carriages 

[09] [  ] Sell maps 

[10] [  ] Offer skiing lessons 

[11] [  ] Offer mountain / hiking tours (serve as a guide) 

[12] [  ] Offer entertainment (e.g. theater, cinema) 

[13] [  ] Other 

[14] [  ] I don’t offer any services for tourists  Continue with Q 79. 
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Q 66) How do visitors find out about your services? 

[01] [  ] Via internet 

[02] [  ] Via tourist agency 

[03] [  ] Via newspaper 

[04] [  ] Via TV 

[05] [  ] Friends told them about us 

[06] [  ] Neighbors gave them our address 

[07] [  ] Visitors randomly choose our place 

[08] [  ] Other 

 

Q 67) For how long have you been involved in tourism activities? Please indicate the number of 

years. 

[________] years 

 

Q 68) How much money did you spend on starting tourism supply (in the last 12 months)? 

Total amount of spending (in GEL): [___________] 

 

Q 69) How much money did you spend on expanding tourism supply (in the last 12 months)? 

Total amount of spending (in GEL): [___________] 

 

Q 70) Why did you start working in tourism? Please check all that apply. 

[01] [  ] My parents were already involved in tourism 

[02] [  ] It’s easier than farming 

[03] [  ] Compared to farming the income is higher  

[04] [  ] Compared to farming or (local) business the prestige is higher 

[05] [  ] Tourism development is supported by the government 

[06] [  ] Tourism will be a very lucrative business in the future 

[07] [  ] I changed to tourism because almost everyone else is involved in tourism 

[08] [  ] To increase my income 

[09] [  ] Other (please indicate):     [___________] 

 

Q 71) Filter: Do you offer accommodation? 

[01] [  ] Yes 

[02] [  ] No  If the answer is no, go to Q 79. 

 

Q 72) Do you offer meals if these are requested by the guests? 

[01] [  ] No. 

[02] [  ] Yes, up to three meals a day. 

[03] [  ] Yes, up to two meals a day. 

[04] [  ] Yes, one meal a day. 

 

Q 73) How many rooms do you offer? Please indicate the number of rooms. 

[________] rooms 

 

Q 74) How many beds do you offer? Please indicate the number of beds. 

[________] beds 

 

Q 75) How many nights was your guest house or hotel booked in the last 12 months? Please indicate 

the number of nights. 

[________] nights 
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Q 76) How many nights was your guest house / hotel open during the last 12 months? Please 

indicate the number of nights.  
[________] nights 

 

Q 77) How large was the share of income which you made from tourism activities compared with 

your total income in the last 12 months? (How large is the share from tourism activities’ 
income in total household budget?) Please indicate in percent. 

[________] % 

 

Q 78) Which financial sources do use to pay for the development or maintenance of your touristic 

activities? Please check all that apply! 

[01] [  ] Family savings 

[02] [  ] Loan from bank 

[03] [  ] I borrowed money from friends / relatives / neighbors 

[04] [  ] I sold my land and invested the money in tourism 

[05] [  ] I sold cattle/sheep and invested the money in tourism 

[06] [  ] I reinvest the income from my tourism activities 

[07] [  ] Other (please indicate):     [___________] 

 

Q 79) In your opinion, what is the main obstacle for tourism development in your region? Only 

check one possibility! 

[01] [  ] Bad infrastructure 

[02] [  ] Unstable economy and / or economic environment 

[03] [  ] No clear governmental policy 

[04] [  ] Few places for entertainment 

[05] [  ] No clear guidelines for service quality and standards 

[06] [  ] Lack of transportation 

[07] [  ] Other 

[88] [  ] Don’t know 

 

The next question only concerns households that are not involved in tourism! Households that 

are involved in tourism can skip to Q 81. 

Q 80) Why don’t you offer any service(s) for tourists? Please check all that apply! 

