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Abstract
Tourist resort hotels have been considered a fundamental leisure tourism product in recent
decades. Resort style hotels are becoming popular accommodation options in the tourism
industry all around the world, as a result of the special services and functions they offer.
Resort hoteliers need to understand their customers well so that they can provide better
service than their competitors, thereby attracting and retaining customers. One way for
resort hoteliers to gain a better understanding of their customers is via segmentation:
subdividing a large resort tourist market into clearly identifiable segments for the purpose
of responding to the expectations of resort guests in the targeted segment.
This thesis presents research into segmentation of resort tourists visiting Thailand. The
distinct segments are identified based on their push factors (tourists’ underlying reason to
travel), and they are profiled with respect to demographics and travel behaviour.
Additionally, each segment is considered in relation to the importance of pull factors
(resort hotel attributes, products and services provided, and activities) and the tourists’
opinions of the resorts they chose to stay in. Tourists who were visiting beach resorts
located in the popular destinations of Phuket, Krabi, Samui, Ranong and Chonburi from
May to August 2012 were asked to complete a survey divided into five sections: (1) the
main reason they travelled (push factors), (2) the resort’s attractions that influenced them
to choose it (pull factors), (3) the activities they were interested in participating in while
they stayed at the resort, (4) their opinions regarding the resort they chose, and
i

(5) personal demographic data. A total of 320 usable questionnaires were analysed. Factor
analysis was employed to discover the pattern of motivation variables (push factors), and
then the K-means method of cluster classification was used to group tourists into similar
clusters.
The findings suggest tourists visiting resort hotels in Thailand can be segmented into four
distinct clusters on the basis of their travel motivations (push factors): Escaper tourists,
Conventional vacationers, Challenge journeyers and Spoil me travellers. The implication
of identifying these four clusters is that resort hotel businesses need to choose the right
target segment and apply suitable marketing strategies to each segment.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1 Rationale of the study
Tourism has become a global phenomenon since international travel emerged as a major
revenue-generating industry for many countries (UNWTO 2013). The tourism industry is
considered to be the largest and fastest growing industry in the world (ESCAP 2007). Like
many countries, in Thailand tourism is one of the key pillars of economic development
(BOI 2013).
In the past the Thai economy largely depended on the agricultural sector. This has been
changing to reflect Thailand becoming an economically progressive state, with exports
dominated by manufactured goods and services (Bunbongkran 1996; Phongpaichit &
Baker 1997). Currently, the Thai economy is dominated by the services sector (44.3%),
which includes the financial sector, education and tourism, followed by the industry sector
(43.6%), and the agricultural sector (12.1%) (see Figure 1.1).
Figure 1.1: Thailand GDP: composition by sector

GDP by sector %
Agriculture
12.1%

Industry
43.6%
Services
44.3%

Source: Adapted from National Economics and Social Development Board, 2012.
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The tourism industry has become an effective driver of economic growth as the country
shifts from an agricultural based economy to a more industrialised and service based
economy (Ratanakomut 1995; Bunbongkarn 1996). According to World Travel and
Tourism Council (WTTC 2015), the tourism sector continues to play a crucial role in
Thailand’s socioeconomic development, accounting for about 8.6% of gross domestic
product (GDP) (NESDB 2014). Thailand has valuable resources for the tourism industry,
as it offers visitors great scenic beauty, an exotic culture and compelling indigenous
architecture, and so it has become one of the world’s most popular tourist destinations
(WTTC 2015). Thailand attracts many international tourists, and numbers of arrivals have
considerably increased each year (see Figure 1.2).
Figure 1.2 Yearly tourist arrivals to Thailand (1998–2015)
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researcher

Thailand is among the top ranked countries for tourist arrivals in Southeast Asia. It is
second only to Malaysia, as can be seen in Figure 1.3.
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Figure 1.3: Number of tourist arrivals in different Southeast Asian countries, 2012

Malaysia 25
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Singapore 14 million
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Laos, Cambodia 3 million
Thailand

Source: Association of Southeast Asian Nations, 2012
Thailand was the first country in the region to develop tourism at a national level and has
enjoyed exceptional growth in international tourism for many years, as noted by Song et al.
2013.
Thailand as a tourist destination welcomes a wide variety of international tourists who
differ not only in their physical appearances but also in their thoughts and feelings. Recent
research has shown that the inbound market segment of the Andaman Cluster in Thailand
is made up of groups that differ in sociodemographics, trip-related characteristics and the
benefit they seek from travelling (O’Mahony et al. 2013). Therefore, it is reasonable to
state that the guests of international hotels and resorts must also differ, and that it is
possible to divide them into distinct groups of tourists with differing and specific needs
and desires.
Customer demands and expectations are changing in today’s fast-paced, technologically
oriented world. Customers, in general, have higher expectations. They expect products and
services of better quality: a wider range and a specific and unique style of products and
3

