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Abstract 

The pull factors play an important role in effectively marketing a tourist destination. Therefore, the purpose of the study was to deter-
mine the pull factors that affected the foreign tourists' choice of Bodrum as their holiday destination. The study used the questionnaire 
technique in order to collect the data from the foreign tourists visiting the Bodrum destination in 2019. The frequency analysis and 
statistical tests such as reliability analysis, factor analysis, t-test and variance analysis were applied to the data obtained through the 
survey. As a result of the factor analysis, the pull factors affecting the foreign tourists' preferences of Bodrum were found out as being 
price, accessibility, promotion and marketing, service quality, safety and security. Among these pull factors that affected the choice of 
holiday destination for foreign tourists, safety and security were identified as the most important factor. This result suggests that the 
pull factor of safety and security were effective in choosing Bodrum as a tourist destination. 
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1. Introduction  

International tourism industry is one of the most rapidly 
growing industries in the world. When the current interna-
tional environment and the disposable income all over the 
world and the increase in leisure times are taken into consid-
eration, more international tourists are expected to arrive in 
many tourist countries. Tourism is one of the main compo-
nents of the economic development strategy of many coun-
tries across the world. The attractiveness of tourism as a 
source of income, employment, tax collections and foreign 
exchange gain causes many countries to be in the competi-
tion of attracting international tourists to their own destinations.  

While countries try to increase their foreign visitor 
shares, it becomes important to understand why people 
travel and why they choose a certain destination over other 
tourist destinations. Therefore, the travel motivation has be-
come a focal point for the travel satisfaction in tourism liter-
ature (Oh, Uysal and Weaver, 1995). Though the travel mo-
tivation is just a single variable explaining the tourist behav-
ior, it is seen as one of the most important concepts due to 
the fact that it is a push and pull powers behind all tourist 
behaviors. The theory frequently used for the examination 

of the travel motivations of the tourists is called as the moti-
vation theory covering the push and pull factors (You et al., 
2000; Yousefi and Marzuki, 2012).  

The frame of the push and pull factors is to provide a 
basic and intuitive approach to explain the motivations un-
derlying the tourist behavior. According to this frame, while 
the push factors attribute to certain powers in life causing to 
deciding of going on a holiday, the pull factors are expressed 
as the factors leading an individual to choose a tourist desti-
nation. Push factors are related to the needs and demands of 
the tourists such as the wish for going on holiday out of their 
place of residence, resting and relaxing, adventure, prestige, 
health and social interaction. Pull factors are related to the 
characteristics of a destination and the factors that attract in-
dividuals to a destination. For instance, natural attractions, 
cultural and historical heritages, festivals and accommoda-
tion opportunities are seen as being the pull factor elements 
(Klenosky, 2002; Correia, Do Valle and Moço, 2007). 

Many factors covering the economic, social, cultural and 
demographic characteristics are effective on the holiday 
choice and purchasing decisions of the tourists. Crompton 
(1979) defines the elements affecting the destination choices 
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of tourists and the elements supporting the travel desires as 
the push factors (psychological and social motives) and the 
characteristics of a destination affecting a tourist destination 
to be visited are defined as being the pull factors (Crompton, 
1979; Lundberg, 1990). Therefore; the pull factors have a 
great importance in the preference of a destination and re-
garding the competitiveness against other tourist destina-
tions (Çetinsöz and Artuğer, 2014).  

2. Literature review  

Many studies coverings the push and pull factors on the 
travel motivations of the tourists in international tourism are 
available in the tourism literature. For example, both push 
and pull factors have been researched by the studies of Oh 
et al. (1995); You, et al. (2000); Kim and Lee (2002); Maz-
zarol and Sautor (2002); Kim, Lee and Klenosky (2003); 
Yoon and Uysal (2005); Kao, et al. (2008); Yousefi and 
Marzuki (2012). On the other hand, the only push factors 
have been studied by the researchers as follows Fodness 
(1994); Cha, Mccleary, and Uysal (1995) and the only pull 
factors have been studied by Klenosky (2002); Correia, et al. 
(2007); Demir (2010); Evren and Kozak (2012); Çetinsöz 
and Artuğer (2014).  

The push and pull factors were examined by You et al. 
(2000) on the tourists of two different countries (England 
and Japan) visiting the USA. This study made an intercul-
tural comparison according to the push and pull factors, and 
concluded that the tourists coming from these two countries 
had different travel desires. Kim and Lee (2002), in their 
study in South Korea, determined the push factors as togeth-
erness with family, appreciation of health, escape from daily 
life, adventure and making new friends. They also revealed 
the pull factors as tourist attractions, information, comfort of 
the accommodation facilities and easy accessibility to na-
tional parks. Kao et al. (2008) conducted a survey on 547 
Taiwanese tourists visiting Australia. They found out the 
push factors as traveling the world, having a comfortable 
travel, escape and meeting new friends and prestige. The 
pull factors were also revealed as being hours of sunshine 
and landscape, the value to be obtained from the destination, 
tourist place and convenience for family travel. 

