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Abstract
Tourist motivations are typically grouped into push and pull categories, and this classification is helpful 
for numerous analytical purposes. The objective of this study is to analyze how push and pull moti-
vations are related with tourist activities in a destination country. Typically, pull motivations trigger 
tourist involvement in activities that are closely related with these motivations (like culture-related 
motivations with culture-related activities; nature-related motivation with nature-related activities, 
etc.). However, this is much less obvious in case of push motivations, since there are few activities 
that could be directly linked with the latter. The identified research gap needs to be explored. Pos-
sible tourist activities in a visited country are often rather typical; however, more specific preferences 
are influenced by the specifics of a destination, travel programme concepts and other characteristics 
of a particular trip. This makes the analysis of the relationship between motivations and activities 
relevant to broad contexts, but also allows one to include specifics of an analysed country. The study 
analyses a relation of push and pull motivations with tourist activities in Lithuania on the basis of a 
tourist survey that includes 374 respondents from 47 countries. The analysis is concentrated on linking 
four motivations (pull: nature-related and culture-related; push: escape and self-confidence increase) 
with three types of activities: culture-related activities, prestige-related activities and entertainment. 
Also, the age of tourists is used as an additional predictor in the regression analysis. The findings 
reveal that nature-related motivation has no significant relation with analyzed activities; culture-related 
motivations influence culture-related and prestige-related activities. Push motivations influence both 
prestige-related activities and entertainment. Age is a significant predictor for all the three activities; 
however, in case of entertainment the relation is negative. This adds to the current scope of scientific 
knowledge about predictors of the analysed types of tourist activities and has practical implications for 
the development of sustainable tourism.
Keywords: age, culture-related motivations, prestige-related motivations, pull motivations, push  
motivations, tourist activities.

1  Introduction
The scope of research on travelling includes a large amount of studies concentrating on  
tourist motivations [1–6]. Tourist motivations are analyzed from various perspectives and 
with various aims; therefore, studies provide extensive knowledge on relation of motivations 
with tourist demographics, culture, travel type, etc. On the other hand, tourist motivations are 
linked with characteristics of destinations and even tourists’ expenditure during the trip [7–9]. 
So, there is extensive knowledge of the types of motivations regarding tourist segments, and 
knowledge of how motivations are linked with characteristics of the destination specifics. 
This is additionally supported by the common classification of tourist motivations into the 
categories of push–pull motivations [3, 10–19].

However, there is one more important aspect of tourist behaviour that deserves attention: 
this is the relation between the tourist motivations and activities they are engaged in in their 
destinations of visit. The research on this subject is yet scarce, and this study attempts to 
partially fill this gap in knowledge. The objective of this study is to specifically concentrate 
on analysis of the relation between push and pull motivations and tourist activities in a desti-
nation country.
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The issue of relating motivations with tourist activities carries both theoretical and 
practical importance. From the theoretical standpoint, the link between pull motivations 
and the corresponding activities is rather predictable. It is easy to expect a tourist, who is 
pulled by a specific attraction in a certain destination, to be engaged in activities that are 
offered by that attraction. However, the relation between push motivations and tourist 
activities is much less obvious. Therefore, additional insights on the issue might have a 
noticeable theoretical value.

From the practical point of view, a perfect match of tourist motivations and service 
offerings in tourist destinations is desirable, but not easily achievable without extensive 
analysis. Therefore, empirical evidence on the issue might also be valuable.

2  Literature and hypothesis

2.1  Tourist activities and motivations

While travelling, tourists are engaged in numerous activities that depend on a large set of 
factors; typically they are linked either with tourist characteristics or with their activities in a 
destination specifics [20, 21]. Motivation can be referred to as psychological, biological 
needs and wants including the integral forces that arouse, direct and integrate a person’s 
behaviour and activity [6, 10, 13] or explained by heterogeneous nature of tourism motivation 
(multiple motivations) by proposing tourist typologies based on the relationship between 
personality and tourism activities undertaken [17]. So, both groups may be looked into 
through the prism of tourist motivations, analysed in this paper further on. However, tourist 
activities in the tourist destination are also linked with the resources/attractions available on 
the visited site [22].