services, rather than a limited range in a style that is similar to others in the market. Similar
trends are perceptible in the hotel industry, where customers also have changing
expectations. For example, Adner (2011) claims that in the past 20 years a growing
contingent of travellers has grown tired of staying in traditional-style, large, personalityfree hotels geared towards a mass audience and has begun to migrate towards a new form,
which is a more intimate breed of hotel. When planning trips, these travellers purposefully
seek out properties that are noticeably different in look and feel from traditional-style
hotels; they expect more than simply comfort and convenience and are seeking specific
requirements. This might be, for example, a very peaceful place, somewhere to enjoy
themselves away from outside distractions, where a wide range of facilities and activities
is provided. This is different from what is offered at what might be described as traditional
hotels, which are just places to sleep during vacation or while doing other business. Hotel
operators who do not keep up with the latest research and trends may lose track of the true
needs and wants of their customers.
In preparing for this study, the researcher visited many resort hotels to consider
prospective participants. Resorts rated 3 stars or above were examined. These resorts
consistently targeted affluent customers. In offerings and attributes, they looked essentially
the same, with no distinguishing features that might set them apart from their competitors.
Their facilities suited their segment of affluent customers, but not more distinct
subsegments, whose qualities could be exploited so much more effectively. These resorts
were using only the most basic and obvious segmentation criterion: wealth.
Similarly, resorts targeting different segments, such as the mid-end market, which consists
of customers who are not willing or able to spend large amounts of money for
accommodation, also provide amenities and facilities that are suited more to
homogenously grouped mid-end targets. This is in spite of the fact that there are numerous
4

differences in travel motivations and desires among those mid-end customers. This could
be one indication that, in practice, resort hotel businesses in Thailand do not research and
employ market segmentation concepts effectively or consistently. It can be argued that, in
order to compete more effectively, resort hotels in Thailand could acquire a much better
knowledge of resort tourists’ segmentation.
The idea of differentiating groups of customers through segmentation was introduced to
the marketing field by Smith (1956). Wind (1978) and Pride and Ferrell (1983) supported
the view that segmentation embraces the important task of dividing the entire market into
groups that have the same characteristics and product needs. Market segmentation
develops a better understanding of customers, which is requisite for effective marketing.
Each separated group can be reached by distinct marketing programs (Vandermerwe 2004;
Dibb & Simkin 2010).
The essence of market segmentation is that customers are heterogeneous in their buying
requirements and behaviour; therefore, the companies undertaking market segmentation
will be in a stronger position to serve certain customer segments. Several attempts have
been made to use market segmentation in different contexts, including tourism. According
to the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (1997),
for example, as part of the tourism marketing policy of Thailand a number of tourist
segments have been set. These are female tourists, honeymooner tourists, recession-free
tourists (elderly people), young tourists, the family segment, backpackers, expatriates,
seminars/incentives tourists, Thais who reside in foreign countries, and repeat travellers.
More recently, the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) officially released a series of
2014 tourism action plans to the private sector, one of which indicates that the main tourist
target markets are honeymooners and the medical trip segment from the high-end markets
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of Russia, Europe and the Middle East (TAT 2013). This reflects an awareness of tourists’
dissimilarities; tourists who visit Thailand can be grouped into quite different segments.
Another example addressing the importance of market segmentation presented here
regards tourism accommodation types. People travel for many reasons, for example, to
visit friends and relatives, for business, or to attend conventions and take holidays.
Moreover, they do not travel under the same restrictive conditions—in particular, personal
factors can vary among individuals, such as time, monetary issues and personal
preferences. Tourism accommodation types must differ from one to another in order to
accommodate tourists’ different purposes and travel conditions. For example, these could
be budget hotels or guesthouses for backpackers who have limited travel funds, urban
hotels which cater to business travellers, or resorts or boutique hotels for other specific
type of tourists. Tourism marketers are aware of the heterogeneous nature of customers
(i.e., tourists’ dissimilarities) and consequently classify tourist accommodation into various
categories.
Failure to apply segmentation could lead to unfocused and ineffective marketing. Resort
style hotels are one type of tourism accommodation, and they have the kind of
accommodation favoured by one particular type of tourist. That is, they attract guests who
like to stay in a self-titled hotel, often for a longer period of time and with numerous
activities (Mill 2008). However, this type of tourist still has its own requirements in terms
of accommodation. It would be reasonable, thus, to apply the concept of market
segmentation to their businesses. Doing so would not only lead them to focus on the right
target market but also allow them to properly position themselves in the market.
There are several factors to consider when setting out to engage in market segmentation. A
very wide selection of variables can be used to divide and describe segment characteristics.
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Kotler and Keller (2009) provided a useful guideline of segmentation bases which have
emerged as the most popular in market segmentation studies:
(1) demographics based segmentation, including studies based on age, sex,
socioeconomic group, family size, life cycle, income, occupation, and education
(2) geographic based segmentation, in which markets are divided into geographic units
which include region, country, city size, population density and climate
(3) behaviour based segmentation, including brand loyalty, usage rate, benefit sought
and use occasions
(4) psychographics based segmentation, including lifestyle, activities, interests,
opinions, needs, values and motivations as market delineators.
Segmentation based on demographics has been the most researched because of its
practicality: the segments are easy to identify and measure. There is much more data
available to help with the segmentation process. The segments are easily recognised
(Tynan & Dryton 1987; Kotler 1991; Gunter & Furnham 1992; Inbakaran et al. 2012).
Similarly, the geographic approach is simple and clear, and can be easily understood, so
geographic segmentation is popular as well (Dolnicar 2004).
Each basis for segmentation has its own advantages and disadvantages. The disadvantage
of geographical segmentation lies in the danger of mixing very heterogeneous people from
the same country of origin and artificially treating them as one segment. It is very likely
that the entire segment consists of more than one subgroup.
In the same way, although customers are allocated to subgroups when they are segmented
demographically, they may have differences in their psychographic traits, such as their
lifestyles and motives, which could influence their buying behaviour. For example,
customers who are in the same segment because they share characteristics in terms of
7

