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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the recreational tourism preferences of university students within the
framework of their push and pull travel motivations. In addition, it was aimed to highlight how some variables and
motivations affect tourism preferences in mutual interaction. Validity and reliability were obtained by “Scale of
Recreational Activities in Destination Choices” (SRADC), “Scale of Intrinsic Travel Motivations” (SITM) and
“Scale of Extrinsic Travel Motivations” (SETM) conducted by Ozdemir, Karakiigiik, and Biiyiikoztiirk (2013).
Descriptive statistics, independent sample t test, one way ANOVA and Univariate test were used for data analysis,
for in-group comparisons Tukey (HSD-LSD) and Pearson Correlation test were used. In this study, it was
determined that .85 for recreational activities in destination choices scale, .90 for SITM and .91 for SETM. While
the push and pull travel motivation of the participants was above the mean values (123.96 + 15.65; 121.35 +
16.81), the highest subscale score in push travel motivation was obtained by the Exploring-Knowledge
subdimension (39.01 £ 5.74). The highest sub-dimension score was obtained from the Escape sub-dimension
(38.31 = 5.98). In the pull travel motivation sub-dimensions, the highest sub-dimension score was the
quality-atmosphere sub-dimension (39.29 + 5.24), while the lowest sub-dimension score was obtained by the
Natural Environment sub-dimension (19.98 + 4.58). The findings of the study showed that the importance given to
recreational activities was influenced by variables such as gender, year of study and perceived welfare, but also
revealed differences in gender, field of study, year of study, and perceived welfare in push and pull travel
motivations. In addition, there is a moderate positive relationship between recreational choices, push travel
motivation and pull travel motivation. As a result, it has been determined that university students have high push
and pull travel motivation and recreation preferences are differentiated between SITM and SETM by certain
variables.
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1. Introduction

Recreation is defined as voluntary participation in leisure activities that are meaningful and enjoyable to the person
involved (Cordes, 2013). Today the term recreation is used to describe activities or in a variety of structured
settings as travel and tourism. The World Tourism Organization (1995) defined tourism as “travelling for leisure,
business and other purposes for not more than one year”. In tourism industry, travel is defined as “the act of
moving outside one’s community for business or pleasure but not for commuting or traveling to or from work or
school” (Gee, Makens, & Choy, 1989). Tourism basically concerns with people travelling from one place to
another for pleasure or relaxation. Thereby, as an accepted knowledge, all tourism should have some travel, but not
all travel is tourism.

To understand individuals travel decisions, especially the reasons for their chosen destinations and the recreational
activities they participate in, motivations are the main factors that cause them to act. The dynamics of travel
motivation has showed alternative ways to researchers to propound different views on travel motives. However,
the main themes behind based on push and pull factors/motives.

The literature on tourist motivation indicates that the examination of motivations based on the push and pull factors
have been generally accepted (Uysal, Li, & Sirakaya-Turk, 2008). The notion of push and pull factors have been
widely discussed and accepted as two core elements in estimating ones" travel motivation (Crompton, 1979; Dann,
1977). The push factors represent the needs and desires of the travelers and help to find answers to the reasons why
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people tend to escape where they live. Pull factors are the reasons that call us to the relevant destination. Push and
pull factors have been generally characterized as relating two separate decisions made at two separate points in
time. One focuses on whether to go and the other on where to go (Klenosky, 2002). Push factors refer to
motivations such as escape from a perceived mundane environment, exploration and evaluation of self, relaxation,
and regression, while pull factors relate to destinations, such as sunshine and friendly natives, to attract tourists and
meet their needs (Dann, 1981). Thus, push factors motivate tourists to take a vacation and pull factors reinforce
push factors. In other words, pull factors are the factors that attract travelers to choose a distinct destination. These
factors combine the availability of beaches, cultural and historic heritage and even various attractions. In brief,
these factors can be regarded as extrinsic motivations. Besides, push factors to involve forces an individual to take
a trip to a particular destination. For instance, the need for rest, exploring and knowledge, escape, wellness, social
communication, self-exploration or travel bragging, prestige.

