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Abstract

:

There is a general consensus that tourism activity must have the support of a local community in order to build sustainable tourism development. Among the competitive Romanian tourism products, festival tourism should be mentioned, even though it is relatively new. Therefore, given the traditional communities from rural areas which are confronted with an international flux of tourists, it is vital to analyze the perception of and support for festivals. The presumption is that if there are benefits for the locals, support increases. In order to achieve the objective of the study, research has been conducted among the local rural community of Bontida, which is the location of an international annual music festival. The instrument used was a questionnaire which had four parts that aimed to measure the cultural benefits and costs of the festival and the sense of well-being of the community, given the fact that previous studies focused mainly on the economic and environmental impacts, but not so much on the socio-cultural dimensions. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data. The results indicated that the benefits are greater than the perceived costs, a fact which is encouraging from the perspective of developing a sustainable tourism strategy, both by the local authorities and private stakeholders.
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1. Introduction


Over the last decade, increased attention has been paid to evaluating the impact of tourism on the perceptions and attitudes of local communities because of the direct relation of these communities’ support for tourism development [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8], which could also be a major factor in building a destination brand [9] and implicitly contributing to the development of local tourism [10,11,12]. Most of the previous research focused particularly on the economic impact of tourism [13,14,15], and the conclusions pointed out that residents see tourism as a developing economic tool that reduces unemployment, brings in new businesses and creates new investment opportunities by generating revenue for local communities and governments [16,17,18]. There is therefore a positive relationship in terms of attitudes and benefits towards tourism [19,20,21,22,23]. Besides the fact that tourism has a significant influence on the economy, it determines and influences the socio-cultural life of local communities in terms of lifestyle, cultural values, exchanging ideas between individuals by direct interaction [24], level of education and civilization [25,26,27]. Another important issue which tourism enables within host communities refers to increased quality of life. A study conducted in Kazakhstan illustrates how a tourism infrastructure project could have a positive effect on developing tourism opportunities among the host community, which played an enormous role in its support [28]. Due to the fact that many communities have different cultures and traditions, the development of tourism has different effects on them, especially when it comes to international festival tourism, which brings together many nationalities from all over the world. Therefore, the impact of such events is important for analysis within traditional communities such as the Romanian villages, given their ability to preserve traditional culture and ethno-cultural heritage [29,30]; however, it is also important to revitalize old traditions and invent new reasons to celebrate, especially in rural areas [31]. Tourism is generally one of the main industries which has many employees and strongly contributes to economic growth [32] but, in Romania, this sector contributes only a small percentage to gross domestic product compared to other countries from the European Union (only 2.7% in 2019, while Croatia, for example, held 20%) [33], even though Romania’s tourism potential is very high [34,35]. Among the competitive tourism products that Romania could offer on the international tourism market, festival tourism could be a viable option; however, in order to achieve this goal, it is necessary to identify how international festivals are perceived by host communities [36]. One such festival has been taking place each year in Bontida commune (Cluj County) for seven years. The 2019 edition of the international electronic music festival gathered 231,000 people from all over the world; there were 15,000 campers and more than 300 artists. Given the huge impact that the COVID-19 crisis has had on the travel and leisure industries—temporarily stopping the festival in 2020 and also in 2021—it is important to analyze the community’s perception from the perspective of finding a means to recover, with aid from the government and from local stakeholders [37], as well as to create a future competitive destination brand. This is because the “cash injection” following these events is important for local rural development, but it is not enough for a successful festival. Rather, community involvement is the most important element [38]. Therefore, in the Literature Review section, the impact of tourism festivals on local rural communities was analyzed based on previous research, as was the influence of socio-demographic characteristics on the perceived impact of tourism festival on residents. The Material and Methods section comprises data referring to the area of the research, but also describing the method used to gather and analyze data. The results of the research are presented in the fourth section, and the discussions are presented in light of previous research. In the Conclusions section, the main findings are structured, along with the managerial implications and the main contribution to the field.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Impact of Tourism Festivals on the Local Rural Communities


