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ABSTRACT
This study aims to understand factors predicting destination-loyalty
intention in international education. A sample of 378 long-term (n=195) and
short-term (n=183) international students participated in the study carried
out in 2014 through an on-line survey at the University of Bergen, Norway.
Using a series of hierarchical regression analyses, the researchers found
that among short-term students, destination motivation (pull), orientation to
mainstream and heritage culture together with psychological adaptations
were the most important variables influencing their decision to revisit and to
recommend the destination to others. Among long-term students, the same
variables with the exception of psychological adaptation in addition to
sociocultural adaptation were the significant predictors of destinationloyalty intention. This study discusses the results from a social,
psychological and international education perspective as well as their
implications for destination management.
Keywords: destination-loyalty intention, mainstream culture, psychological
adaptation, pull motivation, push motivation, sociocultural adaptation
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Imagine the following scenario: Someone has just come back from studying
abroad at a well-known education destination. In retrospect, he or she
emphasizes that the destination met all the anticipated criteria, and that he or
she had a wonderful experience, is satisfied and willing to revisit and
recommend the destination to others. At the same time, he or she comments
that there were other international students who preferred to stay at the
students’ hostel, showing little or no interest in exploring the destinations.
They were neither happy nor satisfied with the overall experience with the
locals at the destination because their initial expectations of the destination
were not met. As a result, they disliked the place and were not interested in
sharing their experiences with others. Neither were they interested in
recommending the place to others.
This hypothetical scenario is a reflection of how the individual’s
decision prior to international education and experience of local host culture
plays an important role in determining destination-loyalty intention.
Grounded in the acculturation framework developed by Berry and his
associates (Berry, 1990, 1992; Berry, 1997; Berry, 2005; Berry, Kim,
Minde, & Mok, 1987; Berry, Kim, Power, Young, & Bujaki, 1989) and
other relevant literature, the researchers seek to understand how motivation
to study abroad may influence international students’ motivation to revisit
and later recommend the destinations to others. Specifically, this research
examines the independent contributions made by motivation to study
abroad, orientation to mainstream culture at the destination, orientation to
heritage culture, and sociocultural and psychological adaptations at the
destination in predicting destination-loyalty intention. This research is in
response to the claim by Ryan and Glendon (1998) that research has paid
too little attention to the psychological aspects of the experience of
international education. This research is also in response to the call by
Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim (2010) for exploring the relationship between
destination loyalty and psychological factors. To date, knowledge on how
and why psychological factors may lead to destination-loyalty intention is
very limited.
As part of internationalization of higher education, colleges and
universities continuously recruit and accept international students (Guo &
Chase, 2011). In some countries, exchange study and educational travel has
become a stable and ongoing industry that outperforms leisure and business
tourism in terms of its annual growth (Lesjak, Juvan, Ineson, Yap, &
Axelsson, 2015).
International students serve as “ambassadors” of their own country
during their overseas sojourn (Jamaludin, Sam, Sandal, & Adam, 2016a).
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Jamaludin and colleagues have also pointed out that upon returning home,
international students take on a reverse ambassadors’ role as representatives
of the countries where they studied. Based on their sojourned experiences,
they can encourage (or discourage) people in their social network to visit
their previous international education destination. This latter role is linked to
the students’ loyalty to the country in which they studied. This is the focus
of this study.
Destination-loyalty intention as used in this study refers to
international students’ intentions to revisit and recommend the destination to
people in their home country (Oppermann, 2000; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). The
objective of this study was to investigate the extent to which destinationloyalty intentions could be predicted by the students’ destination motivation
(pull and push), their orientations to the mainstream culture of the society
they studied, vis-à-vis their own heritage culture, together with their
psychological and sociocultural adaptation while studying abroad.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Projecting the Differences for International Students
To understand destination-loyalty intention, the present study