Youth and student travel has become a global and fast-growing phenomenon (Richards & Wilson, 2003).
Particularly, university students represent an important segment for the tourism and leisure sectors (Kim, Oh, &
Jogaratnam, 2007). University student travelers are a subgroup of young tourists, as tourism is often an educational
component of university experiences through spontaneous trips (e.g., independent trips), organized trips (e.g., field
trips), or both. Independent trips among university students usually occur in a limited period in the context of a
limited-term work or educational experience (Arnett, 2000).

Understanding this group’s travel motivations — that is, their needs or desires that lead to specific travel behaviors
including the style or way of trips they take, the destinations they choose to visit and the activities in which they
prefer to attend (Biederman, 2008) when they are still students — is therefore critical. Moreover, researches on
travel motivations and customer behaviors have focused on destination choice and paid little attention to
motivation’s importance and impact on activity preference. Studies on preferences for activities are important from
a practical perspective. It informs tourism and recreation executives not only of their customers’ choices, but also
about the activities themselves and the physical conditions in which these activities take place (Jackson &
Schinkel, 1981).

According to activity-based model of decision making process for destination choice, motivation influences the
preference of activities and the tourists will choose destinations depend on their preferred activities (Moscardo et
al., 1996; Ozdemir, Biiyiikoztiirk, & Karakiiciik, 2016). This model not only clarifies the importance of activities
in directing destination choice, but also states a direct relation between travel motivation and activity, for instance,
among competition attendees (Kim, Sun, & Mahoney, 2008).

Travel motivations has long been studied from different perspectives by using various approaches on several
sample groups previously as (Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1977; Iso-Ahola, 1982; Pearce, 1993; Ryan & Glendon,
1998) and recent studies as (Li, 2020; Phau et al., 2013; Rita, Brochado, & Dimova, 2019; Yiamjanya &
Wongleedee, 2014; Xiao, So, & Wang, 2015). In this study, our purpose to examine activity-based/recreational
travel decisions in the light of push and pull factors (motivations) of university students in Turkey.

2. Method
2.1 Study Sample

The period in which the data were collected was from the end of March 2019 to the April 2019 at the province of
Ankara and Zonguldak in Turkey. A simple random sampling method was used and 52 of the collected data were
not evaluated in the research because of the missing. Aims of the study, the consent form, voluntary participation in
the study, and confidentiality of the survey response were verbally explained by investigators before the
distribution of the surveys to subjects. The survey were answered and completed within an average of 20 minutes.
Finally, 498 university students from different faculties at Gazi University and Biilent Ecevit University
participated in the study. It is observed that the majority of the participants are male (59.6%), engineering students
(43.8%) and 4th-grade students (33.7%).

2.2 Instrumentation

The questionnaire in this research consists of four parts. In the first section, there were seven closed-end questions
for personal information of the students. The second, third, and fourth parts of the questionnaire included of the
“Scale of Recreational Activities in Destination Choices” (SRADC) consisting 22 items, “Scale of Intrinsic Travel
Motivations” (SITM) consisting 40 items, and “Scale of Extrinsic Travel Motivations” (SETM) consisting 40
items whose validity and reliability were confirmed by Ozdemir, Karakiiciik, and Biiyiikoztiirk (2013). 4-point
Likert scale was used in each answer option of the three scales. The ratings were determined as 1- Not Important at
all; 2- Not important; 3-Important; and 4- Very Important, by 1 being the lowest and 4 being the highest scores. In
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this study, for each of the scales was satisfactory with Cronbach’s alphas of .85 for recreational activities in
destination choices scale, .90 for SITM and .91 for SETM.

2.3 Data Analysis

Data were analysed by using SPSS 24.0 version. The research has been prepared with the quantitative method, as a
result of the analyses by skewness and kurtosis, it was determined that the data was homogeneously distributed.
Descriptive statistics, independent sample t test, one way ANOVA and Univariate test were used for data analysis,
for in-group comparisons Tukey (HSD-LSD) and Pearson Correlation test were used.