Much research has pointed out how festivals have a huge social impact on the communities in which they are set, and which can be manifested either by positive (community development, community pride) [39] or by the negative social changes (overcrowding, inadmissible noise level, crime rate and vandalism) [39,40]. Festivals and events help to better display a community [41,42,43], promoting its attractions and attracting more visitors and participants, but also investors and sponsors, thus generating a strong devotion and commitment of residents to the community, as well as a revitalization of the commune. The events that take place in a community do not only have positive and negative effects on the tenants, as they also offer visitors a multitude of benefits and opportunities, as well as the satisfaction of different needs. Therefore, the organization of events and festivals represents, both for residents and for visitors, many opportunities which can be educational, cultural and also economic, manifesting themselves in a positive and beneficial way [44,45]. On the other hand, the organization of these events and festivals improves people’s health through relationships and social interactions [46], and facilitates the exchange of ideas between communities and how they communicate, with the end result reducing depression and loneliness and allowing individuals to acquire a sense of belonging to a community and a place [47,48], but also creating the premises for better participation of both rural residents and stakeholders in order to build a viable and sustainable local development strategies [48]. Studies which approach and analyze community perceptions of sustainable tourism development [3,49,50,51,52,53,54,55] usually consider three dimensions (economic, environmental and socio-cultural) as a whole, and rarely focus on a specific one, such as the socio-cultural dimension, as a key element for gaining community support. Yolal et al. [26] brought to attention the relationship between community socio-cultural benefits and subjective well-being by outlining the importance of tourism activities. A similar study was conducted in Pakistan using a model based on three exogenous constructs (religious commitment, belief and practice) and one latent endogenous construct (socio-cultural impact). Results indicated that a high level of religiosity is related to a stronger support for sustainable tourism development [56], measured by growth in income and employment as main indicators [57].




2.2. Influence of the Socio-Demographic Characteristics on the Perceived Festival Tourism Benefits


Socio-demographic characteristics seem to have a major influence on the way tourism is generally perceived by a host community [6]. Gender differences exist when it comes to analyzing the perceived socio-cultural impact of tourism development according to some researches [58,59], who state that women tend to perceive it more positively than men. Other studies highlighted the fact that women are more preoccupied by environmental impact than men [60] because of their need for a safer life. Previous research has stated that respondents’ age influences the perception of tourism development [3,61,62,63,64,65], with stronger support being observed in older people. Education is another predictor for residents’ support for tourism development; scholars generally observed that, the more educated residents are, the more positive they perceive tourism activity [66,67,68,69]. With regard to the relation between income level and the support for tourism, Long and Kayat [70] concluded that people with higher levels of income tend to perceive tourism impacts more positively, while residents with lower levels of income tend to perceived it more negatively.



The main aim of this research is analyze how a music festival can affect the life of a rural community. How much does such an event affect its host community? Can a music festival improve the socio-cultural development and wellbeing of rural residents? Do socio-demographic characteristics affect the perception of cultural impacts?





3. Materials and Methods


The main objective of the research was to determine the impact that the development of event tourism has on a local community from Bontida, Cluj County, where, each year in July, starting from 2013, a famous international music festival has taken place. The COVID-19 crisis temporarily stopped the festival in 2020, and maybe will do so in 2021. Bontida commune is located 30 km next to Cluj-Napoca municipality, which is the center of the Romania North-West region of development. The commune has a population of 5098 citizens [71].



3.1. Reasearch Methdology


To achieve the aim of the paper, firstly, an analysis of the secondary data was conducted to identify the factors that influence local communities’ perceptions and attitudes towards tourism development. At this stage of the research, a deep analysis of research presenting the influence of festival tourism on the host community was conducted. Thus, 20 items referring to the cultural and well-being dimensions were identified, following previous research [26]. Subsequently a survey was conducted in the Bontida commune during August–December 2019 using face-to-face interviews as a contact method.




