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Abstract  
Rural tourism has become one of the most popular strategies for rural 
development, and motivation is one of the most important criteria for identifying 
market segments. The aim of this paper is to explore the travel motivations of 
domestic rural tourists in Croatia and to identify a profile of rural tourists based 
on push travel motivation and tourist behaviour. An online survey was conducted 
on a convenient sample of 307 respondents. The collected data were analysed using 
factor analysis followed by cluster analysis. For rural tourists in Croatia, the most 
important travel motives are seeking relaxation and learning new things. Using a 
factor–cluster approach to market segmentation, the following four segments were 
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identified: (1) Rural researchers and seekers of relaxation (16.8%), (2) Excitement 
seekers (29.0%), (3) Passive tourists (22.8%), and (4) Family rural tourists 
(31.4%). The study confirms the appropriateness of the push motives for 
segmenting tourists in emerging rural tourism destinations. The findings may help 
destination marketers to develop effective promotional and business strategies. 

Keywords: market segmentation, push motives, rural tourism, Croatia 

 

1.  INTRODUCTION 
In many countries, rural tourism has become one of the most popular 

development strategies not only for rural regions but also for tourism destinations 
as a whole (Kastenholz et al., 1999; Farmaki, 2012; Rid et al., 2014). Emerging 
rural tourism destinations usually have good natural and socio-cultural resources 
that are underutilised. Community leaders and businesses involved in rural tourism 
in these destinations tend to have less experience in the tourism sector and therefore 
lack the knowledge and resources for tourism development (Popp & McCole, 2016, 
Shields & Schibik, 1995). 

One of the emerging rural tourism destinations in Europe is Croatia. Since 
the upsurge of large-scale international tourism, Croatia has been an important 
tourist destination in the Mediterranean (Orsini & Ostojić, 2018). However, interest 
in rural tourism has been growing since the 2000s, when national and local 
authorities became aware of its potential for rural development. Croatia has 
significant and numerous natural and socio-cultural resources for rural tourism 
development in all its areas, even 91.6% of the national territory is classified as 
rural area (Demonja & Ružić, 2010). However, rural tourism in Croatia is still 
underdeveloped. The contribution of the tourism sector to the national GDP is one 
of the highest in the EU, amounted to 19.6% in 2018 (before COVID 19). At the 
same time, rural tourism revenues account for only 1 percent of total tourism 
revenues (Bartoluci et al., 2018). Croatia’s rural areas face serious problems such 
as depopulation and ageing of the population in rural settlements, which leads to a 
decline in the labour force. These problems have led to a stagnation of economic 
development as well as a deterioration of the quality of life in rural areas (Grgić et 
al., 2010). Rural tourism can help to reduce these problems (Očić et al. 2019; 
Marzo-Navarro et al., 2015) by diversifying the income of the rural population. In 
Croatia, there are almost 500 family-run farms that participate in rural tourism. Of 
these about 80% are excursion farms, i.e. they have tasting rooms and offer only a 
tour of the property, while 20% have accommodation facilities (Ministry of 
Tourism, 2018).  

In order to develop a high quality tourism product, it is essential to carry 
out market research to better understand the characteristics of demand, segment the 
market and select target segments to which tourism products should be adapted. 
Identifying a well-defined market segment is very important to gain a competitive 
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advantage, as it provides valuable information about customers and allows a 
destination planner to customize its offer to better meet their needs (Matzler et al., 2004).  

In the tourism literature, market segmentation is a valuable tool most often 
used to understand specific types of tourists and to develop marketing strategies 
(Bieger & Laesser 2002; Bloom, 2004; Bigne et al., 2008; Pesonen, 2012; 2014). 
Many researchers have used tourists’ motivation as the main variable for 
segmenting and distinguishing different types of tourists in rural tourism 
(Kastenholz & Paul, 1999; Frochot, 2005; Park & Yoon, 2009; Pesonen, 2012; Rid 
et al., 2014; Allan & Shavanddasht, 2019). Segmenting travellers based on 
motivations is “one of the most effective methods” (Carvache-Franco et al. 2019, 
p. 61), because travel motivations can be considered as one of the most important 
psychological influences on tourists' behaviour (Crompton, 1979; George, 2004; 
March & Woodside, 2005).  

Many published studies examined the attitudes of local tourism service 
providers and residents towards tourism development topics (Akis et al., 1996; 
Diedrich & Garcia-Buades, 2008; Harun et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2018; Ryu et al., 
2020) and fewer studies focused on motive-based segmentation in rural tourism.  

Despite the growing demand in rural tourism, to the best of our knowledge 
there are no published studies on motiv-based segmentation in rural tourism in 
Croatia. Most of the previous studies on rural tourism in Croatia have mainly 
focused on analysing the situation and current supply (Lukić, 2002; Ružić, 2012; 
Demonja, 2014; Galijan et al., 2017; Svržnjak et al., 2017; Čehić et al., 2020), as 
well as the impact of rural tourism on sustainable development and the local 
population (Bosnić, 2011; Krajnović et al., 2011; Demonja, 2014; Očić et al., 
2019).  