Klenosky (2002) examined the relationship between 
push and pull factors between destinations in his research. 
In his study, he determined that each destination comes to 
the forefront with different attractions. For example, the 
beaches, hot climate and atmosphere of Florida were the 
main attractions. For California, the beaches and historical 
and cultural places were found to be attractive. On the other 
hand, the natural resources and ski resorts of Colorado were 
found to be attractive for tourists. The hot climate of Hawaii 
was found as being attractive and the beaches and atmos-
phere of Mexico were revealed as being the pull factors for 
the tourists. Cha, Mccleary and Uysal (1995) in their study 
found that the push factors affecting the motivation of the 
Japanese tourists traveling abroad for pleasure were called 

as comfort, adventure, quality of travel, family and sport. 
Moreover, Demir (2010) in his study investigated the effects 
of pull factors of foreign tourists visiting Dalyan on their 
holiday destination selection. In this research, the pull fac-
tors in the holiday choice were determined as being recrea-
tional attractions, historical and natural attractions, social 
and cultural values, accommodation and transportation op-
portunities. Çetingöz and Artuğer (2014) examined the pull 
factors in the destination selection of Antalya by the foreign 
tourists. In their study, they surveyed 408 foreign tourists 
regarding the pull factors in the choice of a holiday destina-
tion and they determined the pull factors as social activities, 
historical and cultural heritages, hygiene and security, natu-
ral beauties and price. 

Ünal (2020) conducted a research about the travel moti-
vations of 280 Turkish tourists visiting the city of Skopje in 
North Macedonia. This study showed that Turkish tourists 
left the destination in a contented mood and they said that 
they would visit the destination again. In this study, the pull 
factors determining the travel motivations were revealed as 
being price and touristic opportunities, natural environment 
and culture, hospitality and infrastructure and hygiene and 
cleanliness. On the other hand, the push factors were found 
as being comfort and escape, obtaining new knowledge, ad-
venture and excitement, and friendship. 

Çakar (2020) also studied the travel motivations of both 
local and foreign tourists visiting Gallipoli peninsula in his 
research.  A qualitative research technique was used in the 
study and the data were collected by interviewing 44 tourists 
face to face. The findings revealed that the tourists visiting 
Gallipoli peninsula had different travel motivations and ex-
periences. But they also had some common aspects with 
these two groups. While the travel motivations formed a het-
erogeneous model including both the push and pull motiva-
tion factors, the experiences were separated into the psycho-
logical and sociocultural categories. In this study, the tour-
ists were found that they visited the peninsula by both push 
and pull motivational factors. Correia and Pimpao (2008) 
examined the travel decision making processes of the Portu-
guese tourists visiting South Africa. The results showed that 
the behavioral intentions were beyond the sentimental and 
cognitive satisfaction, and this was explained by the percep-
tions and motivations of the tourists. Because tourists per-
ceive tourism destinations as entertaining places, but they 
have too little information about the existent entertaining fa-
cilities and main touristic attractions. In their study, the push 
factors in the decision-making process of travel were deter-
mined as being recreational activities, information and ad-
venture. On the other hand, the pull factors were determined 
as being the features of touristic facilities, landscape and at-
traction of the destination. 

Moereover, Bayih and Singh (2020) determined the 
travel motivations (push and pull factors), the relations be-
tween satisfaction and behavioral intentions (intention of 
visiting again and the desire for recommendation) and the 
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direct and indirect impacts of travel motivations of the tour-
ists visiting Ethiopia. The data of the study were obtained 
from 386 domestic tourists in four destinations in Ethiopia.  
The structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to ana-
lyse the data. The results revealed that both push and pull 
travel motivations were the important determinants of gen-
eral satisfaction of the tourists, and the pull travel motiva-
tions had the direct impacts on the intention of the tourists 
visiting the destination again and the desire of recommenda-
tion. Sastrea and Phakdee-Auksornb (2017) in their study, 
aimed to determine the push and pull travel motivations of 
the English tourists visiting Phuket destination in Thailand. 
They further determined the relationship between the travel 
motivations and the future travel intentions. In their study, 
the push travel motivations of the English tourists were de-
termined as being entertainment, resting and relaxing and 
escape from daily routine and environment.  The pull travel 
motivations were also determined as natural landscapes, 
beaches and the hospitality and sincerity of the people. 

3. Methodology  

3.1. Objectives of the research and its importance  
Bodrum is an important tourist destination in Turkey. 

For this reason, determining the pull factors of the tourists 
visiting Bodrum is important for a successful marketing of 
the destination. Accessibility, quality of the entertainment 
services, quality of accommodation and food-beverage ser-
vices, security and price have an important role in determin-
ing the choices of the tourists for a destination. This study 
aimed to determine the pull factors affecting Bodrum as a 
one of the most important holiday destinations in Turkey by 
foreign tourists. The study also aimed to determine whether 
there was a difference between the demographic character-
istics of foreign tourists and their pull factors for the pre-
ferred destination. 

3.2. Sample   
The sample of this study consisted of the foreign tourists 

visiting Bodrum destination in 2019. In this study, the par-
ticipants were selected with a convenience sampling tech-
nique which is a quantitative research technique that the par-
ticipants are volunteered for the study. The convenience 
sampling method is the easiest way of reaching the individ-
uals who would like to participate in the questionnaire. This 
method also helps to collect the questionnaire data with the 
most convenient cost in a short period of time. Therefore, 
the questionnaire survey was applied to randomly selected 
369 tourists in three locations in the destination: Milas-
Bodrum Airport, Bodrum and Turgutreis town centers. The 
researchers provided a brief information about the survey to 
the participants before the questionnaires were filled by the 
foreign tourists.  