3. Results

Table 1. Frequency and percentage range of demographic variables

N=(498)
Variable f %
Female 201 40.4
Gender

Male 297 59.6

Social and Humanity Sciences 185 37.1
Area of education Engineering 218 43.8
Sports Sciences 95 19.1

First year 24 4.8
Second year 96 19.3
Year of education Third year 134 269
Fourth year 168 33.7
Fifth year 50 10.0

Sixth and above 26 5.2

Very poor 21 4.2
Below Average 62 12.4
Perceived welfare Average 282 56.6
Above Average 107 21.5

Excellent 26 5.2

When the data of the demographic information of the participants are examined, it is observed that the majority of
the participants are male (59.6%), engineering (43.8%), social and humanity science and sports science students
(19.1%) respectively, perceived an average welfare (56.6%) and 4th-grade students (33.7%).

Table 2. T-test results between participants’ gender variable and recreational activities in destination choices

Gender N X ss t p Eta-Squ.
Female 201 286 043 2259 0.02% 0.010
Male 297 2.77 048

Recreational Activities in Destination Choices

#p<0.05.

According to the results, it is observed that female students give more importance to recreational activities than
male students. Gender appears to have a low impact on recreational activities in destination choice.

Table 3. Anova test results between study area and recreational activities in destination choices

Study Area N X ss F p Eta-Squ.
Social and Humanity 185 2.81b 0.42 51.059  0.000* 0.171
. . L . Engineering 218 2.65¢c 0.44
Recreational Activities in Destination Choices
Sports 95 3.17a  0.37
Total 498 2.81 046

*p<0.05; a>b>c.

There is a significant difference between the recreational activities in destination choices according to students’
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learning areas. When the difference between groups was analyzed, it was observed that sports science students had
higher rates of recreational activities in destination choieces compared to other groups. However, when the level of
importance was examined, no statistically significant difference was found.

Table 4. Anova test results between the year of study and recreational activities in destination choices

Year of Study N X ss F p Eta-Squ.
First year 24 289 048 3.681 0.003* 0.036

Second year 9% 276 0.35
Third year 134 2.76 047
Recreational Activities in Destination Choices Fourth year 168 291 0.49
Fifth year 50 273 0.52
Sixth and abo. 26  2.61 0.29
Total 498 2.81 0.46

*p<0.05; a>b>c>d>e.

It is seen that there is a significant difference between the importance level given to the recreational activities of the
participants in the destination choices according to their education years. When the importance level that is below
the average and the relations between the groups are analyzed, it is observed that the students whose on the fourth
year of education give more importance to the recreational activities in the destination choice compared to other
groups.

Table 5. Anova test results between perceived welfare and recreational activities in destination choices

Perceived Welfare N X SS F p Eta-Squ.

Very poor 21 242 0.67 6.664 0.000* 0.051
Below Aver. 62 272 043
. . L . Average 282 2.80 044

Recreational Activities in Destination Choices

Above Aver. 107 293 042
Excellent 26 288 048
Total 498 2.81 046

*p<0.05; a>b>c>d>e.

When Table 5 is examined, a statistically significant difference was found between the level of perceived welfare
by the participants and the recreational activities in the destination choices. As a result of the analysis of the
differences in the group with post hoc tests, all the groups were found to be related to each other and it was seen
that the participants who perceived the welfare as average showed an importance level compared to the other
groups.

Table 6. Mean and standard deviation values of the push-pull motivations

N=(498)
Min. Max. X ss
Total (Push Motives) 78.00 160.00 123.96 15.65
Exploring-Knowledge 18.00  57.00 39.01 5.74
Escape 20.00  48.00 38.31 5.98
Being Physically Active 6.00 24.00 17.37 3.59

Visiting Friends and Relatives ~ 5.00  20.00 14.49  3.05
Travel Bragging-Prestige 5.00 20.00 14.77 3.20

Total (Pull Motives) 64.00 160.00 121.35 16.81
Quality-Atmosphere 16.00  48.00 39.29 5.24
Cultural&Historic Heritage 9.00 37.00 26.20 5.78
Natural Environment 7.00 28.00 19.98 4.58
Popularity 7.00 28.00 20.00 4.82
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Authenticity 5.00 20.00 15.85 3.04

While the push and pull travel motivation of the participants was above the average values (123.96 + 15.65; 121.35
+ 16.81), the Exploring-Knowledge dimension received the highest sub-dimension score in push travel motivation
(39.01 £ 5.74), and the second highest score obtained the Escape sub-dimension (38.31 + 5.98). In the pull travel
motivation sub-dimensions, the highest score was taken by the quality-atmosphere sub-dimension (39.29 + 5.24),
while the lowest sub-dimension score was obtained by the Authenticity sub-dimension (15.85 + 3.04).