Therefore, in order to better understand rural tourism users, the aim of this 
work is to explore the travel motivations of domestic rural tourists in Croatia and 
to identify the profile of rural tourists based on their travel push motivations, 
tourism behaviour and socio-demographic characteristics. The results will provide 
an information base for targeted marketing in rural tourism. 

 

2.  LITERATURE REVIEW  
2.1. Tourist motivation  

Travel motivation has been the focus of tourism science since the 1960s 
(Allan and Shavanddasht, 2019; Kim et al., 2007) in order to better understand and 
predict the factors that influence travel decisions. According to Backman et al. 
(1995, p. 15), motivation is conceptualized as “a state of need, a condition that 
serves as a driving force to display different kinds of behaviour toward certain types 
of activities, developing preferences, arriving at some expected satisfactory 
outcome “. Previous research has shown that travel motivations can significantly 
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predict behavioral intentions (Oyunchimeg & Gantuya, 2021) and overall 
satisfaction of domestic tourists as well as their post-visit behavior (Bayih & Singh, 2020). 

Crompton (1979) noted that travel motivation is influenced by 
psychological needs that cause a psychological imbalance that can only be 
corrected through the experience of travel. There are several typologies in the 
literature of the key motives that encourage people to travel. One of the earliest 
studies was by author Lundberg (1972), who developed a motivation measurement 
scale of 18 motivational elements that lead tourists to travel. Crompton (1979) 
identified nine motives based on in-depth interviews, seven of which he classified 
as socio-psychological motives or push motives: escape, exploration of self, 
relaxation, prestige, regression, enhancement of kinship relationships, and 
facilitation of social interaction. The other two, novelty and education, were 
characterized as cultural motives or pull motives. 

According to Goeldner and Ritchie (2009) the most important motives in 
tourism are classified into the following categories: 

• physical, for example relaxation;  
• cultural, for example discovering new geographical areas; 
• interpersonal, for example socializing and meeting new people; and 
• prestige, for example self-esteem and self-actualization. 

There are several theories in the literature dealing with motivation in 
tourism. Some of the most commonly used are the push-pull theory (Dann, 1977), 
Iso-Ahola’s motivation theory (Iso Ahola, 1982; Dunn Ross & Iso-Ahola, 1991) 
and the Travel Careers Ladder (TCL), which is based on Maslow’s pyramid of 
needs (Pearce, 1988). Iso-Ahola’s motivation theory divides motives into personal 
(vacation, prestige, learning about new cultures, etc.) and interpersonal, (social 
interactions, meeting locals, etc.) and assumes that consumers in the tourism 
market balance between these two groups of motives. According to TCL theory, 
tourism motivation is divided into 5 different motive categories: “physiological 
needs, safety needs or security needs, love and belonging needs or social needs, 
self-esteem and self-actualization needs or self – realization needs “(Pearce & Lee, 
2005, p. 227). The TCL states that people's travel needs change throughout their 
lives and that tourists increasingly seek satisfaction of higher level needs as they 
gain experience. One of the best known and most widely accepted theories in the 
field of tourism is the push-pull theory (Yuan & McDonald, 1990; Uysal & Hagan, 
1993). Push-pull theory explains the reasons why tourists choose one destination 
over another, the type of experience they want to have and the type of activity they 
want to engage in (Prayag & Hosany, 2014 cited in Albayrak & Caber, 2017). Push 
motives are those that promote thinking about travel and the desire to travel, while 
pull motives influence people's decision about where to travel (Allan & 
Shavanddasht, 2019).  
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2.2.  Rural tourist motivations 
The motivations of tourists in rural areas are an increasingly popular 

research topic among tourism researchers (Frochot, 2005; Molera & Albaladejo, 
2007; Park & Yoon, 2009; Farmaki, 2012; Pesonen, 2012, Pesonen, 2015; Rid et 
al., 2014; Fernández-Hernández et al., 2016; Allan & Shavanddasht, 2019). In the 
tourism sector, motivation encompasses a number of different factors that explain 
why people want to visit a destination, purchase a product, pay for a service, or 
participate in a desired activity (Demirović et al., 2019, p. 30; Park & Yoon, 2009). 

The results of studies conducted in several countries such as Finland 
(Komppula, 2005; Pesonen, 2012, 2015), Scotland (Frochot, 2005), Spain (Royo-
Vela, 2009; Molera &Albaladejo, 2007), Portugal (Kastenholz et al., 1999), 
Bulgaria (Study report on rural tourism customers' needs and expectations in 
Bulgaria, 2013), Cyprus (Farmaki, 2012), Iran (Allan & Shavanddasht, 2019), 
Korea (Park & Yoon, 2009), Gambia (Rid et al., 2014) demonstrate that rural 
tourists in different countries have similar motives for traveling to a rural 
destination, the most common of which are seeking knowledge, relaxation and 
socializing with family, while the most used pull factors are natural and historical 
environments, cost, activities, safety, and availability. 