3.3. Data collection 
The data were collected through the questionnaire tech-

nique from the foreign tourists visiting Bodrum. The ques-

tionnaires were collected through face to face with the for-
eign tourists in order to make the collected data more relia-
ble. The questionnaires were applied to 375 foreign tourists 
visiting Bodrum. However, 6 of these filled questionnaires 
were omitted as they were incomplete and erroneous. The 
remaining 369 questionnaires were included for the study’ 
analysis. The questionnaire form used in this study consisted 
of two parts. In the first part; there was the scale consisting 
of 21 questions covering 5 factors (price, accessibility, pro-
motion and marketing, service quality, and security and 
safety) regarding the pull travel motivations of the foreign 
tourists visiting Bodrum. The participants were requested to 
express their opinions on the scale sequenced from 1 
Strongly Disagree to 5 Strongly Agree in accordance with 5-
point Likert scale in order to find out the pull factors of the 
foreign tourists visiting Bodrum. The second part of the 
questionnaire form consisted of the demographic questions 
(gender, age, marital status, educational status, income sta-
tus and country) about the participants. 

4. Findings  

The data gathered through the questionnaires from the 
foreign tourists visiting Bodrum destination were first trans-
ferred to SPSS 23.0 (Statistical Program for Social Sciences) 
program and then, the required analyses were conducted 
through this program. Bera in mind, the data should have 
normal distribution for the performance of parametric tests 
in studies (Durmuş, Yurtkoru and Çinko, 2018). The skew-
ness and kurtosis values of the data should be within the 
range of ±1.5 as required by the parametric tests (Tabach-
nick and Fidell, 2013). The study showed that the skewness 
and kurtosis values of the data within the range of ±1.5. 
Thus, the data conformed to a normal distribution. Follow-
ing this, the parametric tests were applied to the data ob-
tained for the study. 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Barlett Tests were con-
sidered to be used in accordance with factor analysis in the 
study. Factor analysis was conducted on the data and the 
Cronbach’s Alpha values, mean and standard deviation val-
ues of each factor have been calculated. Moreover, t-test for 
two-variable groups and one-way variance analysis 
(ANOVA) test for groups with more than two variables were 
applied to determine the effects of the pull factors with the 
demographic characteristics of the participants. Tukey-HSD 
(for homogeneous distributions) and Games-Howell (for in-
homogeneous distributions) tests were conducted to exam-
ine the differences among the groups’ variables existed. The 
frequency and percentage distributions of the foreign tour-
ists participating in the questionnaire were calculated in ac-
cordance with their demographic characteristics (see Table 
1). The data showed that the female participants (58,3%) 
were more than the male participants (41,7%). The age 
groups of the participants were distributed as follows: the 
age groups of 18-25 and 26-35 were 23,3%. While the ma-
jority of the participants were married (50,4%), 23,6% of the 
participants were single. The income level of the majority of 
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the participants was between 25001-50000 Euro with 
61,5%. When the educational status of the participants was 
considered, the undergraduates were in majority with 
37,4%. When the origin of the countries of the tourists visit-
ing Bodrum destination was examined, the majority con-
sisted of Ukrainians (29,8%), Europeans (32,5%) and Rus-
sians (23,3%). 

The factor and reliability analyses were applied to the 
data in order to determine the pull factors for the Bodrum 
destination (see Table 2). The mean and standard deviation 
values were also shown in Table 2. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) value was 0,816. Barlett Test result occurred as 
4634,762 and p value was 0,000 (p<0,00). These values 
mentioned above were at sufficient level for factor analysis 
(Kalaycı, 2009). The factor analysis explained 71,11% of the 
total variance occurred. This ratio is sufficient for the field 
of social sciences (Çolak, 2017).  

All the factor loads for the statements were higher than 
0,50. Furthermore, the Cronbach’s Alpha values for each 
factor were above 0,70. The arithmetic means of the state-
ments were also shown in Table 2 below as follows security 
and safety (4,50), service quality (4,37), price (3,88), acces-
sibility (3,84) and promotion and marketing (3,30). These 
findings showed that the factors of security and safety and 
service quality were more effective factors than others in the 
choice of the foreign tourists visiting the Bodrum destina-
tion.  

The findings showed that Bodrum was a safe place and 
had a high destination service quality in the foreign tourists’ 

preferences. Although promotion and marketing and acces-
sibility were important in their preferences, they had lower 
means than the means of the other factors. Furthermore, the 
findings of the t-test showed whether there was a significant 
difference between the pull factors and the genders of the 
foreign tourists visiting Bodrum (see Table 3). According to 
the findings in Table 3; there was any significant difference 
between the pull factors and the genders.  

One Way ANOVA test was applied whether there was a 
significant difference between the marital status, age, edu-
cation levels, countries and incomes of the foreign tourists 
visiting Bodrum destination and the pull factors. Moreover; 
Tukey-HSD test was applied to see the difference among the 
groups. The findings of the ANOVA test did not show a sig-
nificant difference between the marital status of the foreign 
tourists visiting Bodrum and the pull factors (see Table 4).  

The ANOVA test was conducted whether there was a 
significant difference between the ages of the foreign tour-
ists visiting Bodrum and the pull factors (see Table 5). As 
seen in Table 5; there was not any significant difference be-
tween the ages of the foreign tourists and the pull factors. 
The ANOVA test was conducted to see a significant differ-
ence between the educational status of the foreign tourists 
visiting Bodrum and the pull factors regarding (see Table 6).  

As seen in Table 6, a significant difference (p=,040) was 
observed between the educational status of the participants 
and the factor of service quality. The factor of service quality 
affected the high school graduates (mean=4,55) more than 
the graduates or doctorate graduates (mean=4,30). 