The basic classification of tourism attractions includes natural resources, cultural and his-
torical heritage, climate conditions, tourism infrastructure, tourist services and facilities [23]. 
However, this classification may be amended and detailed, addressing the specifics of a des-
tination. Goeldner and Ritchie [24] suggested that natural attractions would typically include 
landscape, seascape, parks, mountains, flora, fauna, coasts, islands; cultural attractions refer 
to historical sites, architectural sites, architecture, cuisine, monuments, industrial sites, muse-
ums, theatre. Events (megaevents, community events, festivals, religious events, sport events, 
trade events) also present an important type of attractions that offer opportunities of partici-
pation; similarly, recreation (sightseeing, golf, swimming, tennis, hiking, biking, snow sports) 
and entertainment attractions (theme parks, amusement parks, casinos, shopping facilities, 
performing arts centres, sport complexes) offer relaxation and recreational activities.

Attraction is one of the most important components of the tourism product, directly linked 
with tourist destinations. Each destination offers a different variety of attractions and subse-
quent tourist activities, which creates a variety of choice opportunities for tourists when 
considering travel destinations [25].

Tourist activities are among the main issues that help to explain the link of tourist charac-
teristics and motivations with the choice of tourist destinations [21]. Motivation has been 
referred to as psychological/biological/social needs and wants, including internal (or emo-
tional) and external forces [10, 13]. The motivation to travel refers to a set of needs that cause 
a person to participate in a tourism-based activity. In this sense, motivational factors are 
defined as the psychological needs that play a significant role in causing a person to feel 
psychological disequilibrium that may be corrected through a travel experience [3, 26].
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Analysis of tourist motivations can be based on various categorizations of motives.  
Goeldner and Ritchie [24] classified tourist motivations into: physical (relaxation); cultural 
(discovering new geographical areas); interpersonal (socializing and meeting new people) 
and prestige (related with self-esteem and self-actualization). Other categorizations empha-
size different types of motivations (physical, emotional, personal, personal development, 
status and cultural) but there is an agreement that tourist activities vary depending on the type 
of their motivation [14, 27].

For instance, natural attractions often are the “mainsprings” that drive people to travel and 
be engaged in nature-related activities [8, 13, 24, 28]. Cultural attractions and activities are 
linked with culture-linked learning motivations, physical motivations encourage to visit des-
tinations that offer relaxation and physical activities [12, 13, 15]. However, some other 
motivations (like escape motivation, emotional motivations, self-development motivations) 
do not have evident linkages with activities tourists might be interested in during travelling, 
and create difficulties for tourism developers. In this case, the classification of motivations 
into pull and push categories provides substantial benefits.

Numerous researchers agree that motivational forces fall into two large categories, one of 
them describing how individuals are pushed into making travel decisions internally while the 
second – how they are pulled or attracted by destination attributes [3, 10–13, 29].

2.2  Pull motivations

Essence of these motivations (they are strongly linked with the destination specifics, used in 
promotion to differentiate destinations, travel proposals, to link motivations with places and 
activities included into a travel programme).

Pull factors emerge as a result of the attractiveness of a destination [12, 22]. Pull motiva-
tions are those that are inspired by a destination’s characteristics and attributes, such as 
accommodation, recreation facilities, cultural attractions, entertainment, natural scenery, 
shopping, and parks. The most typical pull factors include: nature [13, 15, 19]; heritage / 
culture / history / authentic experience [3, 11, 13, 15, 31]; entertainment / outdoor sport 
activities [12, 13, 15]; city sightseeing and shopping [15, 30].

Among the pull motivations, an important place is taken by culture. It is one of the most 
significant drivers to decide about destinations [17]. Cultural tourism has recently become the 
fastest growing segment of the tourism industry, and this trend is evident in the rise of the 
volume of tourists who seek adventure, culture, history, archaeology and interaction with  
the local people [32].