  

2.3.  Tourist segmentation and typologies of rural tourist 
According to Sarigöllü and Huang (2005), market segmentation is a 

process of classifying customers into groups based on different needs, 
characteristics or behaviours. Market segmentation is recognized as a key tool for 
market positioning and market success (Kompula, 2005; Park & Yoon, 2009; 
Farmaki, 2012; Rid et al., 2014; Pesonen, 2014, 2015; Fernández-Hernández et al., 
2016; Allan & Shavanddasht, 2019). More specifically, market segmentation is 
used in tourism research to help tourism service providers evaluate new tourism 
product opportunities, including rural tourism offerings (Beane & Ennis, 1987). 
The main characteristics of tourists studied by researchers are geographical 
characteristics (larger or smaller area in which respondents live), demographic 
characteristics (gender, age, household size, number of children in the household, 
stage in the person's life cycle), socio-economic characteristics (occupation, 
education, property owned by the person, person’s income and any factors that 
define a respondent's social status), psychographic characteristics (lifestyle, 
interests, activities, needs), and behaviours, including motivations, activities 
chosen, benefits sought, direct expenditures, use of information sources and travel 
behaviour (Bigne et al., 2008, cited in Albayrak & Caber, 2018). According to 
Albayrak and Caber (2018, p. 65), the selected characteristics should be measurable 
and allow researchers to obtain market segments that include customers with 
similar characteristics. These segments are often presented as tourism typologies 
(Garrod, 2008). In order to understand the behaviour of rural tourist and help 
tourism businesses market their products more effectively, a limited number of 
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studies have been conducted on rural tourism segments based on travel motivation 
(see Table 1).  

Table 1 
Current research on exploration of segmentation in rural tourism 

Authors Country Segmentation 
approach 

Typologies of rural tourist 

Kastenholz & 
Paul (1999). 

Portugal Pull motivation Want-it-all ruralists 
Independent ruralists 
Environmental ruralists 
Traditional ruralists 

Frochot (2005). Scotland Pull motivations Actives 
Relaxers 
Gazers 
Rurals 

Molera & 
Albaladejo 
(2007). 

Spain/ Combining push 
and pull 
motivations 

Family rural tourists 
Relax rural tourists 
Active rural tourists 
Rural life tourists 
Tourists of rural accommodation 

Park & Yoon 
(2009). 

Korea Push motivations Family togetherness seeker 
Passive tourist 
Want-it-all seeker 
Excitement seeker 

Pesonen (2012). Finland Combining push 
and pull 
motivations 

Social travellers 
Well-being travellers 
Home region travellers 
Family travellers 

Rid et al. 
(2014). 

Gambia Pull motivations Heritage & nature seekers 
Multi-experiences seekers, 
Multi-experiences & beach seekers, and 
Sun & beach seeker 

Allan & 
Shavanddasht 
(2019). 

Iran Combining push 
and pull 
motivations 

Weekends: 
Escape seekers 
Multipurpose 
seekers) 
Novelty seekers 
Historical and 
geological 
attractions seekers 

Weekdays: 
Enjoyment and 
socialization 
seekers) 
Geological 
attractions 
seekers 
Novelty seekers) 

Source: Authors’ own compilation 

 

Previous studies have used different approaches to segment rural tourists 
based on their travel motivations. Push motivations were used in the study by Park 
and Yoon (2009), who identified six dimensions of rural tourism motivation: 
relaxation, socialization, learning, family togetherness, novelty, and excitement. 
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Using factor and cluster analysis, they identified four market segments, namely: 
family togetherness seeker, passive tourist, want-it-all seeker, and learning and 
excitement seeker. Pull motivations, or benefits that tourists expect from a 
destination, were implemented in the studies by Kastenholz et al. (1999), Frochot 
(2005) and Rid et al (2014). The studies by Kastenholz et al. (1999) and Frochot 
(2005) identified four fairly similar segments that differed only in the proportions 
in the samples studied. Rid et al (2014) used pull motivations to analyse the market 
potential for rural tourism activities in Gambia. A combination of push and pull 
approach was used in the studies by Allan and Shavanddasht, (2019), Pesonen 
(2012), Molera and Albaladejo (2007). 

 

3.  METHODOLOGY 
The survey was conducted online on a convenient sample of 307 

respondents (domestic rural tourists), aged 18 years and older, who have visited 
some rural tourism destinations in Croatia at least once in the last three years. The 
link to the survey was sent to respondents via email and social media. Prior to 
conducting the survey, pre-test of the questionnaire was performed with 10 
respondents to correct any ambiguities in the order and wording of the questions. 
The survey took between 7 and 10 minutes to complete and was conducted between 
June and July 2019. 

The questionnaire included questions on the frequency of visits to rural 
tourism destinations, preferences on the type of travel, preferred leisure activities 
and companions, and expenditure per person per day. The questionnaire was 
designed based on the literature on travel motivation (Park & Yoon, 2009; Frochot, 
2005; Kastenholz et al., 1999). The importance of the motives was measured on a 
5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1: not at all important to 5: very important). The 
questionnaire asked respondents to rate the importance of 24 general travel motives 
related to trips they had taken in the last three years. The measurement scale for 
push motivations was taken and adapted from Park and Yoon’s (2009, p. 103) 
study. The last group of questions included socio-demographic characteristics such 
as gender, age, education, occupation, where they grew up, personal average 
monthly income and children in the family. 