[01] [  ] I don’t have enough money for the initial investment 
[02] [  ] I don’t have enough room to do so 

[03] [  ] I live too far off 

[04] [  ] I don’t think it would be profitable 

[05] [  ] I make enough money without tourism 

[06] [  ] I don’t want to 

[07] [  ] Other (please indicate):  [___________] 

[08] [  ] Don’t know 

 

VII. Module on Influence and Cooperation 

 
Q 81) My actions affect the living conditions of my children in the future. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 82) I feel as if it doesn’t matter what I do. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 83) I accept help from others. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 84) "Being your own boss" puts a lot of pressure on you. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 85) Working in a group impedes my work. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 86) Being employed is less worrisome than leading your own enterprise. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 87) I don't like working in a group. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 88) No matter what I do, I can not improve the living conditions of my family. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 89) "Being your own boss" gives you a lot of freedom. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 90) Working in a group can help you achieve things a single person can not achieve. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 91) I like taking risks. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 92) Organizing things is difficult for me. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 93) I like working with others to achieve common goals. 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 94) Leading a better life is ... 

Very 

pleasant 
Pleasant Neither Unpleasant 

Very 

unpleasant 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 95) How often do you feel ill or tired? 

Very rarely Rarely Neither Frequently 
Very 

frequently 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 96) How often do you encounter unanticipated events that decrease your time budget? 

Very rarely Rarely Neither Frequently 
Very 

frequently 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 97) Increasing my income is ... 

Very 

pleasant 
Pleasant Neither Unpleasant 

Very 

unpleasant 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 98) What my friends think I should do matters to me. 

Very much Much Neither Not Not at all 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 99) How likely is it for you to get a loan from a bank? 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 100) How likely is it for you to find workers you can hire? 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 101) Doing what other people in my neighborhood do is important to me. 

Very much Much Neither Not Not at all 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 102) Risking to lose money is ... 

Very 

pleasant 
Pleasant Neither Unpleasant 

Very 

unpleasant 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 103) Being more stressed is ... 

Very 

pleasant 
Pleasant Neither Unpleasant 

Very 

unpleasant 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 104) Losing free time is ... 

Very 

pleasant 
Pleasant Neither Unpleasant 

Very 

unpleasant 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 105) What the government approves of is important to me. 

Very much Much Neither Not Not at all 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 106) How often do unanticipated financial requirements (e.g. to replace broken tools or machinery) place 

burdens on your financial resources? 

Very rarely Rarely Neither Frequently 
Very 

frequently 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
 

VIII. Module on Intended Behavior – Enhancing Tourism Supply 

 

Q 107) If I encountered unanticipated events that place demands on my time it would make it more 

difficult for me to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [pbc pow. cont.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 108) Most people who are important to me think that [sn dir.] 

enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

I have to I should neither 
I don't have 

to 
I should not 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 109) Whether I enhance tourism supply in the next year is entirely up to me. [pbc dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  

Q 110) I expect to enhance tourism supply in the next year [int] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 111) Enhancing tourism supply in the next year will cause me to be more stressed. [att. indir.] 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 112) Other people in my neighborhood [sn norm. bel.] 

would would rather neither 
would rather 

not 
would not 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

 

Q 113) Enhancing tourism supply in the next year will help me lead a better life. [att. indir.] 
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Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 114) I intend to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [int] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 115) If I had unanticipated financial requirements place burdens on my financial resources it would 

make it more difficult for me to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [pbc pow. cont.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 116) How likely is it for you to enhance tourism supply in the next year? [int] 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 117) For me to enhance tourism supply in the next year is [att. sem. diff.] 

Harmful ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Beneficial 

Good ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Bad 

Pleasant ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Unpleasant 

Worthless ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Valuable 

Expensive ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Cheap 

Helpful ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Useless 

Easy ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Difficult 

Awful ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Wonderful 

Dangerous ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Safe 

Right ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Wrong 

Careful ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Reckless 

Smart ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ Stupid 

 

Q 118) Enhancing tourism supply in the next year will increase my income. [att. indir.] 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 119) For me to enhance tourism supply in the next year is [pbc dir.] 

very easy easy neither diffcult very diffcult. 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 120) It is expected of me that I enhance tourism supply in the next year. [sn dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 121) Enhancing tourism supply in the next year will mean risking the loss of money [NEW] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 122) The government allows me to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [sn dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 123) Enhancing tourism supply in the next year will cost me free time. [att. indir.] 

Very likely Likely Neither Unlikely 
Very 

unlikely 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 124) My family thinks that [sn norm. bel.] 

I have to I should neither 
I don't have 

to 
I should not 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 enhance tourism supply in the next year. 

 

Q 125) My friends [sn norm. bel.] 

would would rather neither 
would rather 

not 
would not 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 approve of me enhancing tourism supply in the next year. 