It is logical to expect that the strongest relation exists between similar types of motivations 
and activities, such as culture-related motivation and culture-related activities, nature-related 
motivation and nature-related activities, etc. At the same time, it is hard to expect that pull 
motivations that are related with a corresponding type of activities would influence activities 
that correspond to another type of pull motivations. This allows to raise hypotheses:

H1: Culture-related motivation positively influences tourist involvement in culture-related 
activities;
H2: Nature-related motivation has no influence on tourist involvement in culture-related 
activities.

Pull motivations and destination attributes may stimulate and reinforce inherent push  
motivations [11, 13, 31].
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2.3  Push motivations

Tourist motivations are not necessarily directly dependant on the characteristics of destina-
tions. A group of push motivators is defined as origin-related factors and include intangible, 
intrinsic desires of a traveller such as a desire to escape, to have a rest and relaxation, adven-
ture, health and prestige [12, 27]. Again, various authors suggest their different categorizations, 
though the most typical categories are used in a large number of studies: escape from routine / 
escapism [3, 4, 11, 13, 19, 28, 29, 31, 33–35]; novelty and knowledge seeking [3, 11, 19, 33, 
35–37]; ego enhancement / self-esteem / self-actualization [2, 3, 13, 19, 33, 36, 37]. Push 
motivations are internal / psychographic, rarely directly linked with specific activities in a 
destination; a person follows these motivations by engaging in activities that he/she personally 
considers the most relevant. Push factors are considered to be the socio-psychological needs of 
tourists and their environment that predispose the individual to travel or to participate in leisure 
activities, thus influencing travel decisions [3, 11, 13, 28, 36]. The set of activities that could 
be linked with push-related activities could be very broad, which are often linked with tourist 
personalities, demographics and to values that are typical to a culture of the country they rep-
resent. Push motivations only very indirectly ‘predict’ types of preferred activities. This study 
concentrates on two push motivations: self-esteem enhancement motivation and escape 
motivation.

The characteristics of self-esteem enhancement motivation and escape motivation allow to 
expect that tourists might prefer activities that have characteristics allowing to feel outside of 
their daily routine either by enjoying higher-level possibilities or just by being involved in 
relaxation. This study included two types of activities that supposedly could be linked with 
push motivations of tourists: prestige-related activities and entertainment. Therefore, the 
hypotheses are:

H3: Self-confidence increase motivation positively influences tourist involvement in  
prestige-related activities;
H4: Escape motivation positively influences tourist involvement in prestige-related 
activities;
H5: Self-confidence increase motivation positively influences tourist involvement in 
entertainment-related activities;
H6: Escape motivation positively influences tourist involvement in entertainment-related 
activities.

2.4  Age

Age is one of the most important demographic variables of tourists. It influences or even 
predetermines the range of preferred activities, and has specific links with certain types of 
motivations.

First of all, a younger age might be linked with better physical conditions of a tourist and, 
therefore, predetermine a broader spectrum of activities that require physical strength. Also, 
a younger age is often linked with higher levels of novelty-seeking and lower risk aversion. 
Therefore, it may be expected that younger tourists would prefer more active and challenging 
attractions.

On the other end, senior travellers have significantly longer life experience, clearer priori-
ties in terms of interests and are interested in different aspects of learning. Combined with 
higher financial possibilities, this might trigger interest in cultural and learning-related activi-
ties, supported with adequate levels of safety and status / prestige. It is assumed that age 
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influences all the three activities included into the current study. However, based on the find-
ings of former studies, it is assumed that age has positive relation with culture-related 
activities and prestige-related activities, but negative with active entertainment.

H7: Age positively influences tourist involvement in culture-related activities;
H8: Age positively influences tourist involvement in prestige-related activities;
H9: Age positively influences tourist involvement in entertainment-related activities.