3.2. Questionnaire Design


The questionnaire had four parts, of which the first part contained items for measuring the cultural benefits and costs of the festival. In the second part, the objective was to determine the sense of well-being in the community based on previous studies [26] and, in the third part, respondents were asked about their economic activity related to the festival. The forth part of the questionnaire included socio-demographical questions. The items from the first two sections were constructed using the five-point Likert scale, similar to the research of Yolal et al. [26], where 1 means “total disagreement” and 5 means “total agreement” for each of the 20 items referring to the cultural and well-being dimensions. The 20 items were divided into 5 main dimensions: community benefits (5 items); cultural and educational benefits (4 items); quality of life concerns (4 items); community resource concerns (4 items); subjective well-being of respondents (3 items).




3.3. Sample Size


The empirical study was based on a convenience sample of 136 responses. The interviewer collected the data in the main points of the commune where the inhabitants gather frequently (Local Church, Community Center). Before starting the interview, the aim of the survey was explained to each respondent, and consent to participate in the study was obtained.



The sample is quite balanced regarding the respondents’ genders following the structure of the population from the commune; according to official data, 2388 were males and 2438 were females [72]. The structure of the sample by age indicated a large percent (47.8%) of young respondents, a fact explained by the commune’s proximity to Cluj-Napoca, but seniors were also well represented. A total 13.2% were aged between 50–59 years and 8.8% were 60 years or older. It was also noted that younger persons were more open to participating in surveys and interviews, without receiving any reward, compared to older people [73].



The education level indicated that the sample is also educated; almost half of the respondents finished high-school (47.8%) and only 12.5% were limited to primary studies. The occupations of the respondents illustrate that 62.5% of them are employees, a fact which can be explained by the strong presence of many international companies in Bontida commune and its proximity to Cluj-Napoca Municipality. The category of entrepreneurs is not so large. Only 5.9% of the respondents declared that they own a business, while 10.3% are retirees. Given the level of medium income in Romania, which is almost EUR 670, the analyzed data indicated that almost 70% of the inhabitants earn less (Table 1).




3.4. Data Analysis


Data were analyzed using the SPSS 19.0 software package (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). The respondents’ profiles were determined using descriptive statistics. The same method was applied for measuring the means and standard deviations of each item used in the questionnaire. Internal consistency of the 20 items used and the reliability of the data was determined using Cronbach’s alpha (α = 0.827). Furthermore, the reliability test was conducted for all 5 dimensions: community benefits (α = 0.842); cultural and educational benefits (α = 0.887); quality of life concerns (α = 0.811); community resource concerns (α = 0.761); subjective well-being of respondents (α = 0.902). The values exceed the recommend significant level of 0.6 [74], indicating a good consistency of the data. During the next step of the data analysis, the Shapiro–Wilk test was performed to test the normality of the statements (p < 0.05); thus, the Mann–Whitney U test was chosen to compare the two groups (female and male) and the Kruskal–Wallis test was used to analyzed whether there were any significant differences among the other groups (classified based on age, educational level, and monthly income). The Shapiro–Wilk test was used to test the normality of the statements (p < 0.05); thus, the Mann–Whitney U test was chosen to compare the two groups (female and male) and the Kruskal Wallis test was used to analyzed whether there were any significant differences among the other groups (classified based on age, educational level, and monthly income).





4. Results


4.1. Local Residents’ Attitude towards the Impact of the Festival on the Economic Development of the Commune


Many local respondents are directly involved in offering tourism services for the tourists during the festival, and only a small percentage of 5% declared that they do not offer tourism services. Among the essential tourism services offered by the locals, it can be mentioned that accommodation is offered by 33% of the respondents, food services are offered by 6.60% of them, while 9.40% offer both food services and accommodation. The highest percentage of locals offer other types of service (46%), such as car parking and entertainment (Figure 1).



Another important aspect was to determine whether locals were willing to offer tourism services in the future. It can be observed that a huge percentage of 69.7% answered positively. For 6.7%, the effort to offer these services is too big and for 14.39%, the gain is perceived as too small. However, for 9.2%, previous damages were too important to continue in the future (Figure 2).