distinguished between two types of students: those on long-term programs
versus those on short-term programs. In line with this, it is known that
individuals’ motivation for pursuing exchange programs for a semester or a
year are different from those pursuing a degree that stretches over a number
of years (Jamaludin et al., 2016a).
The main motivation of short term students, according to Massey
and Burrow (2012), is to experience a new cross-cultural learning
environment, followed by a specific academic opportunity and a unique
social experience. Just like their short-term peers, long-term students also
have as their prime motive a cross-cultural experience (Brewer, 1983;
Carlson & Widaman, 1988; Sánchez, Fornerino, & Zhang, 2006), in
addition to academic and/or foreign language development (Caudery,
Petersen, & Shaw, 2008).
Despite the similarities between the two groups of exchange
students, there are more differences between the two than it may first seem
to appear. Studying abroad has a more significant and enduring impact on
long-term students than their short-term counterparts (Dwyer, 2004). Dwyer
also pointed out that study abroad has a significant impact on students in the
areas of continued language use, academic attainment measures,
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intercultural and personal development, and career choices. In addition,
these factors are more likely to hold true for long-term students than for
short-term students. Based on these subtle differences between the two
groups of students, the researchers assume that they will differentially
impact on their destination loyalty intentions, and further explore this
assumption in the study.
There were also differences among international students with
regards to cultural orientation. Pitts (2009) suggested that short-term visits
do not offer the same level of cultural immersion and opportunities for
intercultural growth compared to long-term program visits. This makes us
believe that international students on short-term and long-term programs
have differential destination-loyalty intentions.
With regard to adaptation, acculturation researchers make a
distinction between psychological and sociocultural adaptation (Schachner,
Schiller, Van de Vijver, & Noack, 2014). Psychological adaptation
outcomes include well-being, life satisfaction, and mental health, whereas
sociocultural adaptation outcomes refer to an individual’s competence in
mastering daily life in a particular cultural context (Ward, 2001). In this
study, life satisfaction was used as an indicator of psychological adaptation
in this study was measured by life satisfaction (see Berry, Phinney, Sam, &
Vedder, 2006). Life satisfaction is the global evaluation of a person’s quality
of life based on the person’s own chosen criteria (Shin & Johnson, 1978).
Likewise, other studies indicate that people who are satisfied with life tend
to be more successful and socially active (Diener, Kanazawa, Suh, & Oishi,
2015; Otrachshenko & Popova, 2014).
Additionally, empirical evidence by Graham and Markowitz (2011)
and Jamaludin, Sam, Sandal, and Adam (2016b) confirmed that life
satisfaction influences an individual’s intention to stay at a destination.
Finally, positive interactions with members of the host culture are likely to
improve one’s feelings of well being and satisfaction (Sam & Berry, 2010).
Sociocultural adaptation is relevant to performing daily tasks in the host
culture (Ward, 1996; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). This distinction can also be
applied to the context of education adjustment outcomes (Berry et al., 2006).
Sociocultural adaptation in our context refers to culture learning and
acquisition of social skills relevant for the mainstream culture at the
destination (Berry & Sam, 1997; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Sociocultural
adaptation in this study focuses on how international students acquire social
and cultural that might facilitate social integration knowledge (Hirai,
Frazier, & Syed, 2015) which may be important in influencing their
destination-loyalty intention.
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Potential Predictors of Destination-Loyalty Intentions
Behavioral intention is the probability or possibility of person
engaging in a specified behavior, and can also reflect the willingness of the
individual to perform a behavior (Lu, Yeh, & Chen, 2016). With regard to
destination-loyalty intention, researchers have measured tourists’ behavioral
intentions based on the belief that behavioral intentions are sufficient to
capture the dynamics of the loyalty phenomenon (i.e., Chen & Tsai, 2007;
Lee, 2009). Moreover, other researchers have suggested that tourists are
likely to develop emotional attachment to their destinations, and this
attachment can be an important antecedent and a good indicator of tourists’
loyalty to a destination (George & George, 2012; Lee, Backman, &
Backman, 1987).
Although studies on destination-loyalty intentions abound, there is a
dearth of research within the context of international education. Studies have
shown that educational experiences of international students impact their
loyalty intention to the destination (Jamaludin et al., 2016a; 2016b). They
suggest that international students who have a positive experience and
strong relationship with the host society will be more likely to return to the