Table 7. T-test results between participants’ gender variable and push-pull motivations

Gender N X ss t p

. Female 201 124.18 14.15
Total (Push Motives) 0.256 0.798
Male 297 12381 16.61

. Female 201 39.17 4.86
Exploring-Knowledge 0.518 0.605
Male 297 38.90 6.26

Female 201  38.54 5.80
Escape 0.708 0.479
Male 297  38.15 6.10

. . . Female 201  16.92 3.36
Being Physically Active -2.231  0.020%*
Male 297 17.68 3.72

. . . Female 201 1445 292
Visiting Friends and Relatives -0.248  0.804
Male 297 1452  3.13

. . Female 201 15.09 3.04
Travel Bragging-Prestige 1.849 0.065
Male 297 14.55 3.28

. Female 201 12275 14.23
Total (Pull Motives) 1.532 0.126
Male 297 12040 1831

. Female 201  40.07 4.75
Quality-Atmosphere 2.750  0.006*
Male 297  38.77 5.49

. . Female 201 26.82 5.14
Cultural&Historic Heritage 1.965 0.050
Male 297 25.79 6.14

. Female 201  20.00 4.25
Natural Environment 0.056 0.955
Male 297  19.97 4.79

. Female 201 19.83 442
Popularity -0.658  0.511
Male 297 20.12  5.08

. Female 201 16.01 2.74
Authenticity 0.981 0.327
Male 297 15.74 3.22

#p<0.05.

As a result of the independent sample t test conducted between the gender variable of the participants and
push-pull motivations, a significant relation was found in the sub-dimension of being physically active in push
travel motivation and in the atmosphere of quality atmosphere in the pull travel motivation. According to this,
travel motivation levels were higher in favor of men in the being physically active sub-dimension and in favor of
women in the quality atmosphere sub-dimension.

Table 8. Anova test results between study area and push-pull motivations

Study Area N X ss F p
Social and Humanity Sciences 185 123.23b  14.67
. Engineering 218  122.17¢  15.96
Total (Push Motive) - 7.758  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 129.49a  15.69
Total 498 12396  15.65
Social and Humanity Sciences 185 39.13 5.66
. Engineering 218 38.71 6.08
Exploring-Knowledge - 0.612 0.543
Sports Sciences 95 39.45 5.05
Total 498 39.01 5.74

123



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 13, No. 4; 2020

Social and Humanity Sciences 185 38.00 5.84

Engineering 218 38.33 6.08
Escape 3 0.631 0.533
Sports Sciences 95 38.85 6.04
Total 498 38.31 5.98
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  17.08b 3.23
. . . Engineering 218  16.66¢ 3.76
Being Physically Active - 24.562  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 19.56a 3.02
Total 498 17.37 3.59
Social and Humanity Sciences 185 14.07¢c 2.92
. . . Engineering 218 14.38b 2.94
Visiting Friends and Relatives - 7.904  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 15.55a 3.28
Total 498 14.49 3.05
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  14.94b 3.08
. . Engineering 218  14.06¢c 3.38
Travel Bragging-Prestige - 14.038  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 16.06a 2.46
Total 498 14.77 3.20
Social and Humanity Sciences 185 122.76b  15.48
Total Engineering 218  117.52¢  17.78
. - 13.080  0.000*
(Pull Motives) Sports Sciences 95 127.41a 14.84
Total 498 12135  16.81
Social and Humanity Sciences 185 39.83 5.17
. Engineering 218 38.96 5.64
Quality-Atmosphere - 1.558 0.212
Sports Sciences 95 39.01 4.29
Total 498 39.29 5.24
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  26.67b 5.63
. . Engineering 218 25.03¢c 6.09
Cultural & Historic Heritage : 9.938  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 27.98a 4.70
Total 498 26.20 5.78
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  19.81b 4.39
. Engineering 218  19.46¢ 4.95
Natural Environment - 7.002  0.001*
Sports Sciences 95 21.51a 3.67
Total 498 19.98 4.58
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  20.37b 4.51
. Engineering 218  18.67c 5.13
Popularity - 21.565  0.000*
Sports Sciences 95 22.33a 3.52
Total 498 20.00 4.82
Social and Humanity Sciences 185  16.05b 2.87
N Engineering 218  15.38c 3.36
Authenticity - 5715 0.004*
Sports Sciences 95 16.55a 2.31
Total 498 15.85 3.04

#p<0.05.