Using a one-way analysis, the frequencies of consumer responses were 
calculated (via IBM SPSS software, v. 21.0). The importance of tourist's motives 
was calculated as average values of the Likert-scale scores. Factor and cluster 
analyses were used to divide the respondents into segments, using the push motives 
as input variables for the factor analysis. Bartlett's test and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) (Hair et al., 1998) were used to determine 
the adequacy of each intercorrelation matrix for factor analysis. Following this 
step, a principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted for the importance 
ratings of the 24 push motivation factors. As suggested by Kaiser (1974), factors 
with eigenvalues greater than one and variables with factor loadings greater than 
0.6 were used for further analysis. Varimax rotation was used to facilitate the 
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interpretation of each factor. The identified factors were used as input variables for 
Hierarchy cluster analysis. According to Bigne et al. (2008, p. 152), most studies 
in tourism use hierarchical approaches for segmentation. The factor scores of the 
push motives were used to groups tourists into segments using Euclidean distance 
and Ward's aggregation method in the analysis.  

The validity of the identified clusters was examined using discriminant 
analysis. To determine whether there are differences between the clusters in terms 
of tourists’ motives, the Kruskal-Wallis test and Dunn's test were performed. The 
differences between the segments in terms of socio-demographic characteristics 
and tourists’ travel behaviour were examined using the Chi-square test. 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
4.1.  Sample profile 

The sample analysis presented in Table 2 showed that 67.9% women and 
31% men participated in the study. Most participants were in the age groups of 18 
to 29 years (45.6%) and 30 to 45 years (38.8%). Almost half of the sample has a 
university degree and one fifth has a PhD. More than two-thirds of the respondents 
are employed and 26% are students. Most respondents (34.4%) have a personal 
monthly income between 681 and 1 180 EUR. Of the total number of respondents, 
more than half (60.6%) are childless. Almost three quarters of the respondents 
(72%) grew up in a city, while 28% grew up in the countryside. 
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Table 2 
Socio-demographic profile of respondents (N=307) 

Characteristics N % 

Gender 
Male 73 23.8 
Female 234 76.2 

Age 

18 – 29 140 45.6 
30 – 45 119 38.8 
46 – 60 42 13.7 
>60 6 2.0 

Educational level 

Elementary school 1 0.3 
High school 74 24.1 
University degree 153 49.8 
PhD 79 25.7 

Occupation  

Housewife 6 2.0 
Employed 207 67.4 
Unemployed 10 3.3 
Student 80 26.1 
Retired 4 1.3 

Grow up place 
City 221 72.0 
Countryside 86 28.0 

Personal monthly 
income 

up to 520 EUR 85 28.1 
521 – 680 EUR 70 23.2 
681 – 1 180 EUR 104 34.4 
1 180 – 1 560 EUR 25 8.3 
>1 560 EUR 18 6.0 

Children in family 

No children 186 60.6 
Children in preschool 55 17.9 
Children in elementary school 43 14.0 
Children in high school 35 11.4 

 

4.2.  Travel behaviour of rural tourists  
The characteristics of the travel behaviour of rural tourists are presented 

in Table 3. The results show that most of the respondents have visited some rural 
destinations once (36.8%) and 35.5% two to three times (35.5%) in the last three 
years. In line with recent trends in tourism, slightly more respondents (57.7%) 
preferred to visit multiple destinations during a trip, while others (42.3%) preferred 
single destinations. 

Visiting rural tourism is very often a family activity, so the largest share 
of respondents most often visit rural tourism destinations with family (43.6%) and 
friends (26.4%). The largest number of respondents (36.2%) spend an average of 
EUR 15-20 per person per day when visiting a rural tourism destination, while 
23.5% of respondents spend between EUR 21-30. In terms of leisure activities, 
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most respondents (40.7%) prefer to spend their free time travelling. The next most 
preferred leisure activities are sports and games (21.5%), followed by watching TV 
and sleeping (16.3%), housework (11.7%) and artistic hobbies (9.8%). 

Table 3 

Rural tourists travel behaviour (N=307) 

 

4.3.  Principal components analysis 
A PCA was used to determine the basic dimension of the push motivation 

items. Following the guidelines proposed by Hair et al. (1998), three variables (feel 
at home away from home; being physically active; personal safety, even when 
travelling alone) were excluded from further analysis due to low factor loadings 
and their negative effect on reliability.  