 

Q 126) If I had a loan from a bank it would make it easier to enhance tourism supply in the next year 

[NEW] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 127) My family’s approval of me enhancing tourism supply in the next year is important to me. [sn mot. 

comp.] 

Very much Much Neither Not Not at all 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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Q 128) People who are important to me want me to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [sn dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 129) I feel obliged to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [sn dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 130) If there were workers I could hire it would make it easier to enhance tourism supply in the next 

year [NEW] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 131) I am confident that I could enhance tourism supply in the next year if I wanted to. [pbc dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  

Q 132) For me to enhance tourism supply in the next year is [pbc dir.] 

very 

possible 
possible neither impossible 

very 

impossible. 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 133) The decision to enhance tourism supply in the next year is beyond my control. [pbc dir.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 134) I plan to enhance tourism supply in the next year. [int] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

 

Q 135) If I felt ill or tired it would make it more difficult for me to enhance tourism supply in the next 

year. [pbc pow. cont.] 

Strongly 

agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 
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A 2   Tables on Numbers of Pigs, Horses, Goats, Dogs, Rabbits and Beehives 
 

Table 39: Number of pigs 

Number of pigs 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 87 94.6 57 93.4 52 94.5 74 80.4 270 90.0 

1 2 2.2 4 6.6 3 5.5 14 15.2 23 7.7 

2 2 2.2 
 

  
 

  2 2.2 4 1.3 

3 
 

  
 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

5 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  
  

1 0.3 

6             1 1.1 1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 61 100 55 100 92 100 300 100 

DoŶ’t kŶow ;= ŵissiŶgͿ     1 -         1 - 

Mean (SD)* 2.20 (1.64) 1.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00) 1.50 (1.25) 1.50 (1.20) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Table 40: Number of horses 

Number of horses 

Stepants-

minda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 88 95.7 52 85.2 54 98.2 83 90.2 277 92.3 

1 2 2.2 6 9.8 1 1.8 4 4.3 13 4.3 

2 
 

  3 4.9 
 

  3 3.3 6 2.0 

5 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 

6 
 

  
 

  
 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 
8 1 1.1             1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 61 100 55 100 92 100 300 100 

DoŶ’t kŶow ;= ŵissiŶgͿ     1 -         1 - 

Mean (SD)* 3.75 (3.40) 1.33 (0.50) 1.00 (0.00) 2.33 (1.87) 2.13 (1.94) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 
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Table 41: Number of goats 

Number of 

goats 

Stepantsminda Kazbegi villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 87 94.6 60 96.8 55 100.0 90 97.8 292 97.0 

1 
 

  
 

  
 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

2 1 1.1 1 1.6 
 

  
  

2 0.7 

3 2 2.2 
 

  

 

  
  

2 0.7 

5 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  
  

1 0.3 

7 
 

  
 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

10 
 

  1 1.6 

 

  
  

1 0.3 

40 1 1.1             1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 62 100 55 100 92 100 301 100 

Mean (SD)* 10.60 (16.47) 6.00 (5.66) - - 4.00 (4.24) 8.11 (12.29) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Table 42: Number of dogs 

Number of 

dogs 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 70 80.5 48 78.7 40 76.9 62 68.1 220 75.6 

1 12 13.8 10 16.4 8 15.4 19 20.9 49 16.8 

2 2 2.3 2 3.3 3 5.8 7 7.7 14 4.8 
3 

 
  1 1.6 1 2 1 1.1 3 1.0 

4 1 1.1 
 

  

 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 

10 2 2.3         1 1.1 3 1.0 

Total (valid) 87 100 61 100 52 100 91 100 291 100 

DoŶ’t kŶow 
(= missing) 5 - 1 - 3 - 1 - 10 - 

Mean (SD)* 2.35 (2.98) 1.31 (0.63) 1.42 (0.67) 1.72 (1.75) 1.75 (1.88) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Table 43: Number of rabbits 

Number of 

rabbits 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 91 98.9 62 100.0 43 78.2 83 90.2 279 92.7 

1-5 1 1.1 
 

  8 14.5 7 7.6 16 5.3 

6-10 
 

  
 

  4 7.3 1 1.1 5 1.7 

20             1 1.1 1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 62 100 55 100 92 100 301 100 