According to the results of the Anova test conducted between the push and pull travel motivations of the
participants and their study areas; There is a statistically significant difference in all sub-dimensions and total
scores except for Exploring-Knowledge, escape, and quality-atmosphere subscales. In all groups with significant
differences, it was found that sports science students achieved higher scores in their push travel motivations and
pull travel motivations than students in other fields of study. Except for the sports science> engineering> social
and humanities rankings in the Visiting Friends and Relatives sub-dimension, which is one of the push travel
motivation sub-dimensions in the group comparisons, the ranking in all other group comparisons is sports science>
social and humanities> engineering.
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Table 9. Anova test results between year of education and push-pull motivations

Year of Education N X ss F P
First year 24 127.41 14.36
Second year 96 12476  13.18
Third year 134 121.51 15.31
Total (Push Motive) Fourth year 168 125.92 16.25 1.758  0.120
Fifth year 50 121.80  16.61
Sixth and above 26 12196  19.57
Total 498 12396  15.65
First year 24 40.70 5.44
Second year 96 39.00 5.28
Third year 134 38.56 6.17
Exploring-Knowledge Fourth year 168 39.39 574  1.022  0.404
Fifth year 50 38.80 5.28
Sixth and above 26 37.69 6.06
Total 498 39.01 5.74
First year 24 37.66 6.23
Second year 96 38.73 5.00
Third year 134 37.68 5.62
Escape Fourth year 168 38.79 6.54 .838 0.523
Fifth year 50 37.60 6.68
Sixth and above 26 38.76 5.78
Total 498 38.31 5.98
First year 24 18.37 2.53
Second year 96 17.28 3.16
Third year 134 16.91 3.31
Being Physically Active Fourth year 168 17.83 3.83 1.868  0.098
Fifth year 50 17.34 3.58
Sixth and above 26 16.26 5.18
Total 498 17.37 3.59
First year 24 15.62 3.32
Second year 96 14.53 2.95
Third year 134 14.17 3.02
Visiting Friends and Relatives Fourth year 168 14.79 3.10 1.730  0.126
Fifth year 50 13.96 2.50
Sixth and above 26 14.03 3.63
Total 498 14.49 3.05
First year 24 15.04 3.71
Second year 96 15.20a 3.17
Third year 134 14.17¢c 3.19
Travel Bragging-Prestige Fourth year 168  15.10b 296 2249  .048*
Fifth year 50 14.10d 3.44
Sixth and above 26 15.19 3.40
Total 498 14.77 3.20
First year 24 121.45  17.08
Second year 96  120.08b 17.09
Third year 134 118.83c 16.13
Total (Pull Motives) Fourth year 168 124.84a 17.07 2.581 0.026*
Fifth year 50 118.18d 15.85
Sixth and above 26 122.50  16.45
Total 498 12135 16.81
First year 24 39.20 3.99
Quality-Atmosphere Second year 96 39.12 520 1409 0.219
Third year 134 38.48 5.44
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Fourth year 168 40.06 5.06
Fifth year 50 39.16 5.70
Sixth and above 26 39.53 5.39
Total 498 39.29 5.24
First year 24 26.16 6.83
Second year 96 26.19 5.88
Third year 134 25.46 5.79

Cultural&Historic Heritage Fourth year 168 27.03 5.81 1911  0.091
Fifth year 50 24.86 5.15
Sixth and above 26 27.38 4.54
Total 498 26.20 5.78
First year 24 21.00 3.83
Second year 96 19.31d 4.72
Third year 134 19.58c 4.40

Natural Environment Fourth year 168  20.70b 4.61 3.124 0.009*
Fifth year 50 18.68¢  4.84
Sixth and above 26 21.50a 3.89
Total 498 19.98 4.58
First year 24 19.29 6.18
Second year 96 19.48¢ 4.96
Third year 134 19.60b  4.58