host destination or recommend it to others. However, to date, consensus on
what the most important factors are remains divided. This research aims to
fill this gap.
Destination Motivation
Prior studies have examined the phenomenon of students’
educational motivation from the self-determination theory perspective. Selfdetermination theory looked into a critical issue in the effects of goal pursuit
and attainment concerns the degree to which people are able to satisfy their
basic psychological needs as they pursue and attain their valued outcomes
(Deci & Ryan, 2000). These have provided some insights on educational
motivation (i.e., Hill, 2013; Kember, Hong, & Ho, 2008).
Building on this, the present study seeks to determine the nature or
the contents of the motivation (push and pull) framework of student mobility
(González, Mesanza, & Mariel, 2011; Mazzarol & Soutar, 2002). “Push”
and “pull” motivations proposed by Dann (1977) and Dann (1981) have
been one of the most widely accepted theories in the travel motivation
literature (Jang & Cai, 2002; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).
“Push” motivations refer to elements that operate in the home
country of the student, which stimulate or literally “push” the individual to
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study abroad (González et al., 2011). “Pull” factors refer to elements of a
country that “pull” a student to study abroad (González et al., 2011) and
operate within the source country to initiate a student’s decision to
undertake an international study there (Mazzarol & Soutar, 2002).
According to Lesjak et al. (2015), the combination of push and pull factors
determines a student’s decision to study abroad and later influences his/her
destination choice. Likewise, other researchers also claim that there is a
strong link between destination motivation and destination choices or
loyalty (Bieger & Laesser, 2002; Wang & Leou, 2015).
With regards to international students’ motivation, Mazzarol and
Soutar (2002) found that economic and social forces in the home country
serve as the main “push” factor. However, they found that the decision to
“pull” students abroad will depend on a variety of factors such as awareness
and reputation of the host country and institutions, personal
recommendations and word-of-mouth referrals.
Referring to the push–pull approach by Mazzarol and Soutar (2002),
other studies have suggested that students’ travel decisions may be pushed
by intangible factors (e.g. exploration) and pulled by tangible factors such as
natural attractions, entertainment and events, and night life (Kim, 2008; Kim
& Lee, 2002; Sirakaya, Uysal, & Yoshioka, 2003). In addition, safe and
secure environments, standard (high or low cost) of living and geographical
proximity to the home country, are found to influence Asian students’
destination choices. Mazzarol and Soutar (2002) found that American
students cite knowledge of foreign language as the prime factor influencing
their intentions to study abroad. Younger travelers (under 26) place more
emphasis on social contact and excitement, while the older group seek more
individualized and less extreme experiences (Lesjak et al., 2015).
Moreover, research on students’ travel motivation identified that
proximity of the host country to, and its cultural and social ties with, the
country of origin are important factors that influence students’ choices of
study locations (i.e., Lesjak et al., 2015). In comparison, other studies found
that awareness of information on the host country, personal background and
financial situation, the comparability of the higher education system in the
host country, and administrative and funding conditions are obstacles to
participation, and do have an impact on destination choice motives (SoutoOtero, Huisman, Beerkens, de Wit, & VujiĆ, 2013).
In summary, while literature has shown numerous links between
motivation-destination choices and loyalty of international students,
consensus on how motivation may be related to destination-loyalty intention
among short-term and long-term international students’ remains divided.
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Thus, the researchers further explored how push and pull motivation factors
may affect their destination-loyalty intention.
Orientation to Mainstream Culture and Heritage Culture
Cultural orientation refers broadly to an individual’s orientations
toward mainstream culture and their ethnic culture and has often been
indexed by their endorsement of particular cultural values (Neblett,
Rivas-Drake, & Umaña-Taylor, 2012). Neblett and colleagues suggested
that such orientations are frequently understood within discussions of
acculturation and enculturation, which characterize orientations toward
mainstream and ethnic culture, respectively. Acculturation is a multifaceted
process of change occurring when at least two cultures come into continuous
contact with each other (Berry & Sam, 2003). Although acculturation
models focus on orientations to one’s heritage culture and the culture of the
society of settlement, these two dimensions are seen as independent of each
other (Berry, 1997; Ryder, Alden, & Paulhus, 2000).
Contact and social ties with the host nation’s residents have been
shown to facilitate and enhance international students’ experience and