4.2. Analyzing the Festival’s Socio-Cultural Benefits for the Community


The festival’s social benefits for the community were analyzed using two dimensions: community benefits (Mean = 3.84 ± 0.913) and cultural-educational benefits (Mean = 4.05 ± 0.922). It is obvious that, for the community of Bontida, the music festival brought more cultural–educational benefits than community benefits and the respondents agreed that “the festival acts as a showcase for new ideas” (Mean = 4.01 ± 1.040). However, the main benefit refers to the festival’s capacity to offer to the community members a “variety of cultural experiences” (Mean = 4.14 ± 1.012). Besides that, the respondents have the occasion of “meeting festival performers/workers” (Mean = 4.11 ± 1.093) and the opportunity to learn new things (Mean = 3.95 ± 1.118) (Table 2). With regard to community benefits, the respondents were aware of the fact that the festival brings benefits to the perception of the community (Mean = 4.29 ± 1.060), which is now famous all over the country, as well as abroad, and that it helps the community to differentiate itself from others by having this unique and special competitive advantage (Mean = 4.01 ± 1.119). Another positive impact is related to the possibility of sharing ideas within community groups, which is quite important for community members (Mean = 3.95 ± 1.169). The fact that the festival could contribute to the well-being of each community member was also appreciated as a positive impact (Mean = 3.52 ± 1.229) (Table 2). The same positive attitude towards social benefits was observed among a community from Turkey [75].




4.3. Analyzing the Festival’s Socio-Cultural Costs for the Community


The festival’s socio-cultural costs for the community were analyzed using two dimensions: “quality of life concerns” (Mean = 3.15 ± 0.974) and the “community resource concerns” (Mean = 2.84), and the reason for such an analysis consists of the strong link with the general perception on tourism development. Other research [26,76,77] analyzed the negative impact that festival tourism could possibly have on the quality of life of community members. The respondents admit the fact that “car/bus/truck traffic increases during the festival”, but the Mean value (3.63) with a standard deviation of 1.210 indicates the level is not too high to be perceived as unacceptable. Pedestrian traffic also increases but it is not very disturbing for the respondents (Mean = 3.21 SD = ±1.131), while noise is quite acceptable (Mean = 3.04 SD = ±1.287). Vandalism does not increase during the festival (Mean = 2.72 ± 1.245), which is quite remarkable compared to other research, which mentions traffic congestion, pedestrian traffic, ecological damage and overcrowding as negative aspects [78,79] (Table 3).




4.4. Analyzing the Sense of Well-Being of the Community


In the present research, the sense of well-being was analyzed using three dimensions (Mean = 3.16 ± 1.059), and the results indicate that the festival clearly brought up some positive feelings among community members, the most important aspect being related to the fact that the respondents admitted that it “was rewarding” (Mean = 3.28 ± 1.093), but also it “enriched their lives” (Mean = 3.21 ± 1.176) (Table 4). Given the fact that, among the community from Bontida, the item “quality of life concerns” had a mean of 3.15, it can be concluded that the sense of well-being is not negatively impacted.



Furthermore, the Shapiro–Wilk test was used to test the normality of the five categories of impact of festival tourism (community benefits, cultural/educational benefits, quality of life concerns, community concerns and subjective well-being of respondents) on the local community (p < 0.05); thus, the Mann–Whitney U test was chosen to compare the two groups (female and male) and the Kruskal–Wallis test was used to analyzed whether there were any significant differences among the other groups based on age, educational level and monthly income (Table 5). The results revealed that males (Mean = 4.20) perceived the impact of festival tourism regarding the cultural and educational benefits more positively than women (Mean = 3.91) (p < 0.05), while women (Mean = 3.31) scored more for the quality of life concern than men (Mean = 2.98), (p < 0.05). There is some research which emphasizes some gender differences regarding the perception of risk, with women being more preoccupied by environmental issues than men, even if they do not often agitate for environmental causes. Thus, the present results indicate the same tendency of women to prefer a safe life [80,81].