Mean (SD)* 1.00 (0.00) - - 4.50 (3.18) 5.56 (6.06) 4.77 (4.50) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 
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Table 44: Number of beehives 

Number of 

beehives 

Stepantsminda Kazbegi villages Bakuriani Borjomi villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 90 97.8 60 96.8 55 100.0 85 92.4 290 96.3 

1-10 2 2.2 
 

  
 

  4 4.3 6 2.0 

11-20 
 

  
 

  
 

  2 2.2 2 0.7 

30 
 

  1 1.6 

 

  
  

1 0.3 

50 
 

  1 1.6 

 

  
  

1 0.3 

80             1 1.1 1 0.3 

Total (valid) 92 100 62 100 55 100 92 100 301 100 

Mean (SD)* 3.00 (1.4) 40.00 (14.1) - - 18.43 (27.6) 19.55 (24.8) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that own this kind of animal and indicated 

the number of animals they owned. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

 

A 3   Tables on Amounts of Produced Sour Cream, Wool and Honey 
 

Table 45: Amount of produced sour cream in kg 

Amount of 

manufactured 

sour cream in 

kg 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 72 83.7 54 91.5 48 90.6 85 95.5 259 90.2 

1-25 9 10.5 3 5.1 5 9.4 3 3.4 20 7.0 

26-50 1 1.2 1 1.7 

 

  

 

  2 0.7 

51-75 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

76-100 2 2.3 1 1.7 
 

  
 

  3 1.0 
200 2 2.3 

 

  

 

  

 

  2 0.7 

Total (valid) 86 100 59 100 53 100 89 100 287 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 6   3   2   3   14   

Mean (SD)* 50 (72) 2 (31) 9 (3) 23 (3) 35 (55) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 
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Table 46: Amount of produced wool in kg 

Amount of 

manufactured 

wool in kg 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 84 92.3 59 96.7 55 100.0 88 95.7 286 95.7 

1-50 5 5.5 1 1.6 

 

  2 2.2 8 2.7 

60 

 

  1 1.6 

 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 

200 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 

750 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 0.3 

Total (valid) 91 100.0 61 100.0 55 100.0 92 100.0 299 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 1   1           2   

Mean (SD)* 157 (269) 73 (48) 96 (68) 91 (78) 111 (203) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 

Table 47: Amount of produced honey in kg 

Amount of 

manufactured 

honey in kg 

Stepantsminda 

Kazbegi 

villages Bakuriani 

Borjomi 

villages Total 

N % N % N % N % N % 

0 89 97.8 60 96.8 55 100.0 87 95.6 291 97.3 

20 1 1.1 

 

  

 

  2 2.2 3 1.0 

30 1 1.1 
 

  
 

  1 1.1 2 0.7 
150 

 

  1 1.6 

 

  

 

  1 0.3 

300 

 

  1 1.6 

 

  

 

  1 0.3 

2080 

 

  

 

  

 

  1 1.1 1 0.3 

Total (valid) 91 100     55 100 91 100 299 100 

Do not know 

(= missing) 1           1   2   

Mean (SD)* 25 (7) 225 (106) - - 538 (1028) 331 (714) 
* Mean and standard deviation (SD) are calculated based on those households that manufacture this kind of product and 

indicated the amount of production. Households that indicated 0 were excluded. Source: Own data. 
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A 4   Descriptive Information on Cultivated Areas and Yields of Crops 
 

Table 48: Mean, median and standard deviation of cultivated areas and yields of crops 

  Area in m² Yield in kg 

  Valid n Mean Median SD Valid n Mean Median SD 

Potatoes (n=211 of 230) 46980 300 358133 (n=222 of 230) 388 300 440 

Herbs (n=83 of 140) 670 10 5491 (n=76 of 140) 11 10 9 

Apples (n=51 of 81) 133 25 259 (n=69 of 81) 161 60 342 

Cabbages (n=37 of 54) 215 50 521 (n=45 of 54) 117 80 113 

Onions (n=28 of 47) 53 30 65 (n=32 of 47) 27 10 33 

Fodder (n=30 of 47) 3219 1100 9161 (n=25 of 47) 2585 350 4964 

Beans (n=25 of 37) 171 80 298 (n=26 of 37) 25 20 28 

Cucumbers (n=15 of 21) 72 20 98 (n=16 of 21) 39 30 45 

Tomatoes (n=5 of 8) 60 10 85 (n=4 of 8) 45 30 37 
Maize (n=2 of 5) 550 550 636 (n=1 of 5) 150 150 