After eliminating these variables from the analysis, a new factor solution 
emerged based on 21 items. Using the Kaiser's criterion of an eigenvalue greater 
than 1 and varimax rotation, a six-factor solution was found that explained 66.87% 
of the total variance. The factor loadings of all relevant variables in the rotated 
factor matrix (except "Not have to rush") were above 0.6 and were clearly 
associated with only one factor each. The Cronbach's alphas for the six factors 
ranged from .50 to .83. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic of 0.829 was 

Variables % 

Frequency of visits to rural tourism 
destinations 

Once a year 36.8 
2-3 times a year 35.5 

Four times a year or more 27.7 

Type of travel 
Single destination 57.7 

Multiple destinations 42.3 

Type of travel companions 

Singly/no companions 3.2 
With family 43.6 
With partner 19.2 
With friends 26.4 

Business companions 7.5 

Expenditure per person per day 

Up to 15 EUR 19.90 
16 – 20 EUR 36.20 
21 – 30 EUR 23.50 

More than 30 EUR 20.40 

Preferred leisure activities 

Watching TV or sleeping 16.3 
Artistic hobbies (movie and 

painting) 9.8 

Sports and games 21.5 
Travelling 40.7 
Housework 11.7 
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above the recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser, 1974), and 's test of sphericity (χ2 
test = 2667.24, p < 0.05) (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, indicating 
that the distribution of values was appropriate for conducting factor analysis. 

The factors identified in the factor analysis are shown in Table 4 and are 
named as follows: 

FACTOR 1 - Learning new things explains most of the variance (29.02%) 
with a reliability coefficient of 0.833. This factor includes five motivation 
statements (Explore new places, Experience new and different lifestyles, Learn 
new things, Increase knowledge, Travel to historical heritage sites). 

FACTOR 2 - Relaxation explains 10.14% of the total variance and 
includes five motivation statements related to relaxation, such as get refreshment, 
escape from a busy job, relax away from the ordinary etc.). 

FACTOR 3 - Excitement explains 8.61% of the variance. It includes push 
motives such as doing exciting things, finding thrills and excitement, having fun 
away from the city.  

FACTOR 4 - Family togetherness includes motives related to family 
togetherness and explains 7.49% of the variance.  

FACTOR 5 - Socialisation identifies the socialisation components of a 
society. This factor explains 6.84% of the variance and includes four motivation 
items (Share a familiar place with others, inspire community consciousness, meet 
people with similar interests, go to places friends haven't been).  

FACTOR 6 - Novelty represents seeking new and unusual experiences 
and includes two motivation items (experience solitude, indulge in luxury). This 
factor explains the least share of variance (4.76%). 

The six factors identified represent specific dimensions of motivation to 
participate in rural tourism. We can conclude that the motives relaxation 
(mean=4.37) and learning new things (mean=4.19) are the central motivation for 
Croatian rural tourists. The results are in line with the findings of previous studies 
that cite 'relaxation' as the most important motive for rural tourists (Sharpley & 
Sharpley, 1997; Correia et al. 2007; Chang, 2007; Saayman et al., 2009; Park & 
Yoon, 2009).  

However, in our study, the motive "learning new things" explained the 
largest proportion of the total variance (29.02%), which is in contrast to the Korean 
study where it was found that "relaxation" was the factor that explained the largest 
proportion of the total variance (Park & Yoon, 2009). The results obtained are 
consistent with the findings of Jang and Wu (2006) who, in a comprehensive 
review of the literature on push motives, highlighted knowledge seeking, relaxation 
and family togetherness as the main motives. 
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Table 4 

Factor analysis of the motivation of Croatian rural tourists 

 
Factors 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
Factor 
loading 

 
Variance 
explained 

 
Cronbach’s α 

FACTOR 1 – Learning new things 4.19 0.95    

Explore new places, sites 4.36 0.89 0.77 

29.02% 0.833 
Experience new and different lifestyles  4.15 1.03 0.77 

Learn new things and increase knowledge  4.29 0.89 0.83 

Travel to historical heritage 3.97 1.00 0.64 

FACTOR 2 - Relaxation 4.37 0.94    

Get refreshed 4.59 0.80 0.70 

10.14% 0.741 

Escape from a busy job 4.07 1.12 0.72 

Relax away from the ordinary 4.50 0.85 0.71 

Relax daily tension 4.43 0.89 0.79 

Not have to rush 4.25 1.02 0.46 

FACTOR 3 - Excitement 3.97 1.67    

Do exciting things 3.79 1.19 0.79 

8.61% 0.822 Find thrills and excitement 3.69 1.16 0.82 

Have fun, be entertained 4.43 0.85 0.61 

FACTOR 4 – Family togetherness 3.63 1.30    

Experience traditional culture for their kids 3.51 1.36 0.82 

7.49% 0.827 Be together as a family 3.89 1.24 0.87 

Visit places family came from 3.50 1.31 0.78 

FACTOR 5 - Socialization 3.05 1.28    

Share a familiar place with others 2.76 1.27 0.68 

6.84% 0.739 
Inspire community consciousness 3.22 1.22 0.73 

Meet people with similar interests 3.12 1.24 0.77 

Go to places friends haven’t been 3.09 1.37 0.59 

FACTOR 6 – Novelty 2.59 1.33    

Experience solitude 2.70 1.32 0.79 
4.76% 0.509 

Indulge in luxury 2.48 1.33 0.71 

Note: 1= not at all important, 5=very important. Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 
=0.829. Chi-square =2667,24. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, p < 0.001. 