3  survey instrument and data
The study is based on the data collected in Lithuania, surveying tourists-visitors of Vilnius 
Tourist Information Centre. Tourists were invited to participate in the survey, administrated 
by employees of the Centre. The questionnaire for this study had two essential parts: meas-
urement of tourist motivations (the major set of independent variables) and measurement of 
their involvement in various activities during the current trip (dependent variables). In order 
to achieve consistency, both sets of statements have been developed by largely following the 
same study [8]. However, the list of statements was modified on the basis of 4 interviews with 
experts that are directly working with tourists in Lithuania. This allowed to modify / amend 
the list of statements with consideration of motivations that tourists declared in surveys/ 
interviews while surveyed in Lithuania as well as with the specifics of activities offered to 
tourists in the country. Based on expert recommendations, the list of motivation statements 
has been amended with motivations that reflect local specifics (like: ‘to try traditional food’, 
‘to understand Lithuanian style of living’). The total set of 21 statements included both pull 
and push motivations. The finalized list of activities included 15 items that are specific to the 
country.

Additionally, the survey included demographic questions about respondent age, measured 
in 8 groups (under 15, 15–19, 20–24, 25–34, 35–44, 45–54, 55–64, 65+) and the information 
regarding the country a tourist is from.

The total of 374 respondents have been surveyed; the sample included respondents from 
47 countries. No country dominated the sample; the largest number of respondents were from 
Germany (13.9% of the total), followed by United Kingdom (7.2%), Sweden (6.7%), the 
USA (6.7%), France (6.4%), Norway (6.1%), Poland (5.6%), Spain (5.3%) and Russia 
(5.1%), respondents from all other countries making up 37.0%. This allowed to receive a 
sample that fairly well represents a large number of countries.

Distribution by age has been recorded in 8 age groups: under 15 (0.3%), 15–19 (1.3%), 
20–24 (9.6%), 25–34 (24.1%), 35–44 (18.2%), 45–54 (21.7%), 55–64 (19.0%), 65+ (5.9%). 
This breakdown was satisfactory for the use in further analysis.

No unengaged respondents have been detected during the initial screening of the obtained 
data. 147 instances of missing data have been replaced by series means; this is less than 1.2% 
and is appropriate for such type studies. Variable screening allowed to identify 3 instances of 
skewness that exceeds 2 (which is within an appropriate range), and 10 instances of kurtosis 
above 3. Generally, this is reasonable due to the specifics of questions in the study, special 
attention was given to further process these variables.

4  analysis

4.1  Factor analysis and reliability

The analysis has been performed using SPSS 23 software, performing exploratory factor 
analysis and subsequent testing of hypotheses on the basis of correlation analysis.
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The aim of the exploratory factor analysis was to define factors that allow to measure 
planned motivations (pull: nature-related and culture-related; push: escape and self- 
confidence increase) and activities (culture-related activities, prestige-related activities and 
entertainment-related activities). Extraction method of maximum likelihood and Promax 
rotation with Kaiser Normalization have been applied.

Exploratory factor analysis of motivations allowed to extract the three planned variables: 
nature-related and culture-related and self-confidence increase. KMO and Bartlett’s test high 
significance (p = 0.000), Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.737; approx. 
chi-square = 828.634; df = 66. There was 1 (1.0%) non-redundant residual with absolute 
value greater than 0.05. Together, the three considered factors explain 36.66 of the variance 
(Table 1).

The escape motivation has been measured by a single item (‘to get away from everyday 
life’), and is further used in the regression analysis as a single-item variable.

Exploratory factor analysis of activities allowed to extract two planned variables: nature-
related and culture-related and self-confidence increase. KMO and Bartlett’s test high 
significance (p = 0.000), Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.663; approx. 
chi-square = 460.446; df = 28. There was 1 (3.0%) non-redundant residual with absolute 
value greater than 0.05. Together, the three considered factors explain 34.11% of the variance 
(Table 2).

4.2  Testing hypothesis

The hypotheses are tested on the basis of three multiple regression models that use the same 
set of predictors (four motivations and age) and three different dependent variables: culture-
related activities, prestige-related activities and entertainment-related activities. This allows 

Table 1: Motivation Factors.