Popularity Fourth year 168  20.92a 446 2384 0.037*
Fifth year 50 20.18 4.67
Sixth and above 26 18.34d 591
Total 498 20.00 4.82
First year 24 15.79 291
Second year 96 15.95 3.16
Third year 134 15.70 3.10

Authenticity Fourth year 168 16.11 2.87 .686 .635

Fifth year 50 15.30 3.32
Sixth and above 26 15.73 2.89
Total 498 15.85 3.04

#p<0.05.

As a result of the anova test comparing the education year of the participants with the push and pull travel
motivations, statistically significant differences were found for the Travel Bragging-Prestige in push travel
motivations, in the external travel motivations, in the total scores and Natural Environment and popularity
sub-dimensions. When we examine the comparisons within the group; Intra-group relationships realized as 2 >3 >
4 > 5 were determined as 4 > 2 > 3 > 5 in total pull travel motivation total scores. Intra-group relationships
determined as 6 >4 >3 > 2> 5 in the Natural Environment sub-dimension were determined as 4 >3 >2> 6.

Table 10. Anova test results between percieved welfare and push-pull motivations

Percieved Welfare N X ss F P
Very poor 21 119.85 16.84
Below Average 62 12245 13.78
. Average 282 123.85 15.60
Total (Push Motive) 1.001  0.406
Above Average 107  125.02 1542
Excellent 26 127.69 19.93
Total 498 12396 15.65
Very poor 21 37.04 7.24
. Below Average 62 39.30 4.48
Exploring-Knowledge 0.751  0.558
Average 282 39.16 5.82

Above Average 107 38.78 5.45
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Excellent 26 39.19 7.27
Total 498  39.01 5.74
Very poor 21 38.09 7.58
Below Average 62 38.77 6.81
Average 282 38.20 5.50
Escape 0.132 0971
Above Average 107  38.28 6.22
Excellent 26 38.57 6.88
Total 498 3831 5.98
Very poor 21 16.38¢  3.58
Below Average 62 1577d 3.20
. . . Average 282 17.32¢  3.77
Being Physically Active 6.358  0.000*
Above Average 107 18.30b  3.03
Excellent 26 18.65a  3.19
Total 498  17.37 3.59
Very poor 21 14.61 3.05
Below Average 62 13.87 3.16
. . . Average 282 14.59 3.06
Visiting Friends and Relatives 2318  0.056
Above Average 107 14.22 2.74
Excellent 26 15.88 3.52
Total 498  14.49 3.05
Very poor 21 13.71 2.14
Below Average 62 14.72 3.40
. . Average 282 14.56 3.12
Travel Bragging-Prestige 2.245  0.063
Above Average 107 1542 3.13
Excellent 26 15.38 4.06
Total 498  14.77 3.20
Very poor 21 114.00 2295
Below Average 62 120.80 17.49
. Average 282  121.56 16.73
Total (Pull Motives) 1.147  0.334
Above Average 107 12240 15.67
Excellent 26 122.00 14.42
Total 498 121.35 16.81
Very poor 21 37.00 8.42
Below Average 62 38.91 5.19
. Average 282 39.70 5.32
Quality-Atmosphere 1.635 0.164
Above Average 107 38.97 4.47
Excellent 26 39.03 3.70
Total 498  39.29 5.24
Very poor 21 24.38 5.92
Below Average 62 25.79 5.70
. . Average 282 26.52 5.71
Cultural & Historic Heritage 0.876  0.478
Above Average 107  25.94 5.96
Excellent 26 26.34 5.77
Total 498  26.20 5.78
Very poor 21 19.80 5.44
Below Average 62 20.09 4.96
. Average 282 19.86 4.67
Natural Environment 0.214  0.930
Above Average 107 20.31 4.10
Excellent 26 19.80 3.98
Total 498  19.98 4.58
Very poor 21 18.76 5.70
. Below Average 62 19.61 5.49
Popularity 2357  0.053
Average 282 19.68 4.81

Above Average 107 21.09 4.46
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Excellent 26 20.88 3.10

Total 498  20.00 4.82

Very poor 21 14.04e  3.66

Below Average 62 1638a 2.87

= Average 282 15.78d  3.13
Authenticity 2.539  0.039*%

Above Average 107 16.07b  2.78

Excellent 26 1592¢ 241

Total 498  15.85 3.04

#p<0.05.