 

Table-1. Demographic characteristics of the participants (n=369)  
Demographic variables n  %  Demographic variables n  %  

Gender 
Female 215 58,3 

Marital status 

Single 87 23,6 
Male 154  41,7  Divorced 11  3,0 
   Married 186 50,4 

Age 

18-25  86 23,3 Living with partner 64 17,3 
26-35  86 23,3 Other 21 5,7 
36-45  97 26,3    
46-55  59 16,0 

Educational status 

High School 115 31,2 
56-65 27 7,3 Undergraduate 138 37,4 
66+ 14 3,8 Graduate or Doctorate 93 25,2 
   Other 23 6,2 

Country 

Ukraine 110 29,8    
Europe 120 32,5 

Income status 

0-25000 Euro 2 5 
Middle East 27 7,3 25001-50000 Euro 227 61,5 
Russia 86 23,3 50001-75000 Euro 89 24,1 
Other 26 7,1 75001-100000 Euro 21 5,7 
   100001+ Euro 30 8,1 
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Table-2. Factor analysis 
Factors/Statements  
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Factor 1 Price  7,086 33,745 ,833 3,887 ,807 
Food and beverage prices ,823      
Price of the general trade items ,766      
Price of the tours ,720      
Transportation price ,716      
Accommodation price ,692      

Factor 2 Promotion and marketing  2,942 14,011 ,917 3,302 1,101 
Promotion and marketing activities of Bodrum destination ,927      
Promotion and marketing activities of Turkish Government ,897      
Promotion and marketing activities of hotels ,870      

Factor 3 Accessibility  2,091 9,958 ,820 3,842 ,967 
Distance from your country airport to Bodrum (BJV) airport ,862      
Distance of the hotel to Bodrum airport ,854      
Distance from the hotel to the Bodrum centre ,719      

Factor 4 Service quality  1,499 7,136 ,827 4,372 ,665 
Service quality of the tour operators ,797      
Service quality of the hotels ,756      
Service quality of the tour local agencies ,710      
Service quality of the restaurants ,710      

Factor 5 Security and safety  1,315 6,262 ,924 4,500 ,681 
Security and safety standards of the hotels ,858      
Security and safety standards of the attraction centers ,842      
Security and safety standards of Bodrum ,837      
Security and safety standards of the restaurants ,825      
Security and safety standards of Turkey ,755      
Security and safety standards of shopping malls ,704      

Factor Analysis: Varimax Spin Principal Components, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Sample Sufficiency= ,816 Bartlett's Test of Sphe-
ricity: p<.000 (Chi-Square 4634,762 df=210). 

  
Table-3. Comparison of the pull factors on the genders of the foreign tourists for Bodrum destination (t-test)

Factor name Variables Number Arithmetic average Standard deviation t-value p-value 
Price Female 215 3,91 ,789 ,920 ,194 

Male 146 3,83 ,811 
Promotion and marketing Female 205 3,26 1,074 ,787 ,375 

Male 145 3,35 1,132 
Accessibility Female 211 3,84 ,971 ,759 ,241 

Male 146 3,86 ,935 
Service quality Female 215 4,49 ,614 1,972 ,084 

Male 146 4,35 ,725 
Security and safety Female 215 4,53 ,633 ,902 ,271 

Male 143 4,46 ,718 
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Table-4. Comparison of the pull factors on the marital status of the foreign tourists (ANOVA) 
Factor name Variables N Arithmetic average Standard deviation t-value p-value 
Price Single 87 3,83 ,766 ,641 ,633 

Divorced 11 3,87 ,616 
Married 186 3,84 ,882 
Living with partner 63 3,97 ,688 
Other 12 4,11 ,679 

Promotion and Marketing Single 86 3,31 1,15 0,73 ,990 
Divorced 11 3,18 1,21 
Married 176 3,29 1,12 
Living with partner 63 3,35 ,996 
Other 12 3,33 ,710 

Accessibility Single 87 3,93 ,917 1,363 ,246 
Divorced 11 3,45 1,19 
Married 182 3,78 ,988 
Living with partner 63 4,01 ,891 
Other 12 3,70 ,893 

Service Quality Single 87 4,33 ,778 1,373 ,243 
Divorced 11 4,45 ,471 
Married 186 4,44 ,624 
Living with partner 63 4,53 ,697 
Other 12 4,14 ,842 

Security and Safety Single 85 4,41 ,790 ,740 ,565 
Divorced 11 4,46 ,661 
Married 184 4,54 ,630 
Living with partner 64 4,49 ,724 
Other 12 4,34 ,533 

 

Table-5. Comparison of the pull factors on the ages of the foreign tourists (ANOVA) 
Factor name Variables N Arithmetic average Standard deviation t-value p-value 
Price 18-25 86 3,86 ,707 1,242 ,189 

26-35 86 3,97 ,829 
36-45 79 3,84 ,832 
46-55 58 3,95 ,754 
56-65 27 3,55 ,990 
66+ 14 3,93 ,726 

Promotion and marketing 18-25 84 3,34 1,05 ,980 ,430 
26-35 82 3,32 1,05 
36-45 77 3,25 1,06 
46-55 59 3,38 1,24 
56-65 26 2,87 1,11 
66+ 13 3,12 ,976 

Accessibility 18-25 85 3,93 ,943 1,036 ,396 
26-35 84 3,94 ,946 
36-45 79 3,77 ,970 
46-55 59 3,82 ,943 
56-65 26 3,64 1,04 
66+ 13 3,48 1,18 