adjustment (Campbell, 2011; Furnham & Bochner, 1982; Jamaludin et al.,
2016a; Shigaki & Smith, 1997; Stone, 2000). The more assimilated
individuals are towards a host country’s culture, the greater the progression
in taking up the attitudes and values of the host society (Faber, O'Guinn, &
Meyer, 1987). According to Berry (1997), assimilation happens when
individuals do not wish to maintain their heritage culture and primarily
interact with mainstream culture. Contrariwise, integration happens to those
who, for various reasons desire to maintain their heritage culture while
adapting and adopting the mainstream culture (Berry, 1997). International
students who demonstrate assimilation or integration, may thus be
considered well-adjusted, which arguably should be more likely to remain
and have a sense of positive integration or assimilation, which arguably
should strengthen their educational goals, commitment, and loyalty to the
institution (Jamaludin et al., 2016a; Zea, Reisen, Beil, & Caplan, 1997).
On the other hand, home culture priming or heritage-culture cues
(i.e. cultural icons such as symbols, architecture) may disrupt students’
performance abroad, such as their motivation for learning and speaking the
local language (Zhang & Dixon, 2003). Further, Berry (2005) suggested that
separation from the host culture/s is the preferred strategy of individuals
who place high value on holding on to their heritage culture, and low value
on acquiring the host culture. These individuals choose the separation
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alternative. Additionally, he suggested that individuals who place a value on
holding on to their heritage culture also tend to turn their back on
involvement with other cultural groups while holding on to their heritage
culture. Therefore, the researchers assume that this will have a negative
relationship with their loyalty intention to a destination. Accordingly, Yavas
(1990) noted that Saudi tourists were concerned about the West’s image and
preferred to visit Muslim countries, suggesting that orientation to heritage
culture does play a role in influencing intention. However, the study on
second generation Korean immigrants in America by Lee (2002) suggested
that Korean immigrants cope with this conflict by finding a balance, by
adjusting to the American ways without turning their backs completely on
their ethnic background. He further added that for such an ideal identity to
succeed, the wider society must recognize the presence and needs of such
culturally mixed identities, and encourage the maintenance of ethnic identity
instead of enforcing conformity to the home culture ways.
Taking into consideration the orientation to heritage culture–
destination-loyalty intention perspectives and observing the literature over
time, it appears that they are not completely exclusive. Hence, the
researchers further explored how orientation to heritage culture may affect
students’ destination-loyalty intention.
Berry (1997) pointed out that factors such as destination motivation
need to be studied as a basis for understanding the degree of voluntariness in
the acculturating individuals. Assuming that that this will influence the
student’s adaptation, it is reasonable to suggest that a better understanding
of cultural orientation for international students will be vital for all
stakeholders.
Sociocultural and Psychological Adaptation at the Destination Site
All students who embark on an education journey in a country other
than that of their origin are expected to adjust to the new environment. This
may be challenging, as they will have to cope with a dual challenge (Wang
& Hannes, 2014). Wang and colleague pointed out that international
students, like all first-year university students, need to adapt to academic
life, and in addition must also deal with the acculturation stress encountered
by every sojourner (Toyokawa & Toyokawa, 2002; Wang & Mallinckrodt,
2006).
Additionally, other studies pointed out that as intercultural contact
continues to increase on college campuses, there is a continuing greater need
to develop cultural competency and adaptation (Dorozhkin & Mazitova,
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2008; Mahmood, 2014). In line with this, Ajzen and Madden (1986) suggest
that the evaluation of an act (in this study, adaptation) is particularly useful
in predicting intentions.
Sociocultural adaptation influences psychological adaptation
(Vedder, van de Vijver, & Liebkind, 2006). Furthermore, psychological
adaptation is known to influence the individual’s intention to stay at a
destination (Graham & Markowitz, 2011; Soderlund & Ohman, 2003). They
suggested that the chance of relocating is high when people are dissatisfied
with their home country. Further, a study by Jamaludin et al. (2016b) on life
satisfaction as one component of subjective well-being confirmed its
positive associations towards destination-loyalty intention. Sociocultural and
psychological adaptations are interrelated, and positive interactions with
members of the host culture are likely to improve one’s feelings of wellbeing and satisfaction (Sam & Berry, 2010). It is, however, unclear whether
sociocultural adaptation influences destination-loyalty intention or not and
therefore the researchers try to fill this gap by examining whether
sociocultural adaptation differentially influences destination-loyalty