demographics, like age range or occupation, may have different motives and may respond
to marketing campaigns in different ways. Moreover, demographic characteristics could
sometimes portray the differences which are the determinants of a customers’ behaviour;
demographics merely describe but do not provide an understanding of why a market
segment responds to a product in a certain way, unlike psychographics (Kotler &
Keller 2009).
Behavioural segmentation, despite being a relatively effective approach, does not really
consider why consumers buy the product, their needs or their lifestyles, and so the level of
market understanding may not be high. Businesses too reliant on behavioural or benefit
segmentation may fall behind in innovation, as they could end up focusing on existing
needs, behaviours or benefits rather than looking at other opportunities and other ways of
meeting customer needs (Kotler & Keller 2009).
Dissatisfaction with geographic, demographic and behavioural characteristics as
segmentation bases has led to the use of psychological variables as a basis for predicting
consumer behaviour (Tynan & Dyton 1987). Psychographics researchers have moved
beyond geographic, demographic and behavioural segmentation to consider segments
based on activities, interests, opinions, needs, values, attitudes, personal traits and motives.
Although there is an increasing amount of research on psychographics segmentation, there
is a need to understand more about the various aspects of psychographic segmentation,
especially in the service sector, such as the hotel industry. Moutinho (2000) points out that
psychographic segmentation allows a substantially deeper grasp of the tourist’s
psychological make-up. Psychographic segmentation is considered to have made a great
contribution to both describing and understanding tourists.
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Sharpening the research tools to better obtain accurate data for strategic tourism
development and planning can lead to success in the highly competitive international
tourism marketplace. One way of obtaining data is to use the psychographics dimension as
the research tool. Psychographics can help answer marketing queries of three main types
(Witt & Moutinho 1995):
(1) whom to sell the tourism product to
(2) how to make or design it
(3) how to sell it.
Instead of using straightforward geographic, demographic or behavioural characteristics as
segmentation bases, this research applies psychographic characteristics, including travel
motivations and push factors.
Regarding the first type of marketing query listed above, which concerns the customer, this
research uses psychographic segmentation to view tourists in a unique way. Insight into a
resort tourist’s travel motivations and attitudes enables inferences about what kinds of
products and services they really want from a resort. Detailed tourist profiles allow
hoteliers to visualise the guests they are trying to reach.
Moreover, it is important to understand which psychographic characteristics have a direct
impact on the product attributes the tourists are evaluating when making a purchase
decision. Thus, this research allows the creation of tourism products (pull factors) which
are more compatible with the motivations, attitudes and opinions of tourists—this helps to
reveal which resort services and products should be offered.
Finally, segmentation reveals rich data about tourists, such as why they travel, how and
what their values and attitudes are concerning the particular resort they chose, which types
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of interesting places they want to visit outside the resort, and what they want to do while
staying at the resort. This information can provide a useful device for distribution and
communication channels. When implemented in the segmentation process, it can lead to
more effective communication strategies aimed at each tourist segment. It facilitates
effective communication to a particular segment rather than generally spreading
communication to mass groups, which can be costly and wasteful. To enhance the resort
hotel industry’s potential (particularly in Thailand, which is the focus of this research), it
will be necessary to have available research from an evidence based marketing
perspective, such as studies using psychographic segmentation.
In summary, the rationale for carrying out this research lies both in the researcher’s
observations and in the well-documented findings in the literature that customers, in this
instance resort hotel tourists, are not homogeneous in their travel motivations and
characteristics, resulting in widely differing requirements for offerings and attributes from
resort hotels. Without such knowledge, resort businesses cannot target segments
appropriately or position themselves to suit and satisfy their selected targets.
The rationale of this study leads to the following research questions:
•

What are the observable and understandable differences among tourists visiting
resort hotels in Thailand, in terms of their psychographic (push–pull travel
motivations), demographic and behavioural characteristics?