Service quality 18-25 86 4,51 ,612 1,613 ,156 
26-35 86 4,27 ,764 
36-45 78 4,38 ,623 
46-55 59 4,51 ,698 
56-65 27 4,54 ,531 
66+ 14 4,50 ,693 

Security and safety 18-25 84 4,49 ,724 0,38 ,999 
26-35 86 4,51 ,649 
36-45 79 4,51 ,618 
46-55 58 4,49 ,751 
56-65 27 4,51 ,572 
66+ 14 4,55 ,557 
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Table-6. Comparison of the pull factors on the educational status of the foreign tourists (ANOVA) 
Factor name Variables N Arithmetic average Standard deviation t-value p-value 
Price High School 114 3,98 ,762 ,928 

 
,448 

Undergraduate 138 3,84 ,732 
Graduate or Doctorate 93 3,81 ,752 
Other 9 3,82 ,956 

Promotion and mar-
keting 

High School 112 3,36 1,09 ,360 
 

,837 
Undergraduate 131 3,31 1,04 
Graduate or Doctorate 93 3,33 1,09 
Other 9 2,92 1,13 

Accessibility High School 112 3,77 ,995 1,550 
 

,187 
Undergraduate 136 3,96 ,786 
Graduate or Doctorate 93 3,79 ,876 
Other 9 4,22 1,03 

Service quality High School 115 4,55 ,630 2,536 
 

,040 
Undergraduate 137 4,50 ,557 
Graduate or Doctorate 93 4,30 ,634 
Other 9 4,38 ,725 

Security and safety High School 113 4,48 ,769 ,340 ,851 
Undergraduate 137 4,54 ,536 
Graduate or Doctorate 93 4,53 ,511 
Other 8 4,56 ,680 

Table-7. Test of homogeneity of variances 
 Levene Statistic Df1 Df2 p –value 
Price ,854 4 349 ,492 
Promotion and Marketing ,206 4 340 ,935 
Accessibility 1,196 4 345 ,312 
Service Quality 1,480 4 349 ,208 
Security and Safety 2,399 4 346 ,050 

Table-8. Comparison of the pull factors on the income status of the foreign tourists (ANOVA) 
Factor name Variables N Arithmetic average Standard deviation t-value p-value 
Price 0-25000 Euro 2 4,10 ,141 ,698 ,594 

25001-50000 Euro 151 3,92 ,823 
50001-75000 Euro 89 3,96 ,670 
75001-100000 Euro 21 3,68 ,813 
100001+ Euro 30 4,02 ,728 

Promotion and mar-
keting 

0-25000 Euro 2 3,00 2,82 1,757 ,138 
25001-50000 Euro 149 3,19 1,11 
50001-75000 Euro 87 3,43 1,06 
75001-100000 Euro 18 3,48 ,901 
100001+ Euro 28 3,70 ,828 

Accessibility 0-25000 Euro 2 3,16 ,707 ,911 ,453 
25001-50000 Euro 150 3,86 ,995 
50001-75000 Euro 88 3,78 ,981 
75001-100000 Euro 21 4,14 ,813 
100001+ Euro 30 3,95 ,977 

Service quality 0-25000 Euro 2 5,00 ,000 3,527 ,008 
25001-50000 Euro 152 4,33 ,666 
50001-75000 Euro 88 4,51 ,566 
75001-100000 Euro 21 4,15 ,906 
100001+ Euro 30 4,67 ,576 

Security and safety 0-25000 Euro 2 4,41 ,824 1,423 ,226 
25001-50000 Euro 150 4,50 ,664 
50001-75000 Euro 87 4,51 ,611 
75001-100000 Euro 21 4,26 ,912 
100001+ Euro 30 4,71 ,508 
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Table-9. Test of homogeneity of variances 
 Levene statistic Df1 Df2 P –value 
Price 1,144 4 288 ,336 
Promotion and Marketing 2,538 4 279 ,040 
Accessibility ,760 4 286 ,552 
Service Quality 1,793 4 288 ,130 
Security and Safety 1,057 4 285 ,378 

Table-10. Comparison of the pull factors on the countries of the foreign tourists (ANOVA) 
Factor Name Variables N Arithmetic Average Standard Deviation t-value p-value 
Price Ukraine 110 3,99 ,740 ,873 ,480 

Europe 119 3,82 ,796 
Middle East 27 3,89 ,989 
Russia 86 3,81 ,812 
Other 4 3,95 1,17 

Promotion and mar-
keting 

Ukraine 108 3,31 1,08 1,075 ,369 
Europe 117 3,36 1,09 
Middle East 25 3,57 ,748 
Russia 82 3,12 1,15 
Other 4 3,08 1,66 

Accessibility Ukraine 109 4,06 ,927 3,118 ,015 
Europe 119 3,82 ,752 
Middle East 26 3,65 1,35 
Russia 84 3,59 1,05 
Other 4 3,83 1,03 

Service quality Ukraine 110 4,54 ,604 2,768 ,027 
Europe 120 4,39 ,679 
Middle East 27 4,20 ,802 
Russia 86 4,52 ,534 
Other 4 3,89 1,19 

Security and safety Ukraine 108 4,53 ,660 1,478 ,208 
Europe 120 4,51 ,643 
Middle East 27 4,50 ,756 
Russia 84 4,52 ,652 
Other 4 3,70 1,39 

 Table-11. Test of homogeneity of variances 
 Levene Statistic Df1 Df2 P –value 
Price 2,210 4 341 ,068 
Promotion and Marketing 1,799 4 331 ,129 
Accessibility 5,223 4 337 ,000 
Service Quality 2,133 4 342 ,076 
Security and Safety 2,239 4 338 ,065 

As seen in Table-7 above, p= ,208 for the variance ho-
mogeneity test conducted between the service quality factor 
and the variable of educational status was observed to be ho-
mogeneous. As a result of the conducted Tukey-HSD test; a 
significant difference was occurred between the high school 
graduates and the graduates or doctorate graduates.  