intention for students on short versus long-term programs.
Using life satisfaction as an indicator of psychological adaptation,
the researchers explore how it may influence international students’
intention to commit to a destination. The researchers assume that the
international student’s role becomes increasingly crucial for the success of
international education. Based on the general literature on the studied
relations (Graham & Markowitz, 2011; Otrachshenko & Popova, 2014;
Soderlund & Ohman, 2003), the researchers expect international students’
psychological adaptation will increase their attachment to the destination
where they studied.
Hypotheses
Based on the literature, the following hypotheses were tested:
1. Destination motivation (push) will have weaker positive relationship
with destination-loyalty intention for (H1a) short-term than (H1b)
long-term students.
2. Destination motivation (pull) will have weaker positive relationship
with destination-loyalty intention for (H2a) short-term than (H2b)
long-term students.
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3. Orientation to heritage culture will have weaker negative
relationship with destination-loyalty intention for (H3a) short-term
students than (H3b) long-term students.
4. Orientation to mainstream culture will have weaker positive
relationship with destination-loyalty intention for (H4a) short-term
than (H4b) long-term students.
5. Sociocultural adaptation will have weaker positive relationship with
destination-loyalty intention for (H5a) short-term than (H5b) longterm students.
6. Psychological adaptation will have weaker positive relationship
with destination-loyalty intention for (H6a) short-term than (H6b)
long-term students.
RESEARCH METHOD
Pilot Test of the Instrument
A group of 30 international students from various countries were
selected via convenience sampling to pilot test the instrument. Testing the
instrument was limited to the face validity (clarity of instruction and
questions) considering the fact that the measurement structure and language
used as a means to measure these predictors was rigorously tested by a
significant number of researchers mentioned in the literature review. The
respondents were presented with the actual survey questions, and their time
to respond to the instrument ranged from 5 to 10 min. During the pilot test,
none of the respondents requested verbal assistance and they answered all
the questions. In general, the respondents participating in this pilot study
reported that the instrument was clear in both its instructions and the
questions it contained.
Data Collection
This study was reviewed and approved by the Norwegian Centre for
Research Data. All registered international students at the University of
Bergen were eligible to participate in the study. These students were
contacted to participate via an email from the International Students’ Office
at the University of Bergen through its database. Study data were obtained
using a questionnaire administered in English, asking students to provide
information on different aspects of their lives, experiences and demographic
background.
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Sampling Design
The sample was drawn from the population of international students
registered at the University of Bergen. In order to minimize sampling bias, a
convenience sampling was drawn from the list of students, from January 4,
2014 until June 30, 2014. To maximize the responses’ generalizability, only
groups where the target respondents were international students were
selected.
After the inspection and clean-up of the data, a total of 378
(34.87%) cases were used for the final analysis. The international student
population included those on short-term programs lasting about one
semester as well as those pursuing degrees. Table 1 shows the demographic
profile of the respondents separated into long-term (n=195) vs. short-term
(n=183). In this study, short-term students comprise those who came to
study for periods of less than 12 months. They were all from Europe
(100%). Long-term students (studied at the host destination for 12 months
and longer/full degree) came from a number of different countries; the
majority (more than 60%) came from Africa and Asia. In terms of gender
distribution, and among long-term students, there was an even split between
female and male students: 50.3% females vs. 49.7% males. Among shortterm students however, there was a higher proportion of females (66.7%)
relative to males (33.3%). For all groups, the majority (more than 50%) was
between 20 to 30 years old.
Measurement of the Variables
All items except for sociocultural adaptation were answered on 5point scales (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and the overall
score was calculated by taking the mean score of the items.
Destination-Loyalty Intention
Following Oppermann (2000), three indicators were used to
measure tourist destination-loyalty intention as the ultimate dependent
construct. Sample of the questions were: “After I have completed my
course/study, I will travel to Bergen if my financial position permits it” and
“I will recommend Bergen to my friends/relatives as a vacation destination
to visit.”
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Table 1. Demographic profile of respondents.
Program demographics