•

What are their views on the resorts they stayed in, such as the resort hotel
selection reasons, the overall level of satisfaction and the intention to revisit?
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1.2 Major research aim
This research aims to understand international tourists visiting resort hotels in Thailand by
grouping them on the basis of psychographic segmentation, including their travel
motivations (push factors), and to investigate their characteristics in terms of their
demographics, trip-related behaviours and opinions about the resorts they stayed at.
1.3 Research objectives
The major research aim can be broken down into several objectives:
(1) to identify underlying dimensions of travel motivations (push factors) of
international resort hotel tourists in Thailand
(2) to identify segments of international resort hotel tourists in Thailand according to
their motives
(3) to investigate the characteristics of the identified segments
(4) to provide recommendations about designing strategies for marketers of resort
hotels in Thailand.
1.4 Definition of a resort hotel
Resort style hotels are the area of interest in this study, thus the term ‘resort hotel’ needs to
be defined. Definitional issues remain around the appropriate use of the term ‘resort’
where no regulations exist around tourist accommodation businesses using the word
‘resort’ to describe their properties (Sharma 2008). This is the case for Thailand. The Hotel
Act B.E 2547 does not contain a section relating to the use of the word ‘resort’. As
previously mentioned, tourists’ expectations, specifically at a time when global travel is
increasing and tourists want something different, are based on a differentiated market
(Adner 2011). In order to satisfy that expectation, the style of many traditional commercial
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hotels is moving more closely to that of a resort style hotel. Resort hotels have become the
world’s most common form of tourism accommodation (Sharma 2008).
There are numerous resort hotels in the tourist destinations of the Asia-Pacific region
(including Thailand) and the number has been increasing (Smith & Henderson 2008).
Resort locations in Thailand, such as Phuket, Krabi and Pattaya, receive many
international tourists every year (NSO 2012). It is obvious that the number of resort hotels
is growing, and even traditional hotels frequently advertise themselves as being a resort to
take advantage of tourist perceptions (Sharma 2008). Consequently, there are mixed
applications of the terms ‘hotel’ and ‘resort hotel’ among hotel businesses.
There are differences between the present operation of resort hotels and of conventional
hotels of the past. Such differences are in visitor markets, seasonality, visitors’ purpose of
stay, space allocation, facilities design, recreational provisions and other amenities, service
expectations, and human resource issues (Gee 2010).
Scholars’ definitions of the term ‘resort’ vary. Weigh and Gibbings (1991), while
reviewing the performance of the accommodation sector, focused on hotels, motels and
caravan parks yet alluded to the future role of resorts, which they identified as destinations
and genuine contenders for product development. Gunn (1988, p.108) states that resorts
are ‘complexes providing a variety of recreations and social settings at one location’.
Leiper (2004, p.7) refers to resorts as ‘a destination, normally not far away, for recreational
purposes—for rest, relaxation and/or entertainment’ which people visit temporarily.
Another definition by Burkart and Medlik (1985, p.14) is still very general but does refer
to tourism: ‘gradually the term resort has come to acquire its literal meaning to denote any
visitor centre to which people resort in large numbers’.
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The Australian Bureau of Statistics (1989, p.6) defines resorts as ‘establishments which are
integrated complexes containing accommodation and a variety of eating and drinking
places’. These establishments provide facilities and services additional to those commonly
provided by hotels or motels. They may encompass some natural physical amenities, and a
special location, attraction or activity. They provide accommodation like rooms, suites,
cabins or units. These establishments provide sufficient night life and daytime activities to
encourage an extended, self-contained, on-site holiday.
King and Whitelaw (2003) claim that in most of the general tourism textbooks the term
‘resort’ is used widely but never defined; academic definitions of resorts have tended to be
general and pragmatic.
Based upon input from resort executives and professionals, research undertaken by the
University of Memphis developed a clear definition for the term ‘resort’ (as related to
lodging) to be:
A resort is a full-service lodging facility that provides access to or offers a range of
amenities and recreation facilities to emphasise a leisure experience. Resorts serve
as the primary provider of the guests’ experience, often provide services for
business or meetings, and are characteristically located in vacation-oriented
settings (University of Memphis 2009, p.2).
According to Mills (2008), based on location classification criteria, the resort style has
three subdivisions of its own:
•

proximity to primary market

•

setting and primary amenities

•

mix of residential and lodging properties.
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In terms of proximity to their markets, resorts are either destination or non-destination
resorts (Mill 2008). Destination resorts tend to be far away from their market; therefore,
visitors tend to fly rather than drive to them. Visitors tend to visit once a year, for one to
two weeks. It is necessary for this type of resort to be located at a place that is attractive
enough to entice people to travel long distances. On the other hand, non-destination resorts
tend to be close to their market, within a drive of one or two hours. Guests usually stay
three or more days and tend to visit more frequently than visitors to destination resorts
(Mill 2008).
Visitors categorise resorts by their location and amenities—ocean resorts, mountain
resorts, spa resorts or ski resorts, for example (Mill 2008). Finally, real estate agents often
categorise resorts based on type of residential lodging facilities. Three types of real estate
products are found in resorts: hotels, timeshares and second homes (Mill 2008).
According to Gee (2010), resort types can be grouped many ways:
•

by seasonality: resorts can be year round, summer or winter, for example

•

by designation: resorts can be based on spas, marinas, golf, casinos, skiing,
conferences, camp-sites, guest ranches, eco attractions, diving, theme parks or
fishing