As aresult of the analysis between the perceived welfare variable and the push-pull travel motivations, there was a
significant difference in the push travel motivation in the being physically active sub-dimension and in the pull
travel motivation sub-dimension in the Authenticity sub-dimension. In the sub-dimension of the being physically
active, it is seen that all perceived welfare options are related to each other, whereas in this relationship, the group
which perceived welfare level Excellent achieved the highest average, the being physically active points decrease
in parallel with the perceived welfare level. Similarly, in the sub-dimension of Authenticity, , it is seen that all
perceived welfare options are related to each other, whereas in this relationship, the group which perceived welfare
level Very Poor achieved the highest average.

Table 11. Pearson correlation test results between recreational activities in destination choices and push-pull travel
motivation

Recreation Activities  Push Motives  Pull Motives

Pearson Correlation 1
Recreational Activities Sig. (2-tailed)
N 498
Pearson Correlation ,6027%* 1
Push Motivations Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
N 498 498
o Pearson Correlation ,549%* ,645%* 1
Pull Motivations . .
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000
p>0.01; 0.05
N 498 498 498

When the relationship between the level of importance given to recreational activities in the destination choices
and the push-pull travel motivations; It has been determined that the importance given to recreational activities has
a positive and moderate relationship with both push-pull travel motivations. Therefore, based on the findings
obtained, as the motivation of push-pull travel motivations increases, the importance given to recreational
activities also increases. Likewise, as the level of importance given to recreational activities increases, it can be
said that push-pull travel motivations will be positively affected.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study is to examine the recreational travel decisions of university students within the
perspective of push and pull travel motivations. In addition, it was aimed to highlight the relationship between
motivations, recreational activities and various personal variables. While the push and pull travel motivation of the
participants was above the average values; the Exploring-Knowledge and Escape sub-dimensions received the
highest scores in push travel motivation. Visiting Friends and Relatives and Travel Bragging-Prestige
sub-dimensions were similarly had lowest scores. In the sub-dimensions of pull travel motivations, the highest
scores were taken by the Quality-Atmosphere and Cultural & Historic Heritage while the lowest score was
obtained by the Authenticity. Richards and Wilson (2003) gathered international information on the independent
travel market for the youth and student. Responses were taken from 2300 youth including students from Canada,
Hong Kong, Mexico, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, the Czech Republic and the UK. While study participants
appeared to have lower incomes, they were obviously prepared to save and/or work during their travels in order to
increase their spending power considerably. Their main motivation was to discover other cultures, followed by
curiosity and increased knowledge. In the study of Kim et al. (2007), knowledge, sports and adventure are
indicated as significant motivational push factors for US students. In another study, some of the most significant
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push motivations for Omani students are ‘to be mentally refreshed,” ‘to learn something new or to increase
knowledge’ and ‘to relax,’ as stated by Mohsin and Alsawafi (2011). Escapism is a major motivation found in study
by Thrane (2008). For both UK and Chinese students, ‘to relax’ and ‘discovering something new’ are considered
important motivations in travel (Xu et al., 2009). However, a study conducted by Asian international and American
domestic students found that knowledge, sports, entertainment, relaxation, leisure, family and travel bragging were
major motives for travel, but differed by culture (Kim & Jogaratnam, 2002). Asian international students, for
instance, rated knowledge as more relevant, while American domestic students rated sports, entertainment,
relaxation, family and travel bragging as more significant. While focused on millennials’ cross-cultural
differences; Rita, Brochado, and Dimova (2019) concluded that the most important motivations for travelling are
‘to relax’, followed closely by the desire ‘to escape from the ordinary’, while the least important motivations are
travelling ‘to meet people with similar interests’ and ‘to go to places my friends have not previously visited’.
Accordind to Kim and Lee (2000), American travelers exhibit more individualistic features whereas their Japanese
counterparts exhibit more collectivistic features. Also, the two groups of travelers varied in their motivations as
prestige/status, family togetherness, and novelty. Likewise, differences in culture and values contribute to a range
of preferences for travel amongst university students. Japanese student travelers are more collectivistic,
psychocentric than American students and likely to visit popular destinations (Sakakida et al., 2004). A
comparative study of US, South African and Israeli students reported differences in transportation, food, leisure
activity, and accommodation choices (Shoham et al., 2005). Additionally, several studies showed variations in
student travel behaviors such as destination choices, use of travel services and motives (Field, 1999; Wang &
Walker, 2010; Xu et al., 2009).