Travel motivation items

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Nature-related 
motivations

Culture-related 
motivations

Self-confidence 
increase 
motivations

To experience new culture 0.579

To participate in cultural events 0.969
To be close to nature 0.724
To visit nature attractions 0.662
To engage in nature-based activities 0.599
To have experiences to talk about 0.402
To improve your self-confidence 0.649
To obtain a feeling of achievement 0.643
Eigenvalue 26.235 12.552 10.148
% of variance explained 15.32 14.82 6.52
Cronbach’s alpha 0.704 0.665 0.614
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to test the hypotheses and provide broader interpretations of the relations between predictors 
and the three activities. ANOVA was used to check variances between the main variables.

The first linear regression model (independent variables: age culture-related motivation, 
nature-related motivation, self-confidence increase motivation, escape motivation; dependent 
variable culture-related activities) showed F = 16.950 and p = 0.000 for ANOVA, adjusted  
R2 = 0. 177. The whole model is presented in Table 3.

The model allows to test three hypotheses: H1, H2, H7.
Culture-related motivation has significant (p = 0.000) and relatively strong ( b = 0.252) 

positive relation with culture-related activities. This type of motivation can be interpreted to 
positively influence tourist involvement in culture-related activities (the way it was predicted) 
since there is a direct match between the pull type of motivations and the type of activities. 
Therefore H1 is confirmed.

Table 2: Activities Factors.

Tourist activities items

Factor 1 Factor 2

Culture-related 
activities

Prestige-related 
activities

Visiting museums/galleries 0.500

Appreciating architecture 0.937
Visiting historic places 0.536
Visiting high quality restaurants 0.677
Staying in first class accommodation 0.685
Shopping 0.441
Eigenvalue 28.976 18.454
% of variance explained 20.85 13.26
Cronbach’s alpha 0.670 0.617

Table 3: Regression model 1 (dependent variable – tourist involvement in culture-related 
activities).

Model

Unstandardized 
coefficients

Standardized 
coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.773 0.298 -2.596 0.010

Age 0.140 0.030 0.226 4.687 0.000
Nature-related motivation 0.002 0.071 0.002 0.032 0.975
Culture-related motivation 0.234 0.052 0.252 4.523 0.000
Self-confidence increase 
motivation

0.142 0.075 0.126 1.899 0.058

Escape motivation 0.007 0.059 0.006 0.113 0.910
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H2 predicted that relation between nature-related motivations and culture-related activities 
does not exist, since this pull motivation does not match the type of the activities. The model 
confirms this prediction, since the relation between these variables is not significant  
(p = 0.975). This allows to confirm H2.

The model allows to test the influence of age on tourist involvement in culture-related 
activities. This influence is significant (p = 0.000) and positive ( b = 0.226). Therefore, H7 is 
confirmed.

Additionally, the model allows to see that none of the push motivations that are considered 
in this study significantly predicts tourist involvement in culture-related activities at the level 
of significance 0.05; however, self-confidence increase motivation could be considered 
among the predictors at level of 0.1.

The second linear regression model with the same independent variables and the depend-
ent variable prestige-related activities showed F = 16.447 and p = 0.000 for ANOVA, adjusted 
R2 = 0. 172. The model is in Table 4.

This model allows to test hypotheses: H3, H4, H8.
Self-confidence increase motivation has significant (p = 0.018) positive ( b = 0.159)  

influence on prestige-related activities. Similarly, escape motivation also has significant  
(p = 0.011) and positive ( b = 0.125) influence on the same type of activities. This allows to 
confirm both H3 and H4 and see that prestige-related activities are influenced by push moti-
vations. However, the analysis shows that this type of activities is also influenced by 
culture-related (pull) motivations, which has not been hypothesized. This relation requires 
additional discussion and interpretation.

The model allows to test H8 regarding the influence of age on tourist involvement in  
prestige-related activities. The influence is significant (p = 0.020) and positive ( b = 0.113); 
the hypothesis is confirmed.

The third regression model analyses the influence of the same predictors on tourist  
involvement in entertainment-related activities. Model fit is good, F = 26.956 and p = 0.000 
for ANOVA, adjusted R2 = 0.263. Table 5 shows this model in detail.