•

by size: resorts can be characterised by size of property and size of investment,
which can reach billions of dollars. They can be mega resorts with 3,000
rooms, multiple golf courses and other recreational facilities, with their size
requiring the entire property to be zoned into smaller geographical areas. Or
they can be characterised by a smaller level of development, with 100 or 200
rooms, called boutique resorts. These can be very lucrative investments,
especially those that are classified as luxury boutique resorts.
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•

by location: for example, urban, conventional, beach or seaside, lake, mountain,
condo, island, vacation club, desert, luxury destination club, tropical rainforest
or farm-related

•

form of ownership: for example, syndicate, interval or timeshare

•

by another factor: for example, all-inclusive resorts, mixed-use resorts, theme
or fantasy (storyline), floating (cruise ships).

In summary, ‘resort’ can be defined in a number of ways and from a number of
perspectives. Depending upon the purpose of the definition, a resort could be a single
property or an entire destination. In this research, ‘resort hotels’ does not refer to
destinations but to properties (hotels) in the non-destination and coastal resort categories,
according to proximity and location criteria, as suggested by Mill (2008). That is, for the
resorts in this study, most of the guests are foreigners who live far away from the resorts
and need to fly from overseas to get to their destination. All the resorts are located near or
on the coast.
As mentioned earlier, hotels and resorts operate differently in many important ways.
Although they both provide accommodation for travellers, they are not exactly the same,
especially in terms of visitors’ purpose for visiting and their expectations. Resort hotel
guests visit the property mainly for relaxation (Mill 2008). Consequently, developers of
resort hotels attempt to locate their establishment in areas that take advantage of attractive
natural features. More importantly, they try hard to offer more amenities, either on-site or
off-site, and provide easy access to off-site facilities. Hotels may consist of guest rooms,
restaurants, pools, meeting areas and business services, while most standard resort hotels
include all the features of traditional hotels but also include associated recreational aspects,
such as golf courses or spa and ski facilities (Mill 2008).
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It can be argued that travellers who choose to stay in resort hotels may have specific
requirements which traditional hotels do not provide for—because resort hotels have
distinct styles for their vacations. Therefore, resort hotels should be considered and treated
as one particular tourist segment. However, there must be various aspects of dissimilarity
between particular resort hotels. It is necessary to investigate and to understand resort hotel
tourists as a subsegment within a segment.
1.5 Scope of the study
This research was narrowly focused on resort hotels rather than any other types, such as
urban or business hotels, because the aim of the research was to understand tourists who
travel for recreational reasons (e.g., to be around people, to reduce stress, to relax and/or to
enjoy nature) over any other reason, such as for business or to visit friends and relatives.
The National Statistical Office has revealed that the number of tourists visiting Thailand
for holiday purposes has been increasing significantly year after year, while the numbers
of tourists travelling for business purposes have not seen an increase as considerable (NSO
2012). As a result, the tourism market in Thailand is oriented more towards the holiday
market, including resort hotels, than business tourism. Therefore, this research centred on
tourists who were accommodated in resort hotels rather than on business travellers who
normally lodge in other types of accommodation, such as hotels situated in the heart of the
city or business area.
Nevertheless, there were no set selection criteria in terms of ownership structure and
branding for those resort hotels (i.e., this study did not investigate whether the resort hotels
belonged to an international chain or were stand-alone properties). Likewise, whether the
resort hotels were international brands or local brands was not a concern. Although there
was a deliberate attempt to capture only resorts at and above the 3-star level, it was not the
primary objective of the research to study resorts on the basis of their star category. One
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selection criterion was that selected resorts have the presence of international tourists,
regardless of their location. The main intention of this was to focus on international
tourists, that is, to survey as many different nationalities of resort visitors as possible.
Regarding scope, another important criterion was that resorts which agreed to take part in
this research were all located at or near beach areas. Therefore, the scope of the research is
limited to only one form of resort type instead of many (e.g., lakes, waterfalls, mountains)
with regard to geographic location.
1.6 Contributions of the study
This study makes up for current research deficiencies in resort tourist segmentation in
Thailand. Its significance lies in both academic and practical aspects. On the academic
level, the outcome of the study contributes to the current body of knowledge in the
following areas.
Firstly, as will be discussed in Chapter 3, Review of the related literature, although an
extensive body of research exists into the motivations of tourists using push and pull
factors, there is limited research that uses push factors as a segmentation base for tourists,
particularly in the context of Thailand. This can be partially explained by the obvious lack
of suitable theoretical frameworks in the study area. The theoretical framework developed
for this study covers the key dimensions and variables which will enable marketing
management theorists to further examine market segmentation practices in tourism
industries other than the hotel industry of Thailand.
Secondly, the introduction of push and pull factors in segmentation will provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the travel motivation of resort hotel tourists. The study
provides new knowledge of relationships between push and pull factors. For example,
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resort attributes (pull factors) which are sought by resort visitors could be predicted from
their travel motives (push factors).
Thirdly, it provides the opportunity for confirmation or replication in future studies in
other geographical settings. At the end of 2015, Thailand has joined the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations Economic Community (AEC), which comprises 10 countries in
Southeast Asia: Thailand, Myanmar, Laos, Vietnam, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia,