The findings of the ANOVA test showed whether there 
was a significant difference between the income status of the 
foreign tourists visiting Bodrum and the pull factors (see Ta-
ble 8). According to Table 8; a significant difference 
(p=0,008) was found between the income status of the par-
ticipants and the factor of service quality.  

The variance homogeneity test above showed p=,130 ho-
mogeneous between the service quality factor and the varia-
ble of income status. The Tukey-HSD test displayed a sig-
nificant difference between those with an income of 75001-
100000 Euros (4,15) and those with more than 100001 Euros 
(4,67). According to these findings; it could be said that 
those with high income level placed more importance onto 
the service quality in the destination. 

The findings of the ANOVA test showed whether there 
was a significant difference between the countries of the for-
eign tourists visiting Bodrum and the pull factors (see Table 
10). 
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According to Table 10, a significant difference was oc-
curred between the countries of the participants and the ser-
vice quality and accessibility of the pull factors.  

The homogeneity test of variances showed p= ,076 be-
tween the service quality factor and the variable of countries, 
which was reflected as being homogeneous. On the other 
hand, the homogeneity test of variances showed p=,000 be-
tween the factor of accessibility and the variable of coun-
tries, which was seen as not being homogeneous (see Table 
11). As a result of the conducted Tukey-HSD test; the 
Ukrainians (4,54) and Russians (4,52) had higher percep-
tions regarding the factor of service quality. This could be 
interpreted as the Ukrainians and Russians placed more im-
portance onto the service quality of the pull factors regarding 
the chosen destination. When the difference between acces-
sibility and countries was considered, a significant differ-
ence occurred between the Ukrainians and Russians. Ac-
cording to this finding, the Ukrainians (4,06) placed more 
importance to the factor of accessibility than the Russians 
(3,59). 

5. Conclusion  

The information about the travel motivations of the peo-
ple and its relationship with the destination choice plays a 
critical role in estimating the future travel trends. One of the 
most important factors for tourists to choose a destination is 
attractions owned by a destination. Many elements such as 
historical and cultural heritages, natural beauties, recrea-
tional activities and security conditions are effective in the 
holiday choice of tourists. Thus, the pull factors were deter-
mined for this study as being price, promotion and market-
ing, accessibility, service quality, security and safety for the 
preference of Bodrum destination by foreign tourists. In the 
literature, the pull factors being the determinants of the 
travel motivations of tourists have been widely studied (Oh 
et al., 1995; You, et al., 2000; Kim and Lee, 2002; Klenosky, 
2002; Mazzarol and Sautor, 2002; Kim, Lee and Klenosky, 
2003; Yoon and Uysal 2005; Correia, et al., 2007; Kao, et 
al., 2008; Demir, 2010; Yousefi and Marzuki, 2012; Evren 
and Kozak, 2012; Çetinsöz and Artuğer, 2014; Bayih and 
Singh, 2020; Ünal, 2020). This study found out that the most 
important factors affecting the foreign tourists to choose 
Bodrum destination were security and safety, and service 
quality. 

What customers mean by security and safety is that the 
facilities of the airport they fly to, the organization of the 
agency tour guides, the new transfer vehicles, the security in 
general signal the security and safety issues. To be more spe-
cific, the physical structures of the hotels, existence of secu-
rity personnel and customer property safety are among those 
important issues. For example, lifeguard should always be 
around the pool and beach and the problems among the cus-
tomers for any reason should be intervened to be solved in 
order to create customer satisfaction.  

Service quality was observed as being one of the im-
portant pull factors in the study. The detailed attention to the 
service quality ensures an organization to be different from 
its rivals and provides a permanent advantage against its ri-
vals in the competition. What is meant by service quality co-
vers the airport ground services, meeting with the travel 
agency and performance of the transfers in comfortable ve-
hicles. As for service quality in hotels, meeting customers 
friendly from the gate of security and taking customers to 
reception desk until customers settle into their bedrooms. 
More specifically, delivering the food and beverage services 
timely, providing clean and comfortable bedrooms, per-
forming the restaurant and bar services in the specified qual-
ity (food and beverage standards and general hygiene) sup-
port the service quality perception. For example, having 
enough usage space at dock, pool and beach areas, recrea-
tional services, availability of personnel speaking foreign 
languages, definitely giving positive responses to customer 
complaints affect the service quality in hotels. Sightseeing, 
shopping, historical heritage visits and the quality of bar and 
restaurant services rendered outside hotels also affect cus-
tomer satisfaction leading to a total quality feeling provided. 