In analyzing the age of the respondents, it can be concluded that those aged between 50 and 59 years perceived the “cultural/educational benefits” that the festival brought to their community more favorably (Mean = 4.34), but each category of age scored high values for this item. The seniors are very pleased about the “community benefits” offered by the festival, scoring the highest value (Mean = 4.00), a fact which is important since they have observed the community’s evolution for the longest period of time, meaning that the festival has brought a notable positive change within the community.



The “cultural/educational benefits” of the festival are perceived as the most important aspects for the community, regardless of education level or income, except for the category of individuals in primary school (Mean = 3.79). Moreover, for the “community benefits” item, only post-graduate respondents perceived it as having an important positive influence (Table 5).





5. Discussions


Therefore, how much does such an event affect its host community? The results of the study indicated that the respondents from Bontida commune are directly involved in offering different tourism services to the participants of the annual festival. Previous findings suggest that the support for tourism activities is linked to the personal benefits of the community members; thus, the higher the percentage of respondents involved in tourism activities, the stronger the support for tourism [3,54]. Similar findings were observed after conducting a study in the North-Western region of Romania, where the respondents perceive tourism development positively as being a source of income [6]. Another study conducted in a small rural community where tourism is at an emerging stage, just like the Bontida commune, noted the same positive support for tourism activities, as long as the personal benefits are notable [58].



It was observed that the support from the locals for tourism increases if the perceived benefits are more important than the perceived costs. The cultural/educational benefits are perceived as being the most important by the respondents compared to the perceived costs; therefore, it can be concluded that their support for tourism is strong and that the premises for building a destination brand are fulfilled. This stage could be possible with the aid of all stakeholders involved who interested in developing a sustainable tourism product (government, local authorities and private operators).



Can a music festival improve socio-cultural development and the wellbeing of rural residents? The rapid growth of the segment of festivals and events has led to the need to measure the impact which they could possibly have on a host community [79]; this is strictly related to overall acceptability. Generally, a positive effect was observed regarding the festival’s impact on the socio-cultural life of respondents, but there are also exceptions, such as when social benefits are almost equal to social costs [82,83].



The sense of well-being was previous analyzed by Yolal et al. [26] with the aim of identifying the impact of festivals on community perception. Findings revealed that community and cultural benefits are positive predictors of a community’s well-being, while the quality of life concerns had a negative impact. Art festivals are considered to lead to personal well-being, with a living legacy for the community [84], and facilitate participation by developing resilience among the community members. Festivals are considered to have the role of creating a community [85] and, for each community, it is necessary to analyze the well-being of the respondents using as outcomes such as “livability”, “sustainability”, “viability” and “vitality” [86,87]. The results from the present study indicated that the music festival clearly had a positive impact on the respondents’ well-being, bringing positive feelings among the community and being rewarding.



Do socio-demographic characteristics affect the perception of cultural impacts? The socio-cultural impact is perceived differently by males and females. It has been observed that males are more preoccupied by socio-cultural benefits than women, who instead are focused on stability and risk avoidance [80,81]. Given the fact that, within the Romanian rural areas, women’s participation in public life is not yet at the same level as men’s, the key factors involved in developing future tourism strategies should rely more on the men’s support. Regarding the respondents’ age, socio-cultural impact is perceived differently depending on this socio-demographic variable; older respondents perceived the socio-cultural impact more positively, reinforcing previous studies [3,61,62,63,64,65].



The socio-cultural impact is also perceived differently depending on the level of studies of the respondents; the higher the education level is, the more favorable the perception is regarding the socio-cultural benefits of festival tourism. These findings confirm those found in previous research [65,66,67,68,69].