Philippines, Cambodia and Brunei. A goal of establishing the AEC is to transform the
region into a single market, allowing the free flow of goods, services, investment, capital
and skilled labour. This event will provide opportunities for increased tourism to the
region, and the research may have implications for practice beyond Thailand.
In practical aspects, the study will contribute to resort hoteliers’ marketing practices in two
main areas:
(1) choosing the right target market and positioning a brand that suits the specific
target market (segment)
(2) implementing suitable marketing strategies.
On point (1), this study will help resort hotel operators in Thailand to know exactly which
types of resort hotel visitors choose their business, and this information is valuable in
determining where and how resorts should position themselves in the marketplace. For
example, if they realise their visitors are family oriented, positioning the business as a
family resort may be appropriate. On the other hand, if the resort is found to be crowded
with young visitors looking for a challenge, a position as an adventurous resort could be
developed. Bloom (2005) suggests that tourists should be categorised according to their
similarities so that they can be targeted. Thus destinations (i.e., resort hotels) can target
markets profitably rather than wasting scarce resources trying to attract all customers
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(Burnett & Baker 2001). For example, running advertisements with the same promotional
theme to mass tourists is deemed as a waste of resources. In contrast, segmentation would
enable organisations to more effectively target their potential customers.
On point (2), besides helping the marketing managers of resort hotel businesses to market
their property to a particular segment, a comprehensive study on resort visitors’ profiles
will help the resort to manage, design and formulate effective and efficient marketing
strategies for the improvement of their organisations in line with, for example, the 4Ps of
marketing: product, price, place and promotion (McChathy 1964). The more resort
operators know about their visitors, the better they can satisfy their needs. For example,
more attractive promotional themes and price strategies could be designed to match a
specific target market.
1.7 Organisation of the study
The study is presented in the following order.
Chapter 1 provided a foundation for the thesis by explaining why, theoretically and
practically, one would expect greater levels of differentiation and customer segmentation
in the resort hotel market. More specifically, it identified that, in spite of this expectation,
there is very little differentiation in the current resort hotel marketing in Thailand. It is
suggested that better understanding of the possibilities of segmentation might offer Thai
resort hotels opportunities to target a particular segment or segments and to position
themselves to create a suitable marketing mix so as to improve customer satisfaction and
increase customer loyalty. From this, the research question and an overview of the thesis
are presented.
Chapter 2 gives an overview of the hotel and resort industry of Thailand, the country under
study. Topics such as Revolution of the hotel business in Thailand, Types of hotels in
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Thailand , The importance of the hotel industry for Thailand and Current situation are
presented. Chapter 3, Review of the related literature discusses the existing literature on
resort hotels, the segmentation of tourists and the theory of travel motivations. The study is
focused primarily on the psychographic characteristics of international tourists in Thailand
who avail themselves of resort accommodation. To reach the aim of the study, the
literature review is developed around tourist segmentation and travel motivation theories
(the push–pull model). The marketing literature records many attempts to study tourists’
segmentation using different criteria; this project uses the established bases of Kotler
(1991) and Crompton (1979). Although much evidence suggests that psychographic
factors could be used in forming tourist segments, the push and pull constructs have not
often been used in a single study, as they are in this study. The literature review looks at
travel motivation (push and pull factors), and then investigates the available literature on
tourist segmentation. Previous studies concerning resort hotels are considered.
Additionally, the review discusses tourist satisfaction and loyalty. These two concepts are
introduced in this chapter because they form part of the tourist segment’s characteristics—
they show how distinct segments respond to their resort stay experiences. The key
literature components are logically linked to frame the conceptual idea of the research. The
conceptual framework is presented, along with the hypotheses developed based on the
conceptual framework.
Chapter 4, Methodology explains the way in which the research was conducted in order to
obtain useful data. It starts with the discussion of the philosophy which this research
subscribes to, and it is followed by a discussion of the research strategy that was
employed. The research methodology is then explained in detail. The research design is
clarified in sections on the sampling method, questionnaire design, data collection and data
analysis procedure. The limitations of the research design are discussed in this chapter.
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Chapter 5, Data analysis and results describes the findings of the study. A frequency
analysis table is presented to describe respondents’ characteristics. Factor analysis was
used to identify the underlying structure of the push motives, then factors are displayed
with significant figures such as factor loadings, Eigenvalues and percentage of total
variance in table form—which make it easier to understand. Apart from factor analysis,
K-means cluster analysis was utilised to determine the number of tourist groups. The
substance of the findings of the technical details behind the numbers extracted from the
analysis are mostly presented in words, but tables are also provided. Cluster group
differences are compared using Chi-square analysis for nominal data, while interval data is
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), which are presented in tables and in text.
Chapter 6, Discussions, recommendations and conclusions concludes the study and
presents the summary of findings in relation to segmentation of resort tourists visiting
Thailand. The clusters that arose out of the analysis are also discussed. The study has
determined that there are interesting and distinguishable clusters—this is a good sign, as
these clusters can be individually approached for marketing purposes. The practical
implications of the study are discussed, and recommendations for providers of Thai resort
hotels and suggestions for future research are made.
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Chapter 2.