Having explained the factors of security and safety and 
service quality as the pull factors for the Bodrum destination, 
these findings showed that Bodrum as a destination is a safe 
place and the high service quality is provided to the foreign 
tourists. To compare these findings with other studies in the 
literature, Davras and Uslu (2019) studied the pull factors of 
the Fethiye destination selected by the English tourists. They 
found out that the transportation, activity opportunities and 
natural attractions were the pull factors. Similarly, Jang and 
Cai (2002) researched the pull factors selected by the Eng-
lish tourists visiting the USA and the factors of cleanliness 
and security, accessibility, entertainment and seeking infor-
mation were the ones important for the English tourists. 
Upon this it could be said that the pull factors regarding the 
determination of the travel motivations of the tourists show 
differences depending on the destinations and tourists.  

This study did not show any significant differences oc-
curred between the genders, marital status and ages of the 
foreign tourists visiting Bodrum destination and their per-
ceptions regarding the chosen destination. However, 
Çetinsöz and Artuğer (2014) studied on the foreign tourists 
visiting Antalya regarding the pull factors. Their findings 
were similar with this study in terms of gender and marital 
status. But, a difference was noted with the groups in higher 
ages affected by the hygiene and security elements. 

This study found the differences occurred on the educa-
tion, income and country origin variables of the demo-
graphic characteristics of the foreign tourists in choosing 
Bodrum as a destination. A difference was occurred between 
the educational status and incomes of the foreign tourists 
with the factor of service quality. According to these find-
ings; those with the low education level and with high in-
come placed more importance onto the factor of the service 
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quality in the destination. The high school graduates were 
the lowest level of the education option in the questionnaire. 
This group may have only minded the money they spent and 
may not have minded other details while choosing their hol-
idays. The relationship between the holiday and the received 
service rather consisted of drinking and having fun with one 
another. 

The following interpretations could be made in terms of 
the income level. Those with high income probably prefer 
spending their holidays in better quality hotels in their lives. 
The services of the operations rendering services with high 
prices are more different than the other economic facilities 
offered. Thus, tourists would make the similar price/service 
comparison in the chosen destinations. Bering in mind, there 
would be a service quality expectation at every price level. 
For example, Evren and Kozak (2012) revealed that those 
with high income level placed more importance onto natural, 
historical and cultural values, and accommodation, transpor-
tation factors. On the other hand, those with high education 
level placed more importance onto natural, historical and 
cultural values and entertainment, education and shopping 
factors. 

As for the country origin of the foreign tourists, the 
Ukrainians placed more importance onto accessibility and 
service quality of the pull factors than the tourists from the 
other countries. This could be interpreted that the Ukrainian 
tourists coming to Bodrum would give more importance to 
the issue of accessibility and the destination service quality 
than the other elements.  

As a result, in order to be able to effectively to market 
tourist destinations, it is important to understand what moti-
vates a tourist to travel and which destination characteristics 
are important for choosing a destination out of their place of 
residence. Therefore; this study contributed to the marketing 
plan of a destination to be designed to attract more foreign 
tourists. 

Finally, this study suggests that there is a need of a co-
operation between the municipalities, ministries, profes-
sional organizations, non-governmental organisations 
(NGO) and citizens who are involved in the management of 
the Bodrum destination in order to maintain and increase the 
service quality of Bodrum destination and to ensure that the 
destination remains a safe place. 

6. Suggestions for future studies and tourism sector 

The destination of Bodrum is well known for all-inclu-
sive service product for the market. Only a few hotels pro-
vide bed&breakfast or room only service to the tourists. So 
this study was conducted with the all inclusive hotel tourists. 
The researchers believe that this study may contribute to the 
tourism businesses, a destination management, researchers 
and other participants in tourism to attract and redesign their 
product for tourism industry. Therefore, some suggestions 
are offered for researchers and tourism sector professionals: 

a- Other destinations such as Antalya, central Anato-
lia, İstanbul etc. should be analyzed and cooperated. So, a 
national data should be gathered to provide an important in-
formation to promote tourism and Turkey. 

b- All hotel service products such as all-inclusive ho-
tels, bed&breakfast, rom only etc. should be researched by 
academicians. So, what types of products could be offered 
to tourists.  

c- Tourism marketers and managers should find and 
read the academic research papers and try to implement pos-
sible suggestions during their management 

The cooperation of academy, tourism sector and govern-
ment is more important than ever and they should listen to 
each other more carefully (Ritchie & Jiang, 2019). Moreo-
ver, tourists’ purchasing and consumption behaivour is 
changing day by day. Thus, the new researches related with 
pull and push factors should be studied to update the pull and 
push factors’ information related to tourism.  

Author contribution statements 

Y. Günaydın, Ö. Özer and D. Ataman contributed 
equally to the design and implementation of the research, to 
the analysis of the results and to the writing of the manu-
script. 

Disclosure statement 

“No potential competing interest was reported by the au-
thors.” 

Ethics committee approval 

The data were collected through the questionnaire in 
2019.  All responsibility belongs to the researchers. All par-
ties were involved in the research of their own free will. 

References   

Bayih, B. E., & Singh, A. (2020). Modeling domestic tourism: mo-
tivations, satisfaction and tourist behavioral intentions. Heli-
yon, 6(9), e04839. 

Cha, S., Mccleary, K. W., & Uysal, M. (1995). Travel motivations 
of Japanese overseas travelers: A factor-cluster segmentation 
approach. Journal of Travel Research, 34 (1), 33-39. 

Crompton, J. L. (1979). An assessment of the image of Mexico as 
a vacation destination and the influence of geographical loca-
tion upon that image. Journal of Travel Research, (17), 18–23. 

Correia, A., Valle, P.O. & Moço, C. (2007). Modeling motivations 
and perceptions of Portuguese tourists, Journal of Business Re-
search, 60, 76–80. 