The model tests hypotheses H5, H6, H9.
Again, it has been hypothesized that the two analyzed push motivations (self-confidence 

increase and escape) similarly and positively influence tourist involvement in activities that 

Table 4:	Regression model 2 (dependent variable – tourist involvement in prestige-related 
activities).

Model

Unstandardized 
coefficients

Standardized 
coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.915 0.268 -3.414 0.001

Age 0.063 0.027 0.113 2.333 0.020
Nature-related motivation 0.081 0.064 0.086 1.266 0.206
Culture-related motivation 0.155 0.047 0.186 3.324 0.001
Self-confidence increase 
motivation

0.160 0.067 0.159 2.380 0.018

Escape motivation 0.135 0.053 0.125 2.555 0.011
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provide relaxation and entertainment. Analysis shows that the assumptions are correct: 
both push motivations have significant (p = 0.026 and p = 0.032) and positive ( b = 0.142 
and b = 0.102) influence on entertainment-related activities. Therefore H5 and H6 are 
confirmed.

At the same time, this type of activities is not influenced by the two pull motivations  
considered in the model, but strongly negatively influenced by tourist age (p = 0.000),  
( b = -0.508). This allows to confirm hypothesis H9.

5  Conclusions, limitations and further research
The objective of this study was to analyse of the relation between push and pull motivations 
and tourist activities in a destination country. Though the study was of exploratory content, it 
allows drawing certain conclusions.

The most general conclusion of the current study is the evidence that the relation between 
various types of tourist motivations is significant and may be analyzed. The analysis provides 
substantial knowledge of the relations between the specific motivations and activities, and 
further targeted studies of this type may have very clear managerial implications regarding 
the tourist segmentations and development of tourist services appealing to the defined 
segments.

More specifically, the study disclosed that pull motivations trigger only the activities that 
directly correspond to the type of their pull motivations, and there is little expectation that 
activities that are linked with another type of pull motivations would appeal to tourists who 
visit the site driven by another pull motivator. This means that the main promotional efforts 
have to be directed towards potential tourists before the trip, while additional offering of a 
different type attractions during the visit period might have little value.

The analysed push motivations showed their relations with activities that offer relaxation 
of various types, including entertainment and activities that include luxury, high quality and 
shopping (prestige-related activities). Somehow surprisingly, prestige-related activities were 
also influenced by culture-related motivations. Therefore, visiting upper-scale places and 
doing shopping in a different country might be said to at least partially involve exploration of 
a different culture.

Table 5:	Regression model 3 (dependent variable – tourist involvement in entertainment-
related activities).

Model

Unstandardized coeffi-
cients

Standardized 
coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 4.007 0.387 10.360 0.000

Age -0.422 0.038 -0.508 -11.038 0.000
Nature-related motivation -0.043 0.091 -0.031 -0.475 0.635
Culture-related motivation 0.067 0.066 0.054 1.021 0.308
Self-confidence increase mo-
tivation

0.214 0.096 0.142 2.229 0.026

Escape motivation 0.166 0.077 0.102 2.159 0.032
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Finally, age was an important predictor of all the three analysed activities. As expected, its 
influence was negative in case of active entertainment activities.

This study has obvious limitations.
The attempt was made to explore a large number of motivations and tourist activities with 

little concentration of the destination specifics. This resulted in difficulties in factor analysis 
and measurements of planned variables. In future studies the specificity of destinations 
requires much more attention.

The scope of the study included tourists from a large number of countries. This represented 
a variety of tourists fairly well, however, simultaneously limiting opportunities to perform a 
deeper analysis by the countries the tourists are from: the number of tourists per country was 
not sufficient for that. An enlarged number of respondents per country would allow to observe 
specificities on the country basis, since both motivations and activities may dependent on the 
cultural contexts tourists come from.

Finally, seeing the importance of age, future studies should include a larger number of 
demographic indicators in order to better predict preferred activities of the tourists.
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