Hotel and Resort Industry in Thailand

2.1 An overview of the hotel industry of Thailand
2.1.1 Revolution of the hotel business in Thailand
In 2005, Angkasuvana presented a clear overview of the revolution of the Thai hotel
industry, as outlined in Note 1 below.
Note 1: The revolution of the Thai hotel industry
In ancient times, when travelling, Thai people stayed with their relatives or in temples.
Businesses providing accommodation were extremely rare. In recent history, overnight
stay behaviour has changed because of the influence of the international tourism
phenomenon. The foundation for international tourism in Thailand can be traced back to
the reigns of Thai kings Rama IV and Rama V, who encouraged international trading,
which brought in not only a flow of capital but also a flow of investors, traders and a few
tourists (Li & Zhang 1997). As a result, new forms of demand for accommodation from
travelling visitors emerged. The first three hotels, namely, the Union Hotel, Fisher’s Hotel
and the Oriental Hotel, were established in 1863 to provide rooms and services for
foreigners in Bangkok. After that, as the railway system improved, the number of resort
hotels in the seaside provinces, such as Cholburi and Prachuabkirikhun, increased along
the railway route (Somsap 1985). The hotel business grew steadily without regulation for
decades, until the government first announced the Hotel Act of 1935 to regulate the
standards of rooms and services. The Hotel Act defined a hotel as ‘an establishment
offering food and drink and temporary sleeping accommodation if so required for any
traveller who appears able and willing to pay for services and facilities provided’
(Kijphanpanich 2001).
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Following liberalisation in tourism, advancement in information technology and the
perception of tourism as an avenue for the development and enhancement of life
experience, people worldwide have been motivated to travel more. After World War II, the
tourism industry in Thailand rapidly expanded because of the development of air
transportation. Many airlines directed flights to Bangkok, and the number of foreign
tourists increased. Consequently, the government launched Investment Promotion ACT of
1977 to encourage investment in hotel businesses. This was a vital first step towards Thai
hotel businesses having the opportunity to develop to meet the universal standard, and its
development remains ongoing (Phatrapipat 2001).
Source: Angkasuvana (2005, pp.17-18)
2.1.2 Types of hotels in Thailand
Several types of travel markets exist based on travelling purpose, such as travel for
government business, for corporate business, to visit friends and relatives, or for pleasure
(Crompton 1979). Each travel market has a unique expectation of the hotels they choose.
Travellers refer to hotel classifications as an important factor in choosing a hotel;
therefore, it is important to classify hotels into distinct types.
Hotels can be classified on the basis of size, location, star system and ownership (Knowles
1998; Kijphanpanich 2001; Phatrapipat 2001). In general, there are official standards for
categories of hotels in Thailand, but these are limited in terms of their application to the
law (the Building Control Act B.E. 2522, which is in connection with the Hotel Act B.E.
2547). The following classifications could be applied to businesses in the Thailand hotel
industry:
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• size refers to the number of rooms

•

-

small hotel: fewer than 150 rooms

-

medium-sized hotel: 150–299 rooms

-

large hotel: 300–600 rooms

-

extra-large hotel: more than 600 rooms.

location refers to where the hotels are located—city, suburban, airport or resort,
for example