Frequency

Percent

Female

122

66.7

Male

61

33.3

Total

183

100.0

20–30

168

91.8

31–40

14

7.7

41–50

1

0.5

Total

183

100.0

Europe

183

100.0

Total

183

100.0

Female

98

50.3

Male

97

49.7

Total

195

100.0

20–30

115

59.0

31–40

61

31.3

41–50

18

9.2

50+

1

0.5

Total

195

100.0

Africa

61

31.3

Asia

60

30.8

Europe

30

15.4

North America

15

7.7

Oceania

13

6.7

South America

16

8.2

Total

195

100.0

Short-term
Gender

Age

Continent

Long-term
Gender

Age

Continent
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Destination Motivation
In this study, destination motivation was measured using the
international students push and pull motivation scale by Mazzarol and
Soutar (2002). After a pilot test, the relevant items from the instruments (20
items) measuring push (6) and pull motivation (14) were selected. Example
of an item of the push motivation factor is “I plan to immigrate in the
future.” For pull motivation, factor such as “A foreign university degree will
open good employment opportunities for me” was included.
Orientation to Mainstream Culture and Heritage Culture
Orientation to mainstream and heritage culture was measured with
the Vancouver Index of Acculturation (VIA) by Ryder et al. (2000). The
VIA consists of two categories: orientation to mainstream culture and
orientation to heritage culture. The two categories are measured by 10 items
each. Example of an item in the scales is: “I often participate in mainstream
Norwegian cultural traditions.”
Sociocultural Adaptation
This was assessed using 23 of the 40 items proposed by Ward and
Kennedy (1999). These 23 items were deemed more relevant for
international students. Examples of the items were: “To what extent have
you experienced difficulties in the following areas while staying in Norway:
(1) Making friends and (2) Using public transport, etc.” Average scores of
the items were used to measure the overall sociocultural adaptation level.
Higher values obtained in the scale indicated greater difficulty in
sociocultural adaptation. However, for easier interpretation of the results,
the researchers reversed scores on the items so that higher scores indicated
better sociocultural adaptation.
Psychological Adaptation
Psychological adaptation (i.e., life satisfaction) was assessed using
the 5-item scale by Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin (1985). Sample
questions are: “In most ways my life is close to my ideal” and “The
conditions of my life are excellent.”
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RESULTS
To examine the unique contribution of all the independent variables to
destination-loyalty intention, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
performed. In hierarchical multiple regression analysis, the researchers
determined the order that variables are entered into the regression equation
based on the relevant literature. Prior to conducting hierarchical multiple
regressions, the relevant assumptions of this statistical analysis were tested.
Firstly, the sample sizes for long-term (N = 195) and short-term (N = 183)
students were deemed adequate given six independent variables to be
included in the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The assumption of
singularity was also met among the independent variables. An examination
of the correlation matrixed (see Table 2) indicated that the variables were
not highly correlated. The internal consistencies of the various indices were
found to be acceptable, with Cronbach alpha values ranging from .60 to .91.
Next, results in Table 3 shows that the assumptions of normality
were also all satisfied (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Pallant,
2013). Moreover, the Durbin-Watson values showed no autocorrelation in
the regression models.
The collinearity statistics (i.e. Tolerance and VIF) were all within
accepted limits, indicating that the assumption of no multicollinearity was
deemed to have been met (Hair et al., 2010). An examination of the
Mahalanobis distance scores identified two outliers in the short-term student
group and one outlier in the long-term student group. These outliers were
deleted.
A three-stage hierarchical multiple regression was conducted
separately for the two groups (short-term and long-term students) with
destination-loyalty intention as the dependent variable (see Table 3). The
relationship variables were entered in this order as it seemed chronologically
plausible based on the literature grounded in Berry’s acculturation
framework (Berry, 1997).
For short-term students, gender and age did not contribute
significantly to the regression model, F(2,180) = 1.83, p > .001; these
variables accounted for only 2.0% of the variation in destination-loyalty
intention. Introducing destination motivation (push and pull) to the
regression model explained an additional 3.1% of variation in destinationloyalty intention, and this change in R2 was significant, F(4, 178) = 2.37, p <
.05. Finally, adding orientation to mainstream and orientation to heritage
culture, psychological adaptation and sociocultural adaptation in stage three,
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explained a total of 19.7% of the variation in destination-loyalty intention;
this change in R2 was also significant, F(8,174) = 7.16, p < .001.
Just as for short-term students, age and gender did not contribute
significantly to the regression model, F(2,192) = 0.134, p > .001 for longterm students. The two variables accounted for only 1.0% of the variation in
destination-loyalty intention. Introducing destination motivation (push and
pull) to the regression model explained an additional 8.5% of the variation
in destination-loyalty intention, and this change in R² was significant, F(4,
190) = 4.44, p < .01. Finally, adding orientation to mainstream and
orientation to heritage culture, psychological adaptation and sociocultural
adaptation in stage three, explained a total of 16.5% of the variation in
destination-loyalty intention; this change in R2 was also significant, F(8,186)
= 7.78, p < .001.
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To summarize, results for short-term students showed that
Hypotheses 2a, 4a, and 6a, namely destination motivation (pull) (b = 0.16, p
< .05), orientation to mainstream culture (b = 0.43, p < .001) and
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psychological adaptation (b = 0.16, p < .05), contributed more to the
explained variance in destination-loyalty intention than orientation to
heritage culture (Hypothesis 3a) (b = −0.24, p < .01). For long-term
students, results also showed that Hypotheses 2b, 4b and 5b, namely
destination motivation (pull) (b = 0.26, p < .001), orientation to mainstream
culture (b = 0.25, p < .01), and sociocultural adaptation (b = 0.22, p < .01),
made a greater contribution to the explained variance than orientation to
heritage culture (Hypothesis 5b) (b = 0.15, p < .05) in influencing
destination-loyalty intention. However, between the two groups, only