 

4.4.  Cluster analysis 
In the next phase, cluster analysis was carried out and the results are 

presented in Table 5. The clusters, i.e. the tourist segments, were named as follows: 
rural explorers and relaxation seekers, excitement seekers, passive tourists and 
family rural tourists. The discriminant analysis shows that all defined factors had a 
significant influence (p < 0.05) on the differentiation of the clusters and that 90.6% 
of the originally grouped respondents were correctly classified, which proves that 
the classification of the respondents into the segments was not just random. 
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Table 5 

Rural tourist segments based on motivation 

Items 

Rural researchers 
and seekers of 

relaxation (16,8%, 
n=51) 

Excitement 
seekers 

(29,0%, n=88) 

Passive 
tourists 
(22,8%, 
n=69) 

Family 
rural 

tourists 
(31,4%, 
n=95) 

  Mean* 

Learning new thing 4,41 a 4,29 a 3,17 b 4,72c 

Explore new places, sites 4.53a 4.64 a 3.28 b 4.78 a 

Experience new and different lifestyles  4.25 a 4.41 a 3.00 b 4.74 c 

Learn new things and increase knowledge  4.57 a.c 4.35 a 3.30 b 4.80 c 

Travel to historical heritage 4.29 a 3.76 b 3.10 c 4.59 a 

Relaxation 4,68 a 4,22 b 4,05 b 4,62 a 

Get refreshed 4.80 a 4.45 b 4.36 b 4.82 a 

Escape from a busy job 4.55 a 4.02 b 3.80 b 4.14 a.b 

Relax away from the ordinary 4.75 a 4.56 a 3.93 b 4.76 a 

Relax daily tension 4.73 a 4.32 b.c 4.17 c 4.61 a.b 

Not have to rush 4.57 a 3.74 b 3.97 b 4.77 a 

Excitement 3,36 a 4,48 b 3,29 a 4,38 b 

Do exciting things 2.98 a 4.41 b 2.96 a 4.32 b 

Find thrills and excitement 2.96 a 4.23 b 3.09 a 4.08 b 

Have fun, be entertained 4.14 a 4.80 b 3.83 a 4.75 b 

Family togetherness 3,32 a,b 3,01 a 3,49 b 4,51 c 

Experience traditional culture for their kids 3.49 a 2.76 b 3.22 a.b 4.44 c 

Be together as a family 3.59 a 3.35 b 3.88 a 4.62 c 

Visit places family came from 2.88 a 2.92 a 3.38 a 4.46 b 

Socialization 2,28 a 2,96 b 2,66 a,b 3,86 c 

Share a familiar place with others 2.00 a 2.41 a.b 2.81 b 3.48 c 

Inspire community consciousness 2.86 a 2.90 a 2.83 a 3.99 b 

Meet people with similar interests 2.22 a 3.20 b 2.54 a 3.98 c 

Go to places friends haven’t been 2.02 a 3.33 b 2.45 a 3.97 c 

Novelty 2,42 a 2,40 a 2,30 a 3,12 b 

Experience solitude 2.67 a 2.30 a 2.48 a 3.27 b 

Indulge in luxury 2.16 a 2.49 a.b 2.12 a 2.96 b 

Note: 1=not at all important, 5=very important.; a,b,c– values in the same row labelled by different 
letters differed significantly (Kruskal-Wallis test and Dunn's, p < 0.05). 

 

Rural explorers and relaxation seekers (cluster 1, 16.8% of the sample) 
highly rated the motives of relaxation (mean 4.68) and learning (mean 4.41). This 
segment of tourists has less need for the socialisation component of the vacation 
and shows little interest in family togetherness. They are not inclined to experience 
solitude (mean 2.67) and indulge in luxury (mean 2.16). 
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Excitement seekers (cluster 2, 29.0% of the sample) place more value on 
excitement, fun and entertainment compared to the other segments. This segment 
includes tourists who highly value the motive to learn new things, i.e. the 
opportunity to explore new places and sites during a tourist trip (mean 4.64). 
Compared to the other segments, being with the family on holiday and visiting 
places where the family comes from as well as socialising are the least important 
for them. Significantly more than the other segments, the excitement seekers want 
to meet tourists with common interests and visit new places where their friends 
have not been before. 

Passive tourists (cluster 3, 22.8% of the sample) include tourists who can 
be described as disinterested. They represent rural tourists who rate most motives 
below 4 (important). According to the expressed interest, the most important thing 
for this segment is relaxation, refreshment (mean 4.36) and relieving daily tension 
(mean 4.17). 

Family rural tourists (cluster 4, 31.4% of the sample) is the largest 
segment. This segment includes tourists with a wide variety of needs and 
expectations for a tourist trip. Most motives were rated higher than 4, with the 
exception of the motives socialisation and novelty. Compared to the other 
segments, being with the family is most important for family rural tourists (mean 
4.62). The opportunity to learn new things, expand knowledge about the destination 
and relax during the trip proved to be very motivating for them. For this segment, 
it is also important to socialise, meet people with similar interests and promote 
community awareness. They tend to experience solitude and indulge in luxuries 
more than other segments. 