Correia, A., & Pimpão, A. (2008). Decision making processes of 
Portuguese tourist travelling to South America and Africa. In-
ternational Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Re-
search. 2(4):330-373 

Çakar, K. (2020). Investigation of the motivations and experiences 
of tourists visiting the Gallipoli peninsula as a dark tourism 
destination. European Journal of Tourism Research, (24), 1-
30. 



Journal of Tourism Theory and Research, 7 (2021) 
 
 

Copyright © 2021 by JTTR                                                                                                                            ISSN: 2548-7583 21 

Çetinsöz, B. C. & Artuğer, S. (2014). Yabancı turistlerin An-
talya’yı tercih etmesinde etkili olan çekici faktörlerin belirlen-
mesine yönelik bir araştırma. Uluslararası Sosyal Araştırmalar 
Dergisi, 7 (32), 573- 582. 

Çolak, E. (2017). Muğla halkının turizm olgusuna ve turizm etkil-
erine bakış açılarını anlamaya yönelik bir alan araştırması. 
Muğla S. K. Üni. SBE Turizm İşletmeciliği ABD. 
Yayımlanmış Yüksek Lisans Tezi. Muğla 

Davras, Ö., & Uslu, A. (2019). Destinasyon seçimini belirleyen 
faktörlerin destinasyon memnuniyeti üzerindeki etkisi: 
Fethiye’de İngiliz turistler üzerinde bir araştırma. Manas 
Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi, 8(1), 679-696. 

Demir, Ş. Ş. (2010). Çekici faktörlerin destinasyon seçimine etkisi: 
Dalyan örneği, Ege Akademik Bakış, 10(3), 1041– 1054. 

Durmus, B., Yurtkoru, E. S., & Çinko, M. (2018). Sosyal bilim-
lerde SPSS’le veri analizi. Beta Yayinlari, Istanbul.. 

Evren, S. & Kozak, N. (2012). Eskişehir’in çekici faktörlerinin 
günübirlik ziyaretçilerin bakış açısıyla değerlendirilmesi. Ana-
tolia: Turizm Araştırmaları Dergisi, 23(2), 220–232. 

Fodness, D. (1994). Measuring tourist motivation. Annals of Tour-
ism Research, 21(3), 555–581. 

Jang, S. C. & Cai L. A. (2002). Travel motivations and destination 
choice: A study of British outbound market, Journal of Travel 
& Tourism Marketing, 13(3), 111–133. 

Kalaycı, Ş. (2009). SPSS uygulamalı çok değişkenli istatistik tekni-
kleri, Ankara: Asil Yayın Dağıtım. 

Kao, M.C., Patterson, I., Scott, N., & Li, C. K. (2008). “Motiva-
tions and satisfactions of Taiwanese tourists who visit Aus-
tralia: An exploratory study”, Journal Of Travel & Tourism 
Marketing, 24 (1), 17-33. 

Kim, S-S., & Lee, C-K. (2002). “Push And pull relationships”. An-
nals Of Tourism Research, 29, (1), 257–260. 

Kim, S.S., Lee, C. & Klenosky, D.B. (2003). “The influence of 
push and pull factors at Korean National Parks”, Tourism Man-
agement, 24,169–180. 

Klenosky, B. D. (2002). The “pull” of tourism destinations: A 
means-end investigation. Journal of Travel Research, 40(4), 
385–395. 

Lundberg (1990). The tourist business (6th ed.). Van Nostrand 
Reinhold: New York. 

Mazzarol, T. & Soutar G.N. (2002). “Push-pull factors influencing 
international student destination choice”, The International 
Journal Of Educational Management, 16, (2), 82-90. 

Oh, C. H., Uysal, M. & Weaver, A. P. (1995). Product bundles and 
market segments based on travel motivations: a canonical cor-
relation approach. Int. J. Hospitality Management, 14(2), 123–
137. 

Ritchie, B. W., & Jiang, Y. (2019). A review of research on tourism 
risk, crisis and disaster management: Launching the annals of 
tourism research curated collection on tourism risk, crisis and 
disaster management. Annals of Tourism Research, 79, 
102812. 

Sastre, R. P., & Phakdee-Auksorn, P. (2017). Examining tourists’ 
push and pull travel motivations and behavioral intentions: The 
case of British outbound tourists to phuket, Thailand. Journal 
of Quality Assurance in Hospitality & Tourism, 18(4), 437-
464. 

Tabachnick, B.G. & Fidell, L.S. (2013). Using multivariate statis-
tics (6th edition). Boston: Pearson Education. 

Ünal, A. (2020). Destinasyon seçiminde turistlerin seyahat moti-
vasyonlarının belirlenmesine yönelik bir araştırma: Kuzey 
Makedonya Üsküp Örneği.. Pamukkale University, Sosyal 
Bilimler Enstitü Dergisi, (40), 67-80. 

Yoon, Y., & Uysal, M. (2005). An examination of the effects of 
motivation and satisfaction on destination loyalty: a structural 
model. Tourism Management, 26(1),45-56  

You, Xinran., Oleary, J. & Morrison, A. (2000). “A cross-cultural 
comparison of travel push and pull factors: United Kingdom 
Vs. Japan”, International Journal Of Hospitality & Tourism 
Administration,1,(2),1- 26. 

Yousefı, M. & Marzuki, A. (2012). Travel motivations and the in-
fluential factors: The case of Penang, Malaysia. Anatolia: An 
International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research, 
23(2), 169–176. 

 

 