destination motivation (pull) shows a stronger relationship with destinationloyalty intention for long–term students as compared to short-term students.
DISCUSSION
The overall working hypothesis of this study was that international students
can influence friends, family members or other people in their social
network to visit the country in which they have studied, and that the findings
may have some ramifications for the international student exchange
programs, and also for the tourist industry of the country concerned.
Results suggested that gender and age did not contribute
significantly to the regression model, neither for short-term nor long-term
students. The most important predictors of destination-loyalty intention for
both short-term and long-term students were destination motivation (pull),
orientation to heritage and orientation to mainstream culture. Of the two
forms of adaptation, sociocultural adaptation was found to be related to
destination-loyalty intention only for long-term students. Psychological
adaptation was significant in predicting destination-loyalty intention only
among short-term students.
Our findings concerning Hypothesis 1, on whether international
students’ destination motivation (push) will have weaker relationship with
destination-loyalty intention for (H1a) short-term than (H1b) long-term
students indicated that destination motivation (push) for both short-term and
long-term students was not consistent with the hypothesis. The association
between push motivation and destination-loyalty intention is a bit puzzling.
The results did not show significant associations between push motivation
and destination-loyalty intention. The researchers speculate that perhaps, for
international students, destination motivation (push) might offer
considerable power in predicting and explaining participation in destinationloyalty intention at the initial stage prior to the actual international education
experiences. The researchers believe that in this study, in which the students
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are already at the destination, other factors relating to social and academic
life may be more important when trying to navigate successfully in the new
environment (see Sam, Tetteh, & Amponsah, 2015).
Hypothesis 2 on positive association between international students’
destination motivation (pull) destination-loyalty intention was supported for
both short-term (H2a) and long-term (H2b) students. However, between the
two, destination motivation (pull) shows a stronger relationship with
destination-loyalty intention for long–term students as compared to shortterm students. This results supports suggestions by Dwyer (2004) on the
stronger impact of study abroad on long-term students than their short-term
counterparts. These findings is in line with suggestions by Mazzarol and
Soutar (2002) that destination motivation (pull) is more important to
promote a destination. This is because many countries are presently
“upgrading” their supply side of international education. The “upgrading”
includes host country institutions developing branch campuses in other
countries that will gradually reduce the impact of the push factor (Mazzarol
& Soutar, 2002). Under these circumstances, the researchers posit that the
host countries’ ability to continue to remain competitive in attracting foreign
students will depend mostly on pull motivation factors. Of these, the
researchers found that knowledge and awareness, reputation, social cost
issues, and social links are likely to be important for international students.
This is not surprising but further highlights the need for host country
governments and education institutions to increase investment in
organizational substructures that are likely to impact on these student values,
ensuring that promotion activities are implemented effectively.
Moreover, results from the hierarchical analyses on temporal
changes that occur between international students’ destination motivations
(short-term and long-term) show that in international education, students
adopt fairly stable motivations during their international sojourn. The results
of this investigation strongly support the effectiveness of destination
motivation (pull) as a variable for predicting and understanding destinationloyalty intention. The researchers believe that, even though motivation can
fluctuate (Darby, Longmire-Avital, Chenault, & Haglund, 2013; Kiemer,
Gröschner, Pehmer, & Seidel, 2015), international students’ destination
motivation (pull) experience may offer considerable power with regard to
their intentions to recommend the destination to others and to revisit.
A negative relationship was found between short-term international
students’ orientation to heritage culture (Hypothesis 3a) and destinationloyalty intention. Perhaps this relationship can be explained in the context of
international students’ unmet expectations. This is in line with Berry (2005),
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who suggested that individuals who place a value on holding on to their
heritage culture tend to turn their back on involvement with other cultural
groups while holding on to their heritage culture. The researchers posit this
negatively influences destination-loyalty intention. Consequently, Pitts
(2009) has proposed that a pre-departure training program that includes
information on how to recognize and manage external expectations is
important. Pre-departure training may not only help students develop
realistic expectations and goals regarding the overseas sojourn, it may also
enhance their chances of “succeeding” and subsequently their destinationloyalty intention.
With respect to long-term students, a positive relationship was
found between students’ orientation to heritage culture and destinationloyalty intention (Hypothesis 3b). This was not consistent with hypothesis
3b. However, this finding supports the suggestion by Berry (2005) that most
people undergoing acculturation adjust positively. Further, Berry (1997)
proposed that orientation to heritage culture is part of the integration
acculturation strategy. Several studies have found a positive relationship
between integration and adaptation (Hui, Chen, Leung, & Berry, 2015).
Evidence suggested that international students are not substantially
demotivated by their orientation to heritage culture. The researchers posit
that possibly the nature of their stay (education) influences them. They find
opportunities, and manage to navigate in the new society to achieve their
goals, sometimes beyond their expectations. The argument and evidence
presented here relate primarily to long-term international students. However,
they are equally relevant for institutional arrangements, industry players and
for individuals in the wider society. Nevertheless, in the absence of
conceptual clarity and empirical foundations, further research is essential to
clarify these mixed results for both groups of international students.
Hypotheses 4a and 4b supported the notion that orientation to
mainstream culture is positively related to destination-loyalty intention.