 
Pumpkin (n=2 of 5) 28 28 32 (n=3 of 5) 43 50 31 

Wheat (n=0 of 2) 
  

  (n=0 of 2) 
   

Turnips (n=0 of 2) 
  

  (n=1 of 2) 30 30 
 

Sunflower (n=1 of 2) 5 5   (n=0 of 2) 
   

Barley (n=0 of 1) 
  

  (n=0 of 1) 
   

Oat (n=0 of 1) 
  

  (n=0 of 1) 
   

Other grain (n=0 of 1)       (n=0 of 1)       
Note: SD = standard deviation. Source: Own data. 
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A 5   Tables on Yields of Cultivated Herbs and Apples 
 

Table 49: Yield of herbs by area of herbs 

  Yield of herbs 

in kg (last 12 

months) 

Area of cultivated herbs in m² 

  1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 

51-

highest Total 

Stepantsminda 

(n=13 of 45) 

1-5 38.5% 
    

  38.5% 

6-10 23.1% 

    

  23.1% 

11-15 

  

7.7% 

  

7.7% 15.4% 

16-20 

     

7.7% 7.7% 

30 

  

7.7% 

  

  7.7% 

40         7.7%   7.7% 

Total 61.5%   15.4%   7.7% 15.4% 100.0% 

Kazbegi 

villages (n=12 

of 23) 

1-5 33.3% 

  

8.3% 

 

  41.7% 

6-10 8.3% 

 

8.3% 

  

16.7% 33.3% 

11-15 

  

8.3% 

  

  8.3% 

16-20 8.3%         8.3% 16.7% 

Total 50.0%   16.7% 8.3%   25.0% 100.0% 

Bakuriani 

(n=13 of 28) 

1-5 30.8% 

    

  30.8% 

6-10 23.1% 
 

7.7% 
 

23.1% 7.7% 61.5% 

30           7.7% 7.7% 

Total 53.8%   7.7%   23.1% 15.4% 100.0% 

Borjomi 

villages (n=17 

of 44) 

1-5 35.3%           35.3% 

6-10 17.6% 5.9% 

  

17.6%   41.2% 

11-15 5.9% 

    

  5.9% 

16-20 5.9% 

    

  5.9% 

50           11.8% 11.8% 

Total 64.7% 5.9%     17.6% 11.8% 100.0% 
Source: Own data. 
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Table 50: Yield of apples by area of apples 

  Yield of cultivated 

apples in kg (last 

12 months) 

Area of cultivated apples in m² 

  1-50 

51-

100 

101-

200 

201-

300 

301-

highest Total 

Stepantsminda  

(n=22 of 27) 

0 4.5% 
   

  4.5% 

1-50 18.2% 9.1% 4.5% 

 

9.1% 40.9% 

51-100 22.7% 

 

4.5% 

 

  27.3% 

101-150 4.5% 

   

4.5% 9.1% 

151-200 

   

4.5%   4.5% 

300 4.5% 

   

  4.5% 

2000 4.5%       4.5% 9.1% 

Total 59.1% 9.1% 9.1% 4.5% 18.2% 100.0% 

Kazbegi 

villages  

(n=9 of 18) 

1-50 11.1% 11.1% 

 

22.2%   44.4% 

51-100 22.2% 
   

  22.2% 

151-200 11.1% 

 

11.1% 

 

  22.2% 

400     11.1%     11.1% 

Total 44.4% 11.1% 22.2% 22.2%   100.0% 

Bakuriani  

(n=7 of 14) 

0 14.3% 
   

  14.3% 

1-50 57.1% 

   

  57.1% 

51-100 

  

14.3% 

 

  14.3% 

500 14.3%         14.3% 

Total 85.7%   14.3%     100.0% 

Borjomi 

villages  

(n=12 of 22) 

0 8.3%       8.3% 16.7% 

1-50 25.0% 

 

8.3% 

 

  33.3% 

51-100 33.3% 8.3% 

  

  41.7% 

151-200 8.3%         8.3% 

Total 75.0% 8.3% 8.3%   8.3% 100.0% 
Source: Own data. 
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