The study conducted among the respondents from the rural community of Bontida village had the main aim of identifying the community support for tourism development given the international music festival that takes place annually. The music festival represents a big opportunity for the rural community to become an important tourist destination, but also to gain numerous advantages given the need for local tourism services. Romanian tourism has enormous potential for offering tourism products based on rural tourism, nature and adventure, as well as cultural tourism and city-breaks [36]. Unfortunately tourism’s contribution to gross domestic product still remains low compared to other countries from the European Union. Therefore, given the huge success of the music festival and the growing demand for tourism services within the Bontida community, it is mandatory to identify whether the respondents’ support is strong enough to build a real tourism brand and develop a sustainable tourism strategy within the commune. Due to previous research [13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23] which indicates a strong relationship between tourism support and economic activity, one of the issues which must be clarified is whether the respondents were involved in offering tourism services to the tourists; the results reflect a strong involvement. As much research focuses on the economic benefits for the community, it was also necessary to consider the socio-cultural dimensions which impact the community either by benefits or costs, as well as the impact that the festival has on respondents’ well-being.



For the Bontida respondents, the festival brought up more socio-cultural benefits than costs, a fact that illustrates the importance of such events for the cultural life of the community. Socio-cultural costs are not relevant for the respondents, so the premises to develop sustainable tourism within the community would have the support of the local community, and the benefits are higher than the perceived costs.



The managerial implications of the study can be explained by the fact that Bontida commune is very new on the tourism map of destinations, and the potential for developing a sustainable tourism is high, as is the possibility for building a tourism brand which could attract other events in the future. The study also has also some limitations related to the representativeness of the research sample in the original population. At the same time, the research represents a first step for analyzing the impact of a music festivals on rural communities in Romania, as previous studies focused more on the perceptions of tourists participating in these festivals [88,89].
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Figure 1. Type of tourism service offered by the local respondents during the festival. 
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Figure 2. Local respondents’ willingness to offer tourism services in the future. 
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Table 1. Socio-demographic profile of respondents.
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	Characteristics
	Variables
	Number of Responses n = 136
	Percent of Responses (%)





	Gender
	Male
	66
	48.5



	
	Female
	70
	51.5



	Age (years)
	18–29
	65
	47.8



	
	30–39
	26
	19.1



	
	40–49
	15
	11.0



	
	50–59
	18
	13.2



	
	+60
	12
	8.8



	Education level
	Primary school
	17
	12.5



	
	High school
	65
	47.8



	
	Faculty
	44
	32.4



	
	Post-graduate
	10
	7.4



	Occupation
	Student
	25
	18.4



	
	Employee
	85
	62.5



	
	Entrepreneur
	8
	5.9



	
	Household
	4
	2.9



	
	Retiree
	14
	10.3



	Monthly income per person
	EUR < 200
	14
	10.3



	
	EUR 200–320
	25
	18.4



	
	EUR 321–440
	31
	22.8



	
	EUR 441–560
	24
	17.6



	
	EUR 561–680
	11
	8.1



	
	EUR > 680
	31
	22.8
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations of the items referring to the festival’s socio-cultural benefits.
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	Items (1—Totally Disagree, 5—Totally Agree)
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	Community benefits
	3.84
	0.913



	The festival enhances the image of the community
	4.29
	1.060



	The festival helps me to shows others why my community is unique and special
	4.01
	1.119



	The festival contributes to my personal well-being
	3.52
	1.229



	Assisting in organizing the festival helps to build leaders within my community
	3.43
	1.245



	The festival allows for the sharing of ideas among community groups
	3.95
	1.169



	Cultural/educational benefits
	4.05
	0.922



	Local respondents who participate in the festival have the opportunity to learn new things
	3.95
	1.118



	The festival acts as a showcase for new ideas
	4.01
	1.040



	I am exposed to a variety of cultural experiences through the community festival
	4.14
	1.012



	I enjoy meeting festival performers/workers
	4.11
	1.093
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations of the items referring to the festival’s socio-cultural costs.
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	Items (1—Totally Disagree, 5—Totally Agree)
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	Quality of life concerns
	3.15
	0.974