However, between the two groups, the researchers found that the effect of
orientation to mainstream culture on destination-loyalty intention was
stronger among short-term students than long term students. This is not in
line with suggestions by Dwyer (2004) and Hypothesis 4. However, the
findings are consistent with past research that show a positive association
between orientation to mainstream culture and destination-loyalty intention
(Jamaludin et al., 2016a; Zea et al., 1997). These two studies suggest that
well-adjusted students in the host communities are more likely to remain
and have a sense of positive integration or assimilation, which arguably
should strengthen their educational goals, commitment and loyalty. Thus,
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international students who have a positive experience and strong
relationship with the host society are more likely to return to the host
destination or recommend it to others. Based on the results, the researchers
believe industry players need to accentuate the international students’
experiences at their destination. The researchers recommend that the
institutions of higher learning come up with programs that increase the
degree of social participation for international students. Future researchers
should continue to conduct systematic investigations of this factor in order
to better attract and retain international students. The researchers contend
that this work has the potential to advance the development of culturally
informed, empirically supported interventions for international students.
Our results indicated that sociocultural adaptation has a positive
influence on destination-loyalty intention only for long-term students, and
not short-term students. According to Sam et al. (2015), individuals who
perceive themselves to be socially skilled also feel confident in their
understanding of the culture of the new society. Berry (2005) found a linear
relationship between sociocultural adaptation and time. Thus, our finding
with respect to long-term students compared to short-term students seems
reasonable.
Language proficiency, communication competence, and effective
social interaction are three major keys to sociocultural adaptation (Searle &
Ward, 1990; Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). Within this context, the
researchers believe that enhancing Norwegian language skills will be a
major breakthrough. Industry players and educational institutions should
come up with programs that are directly related to increased interaction with
host nationals, giving a consequent decrease in sociocultural adjustment
problems. It could result in better intercultural understanding and
diminished feelings of strangeness and social distance. Furthermore, the
researchers believe that intercultural training may be effective in facilitating
a student’s adjustment in the foreign country.
Finally, the findings for Hypothesis 6 indicate that psychological
adaptation was related to destination-loyalty intention only for short-term
students. It is possible that short-term students, whose academic degrees are
conferred by their home institution, can afford to take life with ease as they
collect a few course credits (Sam et al., 2015), unlike long-term students
taking a full academic degree at a foreign university. Short-term students are
also known to spend a lot of time sightseeing and touring during their
overseas sojourn (Sam et al., 2015). It is plausible that their overall
satisfaction is related to the joys of touring and sightseeing; thus, this will
influence their intention to revisit and recommend the destination.
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Further, all of the short-term students in this study originated from
Europe, and can travel back to their home countries for a brief period, even
for a weekend if they want. This perhaps further influences their
psychological adaptation and subsequently their destination-loyalty
intention.
Our analyses of how orientation to heritage culture and adaptation
affects destination-loyalty intention reveal a generally reliable pattern.
Nevertheless, the inconsistent findings with hypotheses require further
verification.
LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A natural question is whether our findings can be generalized to other
international students in other Western countries. The researchers think it is
too early to give a clear answer to this question, except to suggest that more
studies are needed. The researchers recommend that future studies should
use more heterogeneous samples, such as international students from other
places. Destination-loyalty intentions in this study were measured during the
international students’ stay in Norway. The researchers do not know
whether these results would be maintained when the students return to their
home countries. However, the researchers believe, research examining
destination-loyalty intentions after completion of the students’ overseas
sojourn will go a long way in providing us with a better understanding of
this phenomenon.
The researchers postulate that these findings can be developed
further to offer new insights into research on destination-loyalty intention
beyond perceiving destination motivation, cultural orientation, and
adaptation solely as predictors. Although each of these findings represents
an important contribution to the understanding of student loyalty intention, a
significant amount of research is still required in order to explicate relational
exchanges in this context, given the competitive context in which they are
presently immersed.
CONCLUSION
It can be concluded that for short-term students, destination motivation
(pull) together with orientation to mainstream, orientation to heritage and
psychological adaptations are the most important variables in influencing
international students’ decision to revisit and recommend the destination.
For long-term students, destination motivation (pull) together with
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orientation to mainstream, orientation to heritage, and sociocultural
adaptations are the most important variables in destination-loyalty intention.
The researchers argue that the current study provides some insights
into the potential for destination motivation, cultural orientation, and
adaptation in influencing destination-loyalty intention in international
education experiences. This approach could be developed further to offer
new insights into research on destination-loyalty intention beyond seeing
destination motivation, cultural orientation, and adaptation as predictors.
However, the researchers believe much more research is needed in order to
explain relational exchanges in this context, given the present competitive
context in which they are now immersed. Despite the exploratory nature of
this study, the findings add insights to the psychology of international
students and improve knowledge about destination-loyalty intention.
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