The profile of rural tourists in Croatia in terms of their travel behaviour is 
shown in Table 6. The segments did not differ in terms of frequency of visits to 
rural tourism destinations and preferred type of travel (p > 0.05). There was a 
statistically significant difference between the segments in terms of preferred travel 
companionship. Rural explorers and relaxation seekers were most likely to visit the 
rural destination with their family (44.0%), as were passive tourists (59.7%) and 
family rural tourists (50.0%), while excitement seekers preferred to travel with 
friends (40.0%). In all segments, tourists spend on average between EUR 13 and 
20 per person per day. Regarding leisure activities, rural explorers and relaxation 
seekers (54.9%), excitement seekers and family rural tourists (36.8%) prefer to 
travel, while passive tourists prefer leisure activities such as sports games, 
watching TV and sleeping (26.1%). 
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Table 6 

Profile of rural tourists in Croatia in terms of their travel behaviour (N=307) 

Rural tourist’s profile 

Rural 
researchers 
and seekers 
of relaxation 

Excitemen
t seekers 

Passive 
tourists 

Famil
y 

rural 
tourist

s 

p* 

Frequency of visits 
to rural tourism 
destination  

Once a year 35,3% 27,3% 44,9% 38,9% 

>0,05 2 -3 times 41,2% 42,0% 27,5% 32,6% 

Four times and more 23,5% 30,7% 27,5% 28,4% 

Preferred type of 
travel 

Single destination 43,1% 33,0% 53,6% 42,1% 
>0,05 

Multi-destination 56,9% 67,0% 46,4% 57,9% 

Preferred type of 
travel companions 

With family 44,0% 30,6% 59,7% 50,0% 

<0,05 
With partner 26,0% 18,8% 19,4% 16,3% 

With friends 20,0% 40,0% 13,4% 29,3% 

Business 10,0% 10,6% 7,5% 4,3% 

Expenditure per 
person per day 
(EUR) 

Up to 13 EUR 21,6% 17,0% 26,1% 16,8% 

>0,05 
13 – 20 EUR 31,4% 39,8% 36,2% 34,7% 

20 – 30 EUR 19,6% 21,6% 21,7% 28,4% 

More than 30 EUR 27,5% 21,6% 15,9% 20,0% 

Preferred leisure 
activities 

Watching TV or 
sleeping 15,7% 12,5% 26,1% 12,6% 

<0,05 

Artistic hobbies 
(movie and painting) 13,7% 9,1% 8,7% 8,4% 

Sports and games 9,8% 22,7% 29,0% 21,1% 

Travelling 54,9% 52,3% 21,7% 36,8% 

Housework 5,9% 3,4% 14,5% 21,1% 

Note: There is no statistically significant difference between the segments in relation to all variables, 
except for preferred type of travel companions and preferred leisure activities (p <0.05) 

 

A clear profile of tourists in terms of socio-demographic and behavioural 
characteristics was not found. This suggests that these factors do not explain the 
profiles of the different rural tourists as well as expected. Therefore, research 
designs on rural tourists in emerging destinations should be further developed, e.g. 
including theories of consumer culture. Another reason for the insignificant 
influence of socio-demographic and behavioural characteristics might be related to 



EKON. MISAO I PRAKSA DBK. GOD XXXI. (2022.) BR. 1. (303-325)                                                         Ž. Mesić et al: PUSH TRAVEL... 

318 

the underdeveloped and poorly differentiated supply of rural tourism in emerging 
rural tourism destinations such as Croatia, resulting in insufficiently developed 
demand. Therefore, a stronger segmentation of consumers by socio-demographic 
characteristics can be expected in the coming years. 

The limitations of the study 

This study adds to the sparse literature that deals with tourist motivation, 
especially in emerging rural tourism destinations. However, there are some 
limitations in this study based on which recommendations can be made for future 
research. Some of the limitations of this study are the small sample size, the 
technique of contacting respondents (online) and the exclusive use of push motives. 
The advantages of online surveys are a higher response rate, lower cost, real-time 
access, convenience and the absence of an interviewer. On the other hand, the main 
disadvantages of online surveys are survey fraud, limited samples and respondent 
availability. 

To improve the representativeness of the sample, future research needs to 
include a larger sample with a higher proportion of male and older respondents 
(+40), a face-to-face interviews and a combination of push and pull motives to 
better understand consumers' motives. In addition, the quality of the results could 
be improved if the data were collected directly in the destinations and collected 
over several years. One of the recommendations for future research is to investigate 
whether there are differences between domestic and foreign tourists in the motives 
for visiting rural tourism. 