According to the results, it is observed that female students give more importance to recreational activities than
male students. Gender appears to have a low impact on recreational activities in destination choice. Nonetheless,
the studies of Kim and Jogaratnam (2002) and Xu et al. (2009) showed that males tend to be more active than
females do, and that males often engage more often in outdoor and sport activities. Carr (1999) studied the
behavior of young beach-oriented tourists in the UK, and apparently detected little variation by gender in young
tourists’ leisure activities. The only significant difference was noticed with shopping, which is more appealing to
young women visitors. As a result of the gender variable and push-pull motivations differences, a significant
relation was found in the sub-dimension of being physically active in push travel motivation and in the atmosphere
of quality atmosphere in the pull travel motivation. According to this, travel motivation levels were higher in favor
of men in the being physically active sub-dimension and in favor of women in the quality atmosphere
sub-dimension. Previous studies also have attempted to examine differences across motivations by gender. Mohsin
and Alsawafi (2011) also conclude that gender has a significant impact on some travel motivations. A female
preference for shopping is highlighted in Xu et al.’s (2009) findings. Xu et al. (2009) also found differences
between male and female youths within each nationality. For example, in the UK, females give higher ratings to
‘relaxing’ and ‘socialising’ than males do.

When the relationship between the level of importance given to recreational activities in the destination choices
and the push-pull travel motivations; It has been determined that the importance given to recreational activities has
a positive and moderate relationship with both push-pull travel motivations. Therefore, based on the findings
obtained, as the motivation of push-pull travel motivations increases, the importance given to recreational
activities also increases. Likewise, as the level of importance given to recreational activities increases, it can be
said that push-pull travel motivations will be positively affected. Tourism activities have received less academic
attention previously, while some studies involve activities as components of the picture of destination that attract
tourists to the destination (Wang & Davidson, 2009). From this viewpoint, activities are motivating the destination
variables rather than the motivation’s behavioral consequences. Likewise, specialist activities are known as factors
driving engagement in tourism of special interest at a specific destination (Trauer, 2006). Destination choice based
on activity indicates that motivation influences the choice of activities and that visitors will prefer destinations that
offer their favorite activities (Moscardo et al., 1996). This model not only clarifies the importance of activities in
directing destination choice, but also states a direct relation between travel motivation and activity, for instance,
among competition attendees (Kim, Sun & Mahoney, 2008) or with regard to the positive effect of the risk-taking
motive on the purchase of tourism products based on nature (Tangeland et al., 2012). According to Ozdemir,
Biiytikoztiirk, and Karakiiciik (2016), it can be explained by pull and push travel motives that offer priority to
recreational activities when making destination choices. In their research it was recognized that push travel
motives were mainly successful in putting emphasis on recreational activities when university students made
destination choices.

As critical attributes of destinations, tourism activities and motivations are the main components of leisure trips.
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Understanding of the tourists motivations and activity demands helps to develop the customer profiles, effective
positioning and marketing segmentation strategies. Tourism managers can distinguish their services and abilities
by understanding the degree to which they meet visitors’ needs and expectations. Understanding the value of
simultaneous push and pull factors analysis will enable destination managers to stay competitive and increase their
market share. There are many opportunities for further research as well. Similar research can be conducted on
selected destinations, foreign travelers, different classes of the society, and various occupations and age groups,
and cross-cultural comparisons should be planned. There are many similarities and differences among the
available motivational concepts, therefore, it necessary to conduct further investigations of travel motives using
different tourist groups. Therefore, the destination managers should pay much attention to tourists’ travel motives
and needs in order to appeal to tourists’ internal motives to travel.
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