	Vandalism in my community increases during the festival
	2.72
	1.245



	Car/bus/truck/RV traffic increases to unacceptable levels during the festival
	3.63
	1.210



	Pedestrian traffic increases to unacceptable levels during the festivals
	3.21
	1.131



	Noise levels are increased to an unacceptable point during the festival
	3.04
	1.287



	Community resource concerns
	2.84
	0.953



	The festival is a source of negative competition between my community and neighboring communities
	2.29
	1.295



	Some people and/or groups in the community receive more of the benefits of the festival than do others
	3.61
	1.200



	Power is not equally distributed among groups in my community
	3.04
	1.222



	The festival overtaxes available community financial resources
	2.42
	1.280
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations of the items referring to subjective well-being of respondents.
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	Items (1—Totally Disagree, 5—Totally Agree)
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	Subjective well-being of respondents
	3.16
	1.059



	All in all, I feel this festival has enriched my life. I’m really glad I went on this festival
	3.21
	1.176



	On this festival, I accomplished my purpose of the experience. This experience has enriched me in some ways
	3.00
	1.205



	This festival was rewarding to me in many ways, I feel much better about things and myself with this festival
	3.28
	1.093
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Table 5. Importance of tourism impacts.
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	Variables
	Community Benefits
	Cultural/Educational Benefits
	Quality of Life Concerns
	Community Resource Concerns
	Subjective Well-Being of Respondents





	Gender
	
	
	
	
	



	Female
	3.75
	3.91
	3.31
	2.83
	3.09



	Male
	3.92
	4.20
	2.98
	2.85
	3.24



	p-value
	0.326
	0.015 *
	0.038 *
	0.975
	0.425



	Age (years)
	
	
	
	
	



	18–29
	3.84
	4.04
	3.19
	2.81
	3.01



	30–39
	3.66
	3.88
	2.97
	2.57
	3.19



	40–49
	3.80
	3.93
	3.26
	2.68
	2.95



	50–59
	3.98
	4.34
	3.00
	3.02
	3.74



	+60
	4.00
	4.18
	3.39
	3.45
	3.19



	Kruskal–Wallisχ2 statistic, p-value
	χ2 = 1.457

df = 4, p = 0.834
	χ2 = 2.247

df = 4, p = 0.690
	χ2 = 3.639

df = 4, p = 0.457
	χ2 = 7.787

df = 4, p = 0.100
	χ2 = 5.111

df = 4, p = 0.276



	Educational level
	
	
	
	
	



	Primary school
	3.76
	3.79
	3.17
	2.91
	3.25



	High school
	3.72
	4.00
	3.20
	2.98
	3.13



	Faculty
	3.91
	4.12
	3.03
	2.71
	3.00



	Post-graduate
	4.40
	4.75
	3.30
	2.32
	3.86



	Kruskal–Wallisχ2 statistic, p-value
	χ2 = 5.622 df = 3, p = 0.132
	χ2 = 3.835 df = 3, p = 0.280
	χ2 = 1.566 df = 3, p = 0.667
	χ2 = 5.456 df = 3, p = 0.141
	χ2 = 5.620 df = 3, p = 0.132



	Monthly income per person
	
	
	
	
	



	<200 euro
	3.91
	4.00
	3.44
	2.96
	2.88



	200–320 euro
	3.35
	3.48
	3.32
	3.13
	2.92



	321–440 euro
	3.96
	4.22
	3.35
	3.04
	3.32



	441–560 euro
	4.15
	4.55
	2.81
	2.50
	3.47



	561–680 euro
	3.81
	4.09
	3.13
	2.88
	3.60



	>680 euro
	3.82
	3.96
	2.95
	2.59
	2.93



	Kruskal–Wallisχ2 statistic, p-value
	χ2 = 8.421 df = 5, p = 0.135
	χ2 = 20.314 df = 5, p = 0.001 **
	χ2 = 6.698 df = 5, p = 0.244
	χ2 = 9.074 df = 5, p = 0.106
	χ2 = 6.546 df = 5, p = 0.257







* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
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