 

5.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Developing rural tourism in emerging rural destinations can be an 

effective strategy for revitalising rural areas. Considering that rural tourism 
participants are facing the increasing development, marketing, management and 
economic difficulties, this paper is a valuable contribution to the marketing 
response to this problem. A proper knowledge and understanding of tourists’ 
behavior could help rural tourism stakeholders to successfully sell their products 
by meeting consumers’ needs and expectations. Since previous research has shown 
that travel motivations can significantly predict behavioral intentions and tourist 
satisfaction, to attract more tourists, destination managers and marketers should 
consider the key motivational components in tourists' decision-making. In this 
study, six push motivational factors of rural tourists were found, namely 
''relaxation'', ''socialisation'', ''learning'', ''family togetherness'', ''novelty'' and 
''excitement'', thus the motives identified in this study support the generalizability 
of rural tourism motives. In addition, study confirms the appropriateness of push 
motives for segmenting tourists in emerging rural tourism destinations, such as Croatia. 

Study results provided insights into the existence of different rural tourist 
segments based on travel motives, which enables to better understand rural tourists, 
as well as the factors that influence their decision making. 



EKON. MISAO I PRAKSA DBK. GOD XXXI. (2022.) BR. 1. (303-325)                                                         Ž. Mesić et al: PUSH TRAVEL... 

319 

In order to improve the tourist offer for each of the four identified 
segments of rural tourists we suggest recommendations for practice. 

The recommendations for practice 

Our study found that the most important push motives of domestic rural 
tourists are relaxation motives, followed by the desire to learn something new. This 
means that rural tourism managers should consider how to shape the tourist 
experience by developing new or redesigning the existing tourism products, and 
how to position their destination as one that offers relaxation and travel-related 
education through marketing communications. 

Using factor and cluster analysis, we identified four segments of rural 
tourists based on their travel motivations. The largest segment, "Family rural 
tourists", includes tourists with a wide range of travel needs and expectations. To 
increase the satisfaction of these tourists, it is important to offer them opportunities 
for family experiences, including relaxation, education and socialising with other 
people. However, they also want to experience solitude on their trips more than 
others. The offer on rural holiday farms needs to be enriched with facilities for 
children (e.g. an equipped children's playground, farm animals, sports facilities, 
education about plants, etc.). 

The "Excitement seekers", value excitement and fun as the most important 
push travel motives.  

In addition to fun, they also want to learn new things and explore new 
places and sights. The rural tourism offer for these tourists must be based on 
facilities such as cultural, fun, and sports events (e.g., cycling and mountain tourism). 

The smallest segment, called "Rural Explorers and Recreation Seekers”, 
can be recognised by a more pronounced motivation to relax and learn to new 
things, but is less inclined to excitement. Since this segment prefers to experience 
new and different lifestyles and learn about new things, this segment should be 
offered content such as visiting food and wine themed routes and trails (e.g. wine 
trails, olive oil trails, pumpkin oil trails, etc.) through which they can learn more 
about Croatia's gastronomic heritage. A good example of expanding the offer is the 
organisation of educational and creative workshops, as well as the possibility to 
participate in various agricultural activities on farms for rural tourism (e.g. grape 
and olive harvesting). 

"Passive tourists" have lower expectations of their trips compared to the 
other segments. Their main motive for visiting rural areas is relaxation. This target 
group of tourists can be a good choice for rural areas where a local government 
plans to develop rural tourism with little investment. Their main advantage to 
attract tourists is their unspoiled nature and abundance of natural resources. This is 
ideal for passive tourists who do not have high expectations of their trip, but whose 
main motive for visiting rural areas is precisely to enjoy the natural environment. 
Passive tourists prefer leisure activities such as sports, TV and sleeping. Therefore, 
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it is important to provide them with such entertainment facilities in the 
establishments where they stay. 
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POTISNI MOTIVI PUTOVANJA KAO OSNOVA ZA 
SEGMENTACIJU TURISTA U RURALNIM 
TURISTIČKIM DESTINACIJAMA U RAZVOJU: 
SLUČAJ HRVATSKE   
 
Sažetak 
Ruralni turizam je postao jedna od najpopularnijih strategija ruralnog razvoja, a 
motivacija jedan od najvažnijih kriterija za utvrđivanje tržišnih segmenata. Cilj 
rada je istražiti motive putovanja domaćih ruralnih turista u Hrvatskoj i utvrditi 
profil ruralnih turista na temelju potisnih motiva putovanja. Provedeno je online 
anketno ispitivanje na prigodnom uzorku od 307 ispitanika. Prikupljeni podatci 
analizirani su faktorskom i klaster analizom. Ruralnim turistima u Hrvatskoj 
najvažniji motivi putovanja su opuštanje i stjecanje novih znanja. Uz pomoć 
faktorske i klaster analize utvrđena su četiri tržišna segmenta: (1) Ruralni 
istraživači i turisti u potrazi za opuštanjem (16,8 %), (2) Turisti željni uzbuđenja 
(29,0 %), (3) Pasivni turisti (22,8 %) i (4) Obiteljski ruralni turisti (31, 4%). Studija 
potvrđuje prikladnost potisnih motiva za segmentaciju turista u ruralnim 
turističkim destinacijama u razvoju. Rezultati mogu pomoći marketinškim 
stručnjacima pri izradi marketinških i poslovnih strategija u svrhu boljeg 
upravljanja ponudom turističkih destinacija u ruralnim područjima. 
Ključne riječi: segmentacija tržišta, potisni motivi, ruralni turizam, Hrvatska. 
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