• stars are a rating system given by the Hotel and Restaurant Approval and
Classification Committee (HRACC): one star, two stars, three stars, four stars,
five stars, five-star deluxe and five-star super deluxe
• ownership categories can include timeshare, chain hotels, independent hotels,
franchises and management contracts.
2.1.3 The importance of the hotel industry for Thailand
2.1.3.1 Revenue and cash flow generator
Accommodation is the largest, and arguably the most important, subsector of the tourism
industry in Thailand. Although tourists spend their travel budgets on various aspects of
their holidays, they have always spent more money on accommodation than any other
tourism related item, including food and beverages, shopping, transport, entertainment and
sightseeing. It is apparent from Figure 2.1 that the highest expense for international tourists
in 2012 was accommodation, accounting for around 31% of the total expense. The
Department of Tourism, Ministry of Tourism and Sports of Thailand reports that
accommodation is the most important item of expenditure for tourists. This revenue had
multiplier effects for hotels, other related businesses and the government (Angkasuvana
2005). That is, when tourists spend money at hotels, it circulates through a country’s
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economy: the hotel buys food from local farmers, who may spend some of this money on
fertiliser or clothes. The demand for local products increases, as, for example, tourists
often buy souvenirs.
Figure 2.1: Tourists’ spending

Source: Adapted from the Department of Tourism, Ministry of Tourism and Sports,
Thailand, 2012
2.1.3.2 Support of the tourism industry and foreign investment in the country
Thailand as a tourist destination draws a large number of tourists year after year. The hotel
business is an important part of the tourism industry. Thai tourism and hotel industries are
complementary, since the hotels are temporary homes for travellers moving from place to
place. Growth in traveller numbers not only benefits hotel businesses but also other
businesses, such as airlines, car rental services and restaurants. Low standards of hotels or
insufficient room availability may obstruct the development of the tourism industry.
Conversely, having the right mix of hotel services in terms of both quality and quantity
will help grow Thailand’s tourism sector.
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In 2012, according to Jones Lang LaSalle (2013), which is a professional services and
investment management company specialising in real estate, there were four major
transactions of over 1 billion Thai baht each for hotel investments in Phuket, the hotspot
for hotel investment in Thailand, all of which were foreign investments. Moreover, in 2015
Thailand has become a member nation of the AEC, and the number of tourists visiting
Thailand is expected to increase (Economic Intelligence Center of Siam Commercial Bank
2011). Consequently, demand for hotel rooms is expected to increase. The hotel business
is a key element of the tourism industry that is becoming a more attractive investment
sector for both domestic and foreign investors. As a result, investment in the country will
also grow.
2.1.3.3 Employment creation
Jobs are the main source of income for any country and a key driver of poverty reduction
(World Bank 2013). Thailand has faced changing economic conditions over recent
decades. For example, people in several of the provinces in the southern part of the country
were dependent on agriculture for their living, as well as other industry sectors, such as tin
mining and rubber farming, and export items, such as farmed shrimp (Kontogeorgupoulos
1998). The tourism industry stepped in when the tin mining industry collapsed after 1980,
the value of rubber declined, and shrimp farming began to put great stress on the natural
environment. The Thai government, therefore, has utilised the natural attractions of those
regions to implement a national tourism strategy, which has affected the expansion of the
tourism business and in turn the hotel business (Angkasuvana 2005).
The expansion of hotel business investment has resulted in an increase in the size of the
labour forces in the industry, thereby improving Thai labour employment opportunities:
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TripAdvisor, the world’s largest travel site (Turban et al. 2015) announced the
results of the latest TripAdvisor Industry IndexTM, the world’s largest hotel
survey. With more than 25,000 responses from hoteliers around the globe, and
more than 500 from Thailand alone, the survey revealed some interesting findings
about top hospitality industry trends. Among the key findings is that Thailand ranks
third in the world for best places to find a hotel job, with 31% of hoteliers
expecting to increase their staff in the six months from August 2012 (Prnews
2012).
The World Travel and Tourism Council in its annual report (2013) predicted that the travel
and tourism industry in Thailand would create 6,838,500 jobs, including both direct and
indirect jobs. This was expected to rise by 10% to approximately 7,528,000 jobs in 2013,
and by 4% to approximately 10,539,200 jobs in the next 10 years from the release of report
(2013). As part of the tourism industry, the hotel industry is vital to the Thai economy and
to creating employment for local communities. This can be seen from Table 2.1, which
shows how hotel and resort businesses have an impact on local job creation in a local
community.
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Table 2.1: Number of persons engaged, number of rooms, and average persons
engaged per room, by region

Region

Number of
hotels and
guesthouses

Number of
persons
engaged

Number of
rooms

Average
persons
engaged per
room

Whole
kingdom
Bangkok

10,018

244,318

457,029

0.5

704

54,593

87,626

0.6

Central

2,532

56,285

112,757

0.5

Northern

1,854

27,788

61,483

0.5

North-eastern

1,215

15,265

39,422

0.4

Southern

1,753

90,387

155,741

0.6

Source: The National Statistical Office, Thailand, 2014
Table 2.1 shows that, for the whole kingdom of Thailand, 244,318 people were employed in

the hotel business. The region with the most people engaged in hotel jobs is the southern
part of the country, where around 90,387 people are engaged in hotel jobs, while the northeastern region has the least, with around 15,265 hotel business employees.
2.1.3.4 Increasing standards of living
According to a World Bank report published in 2012, employment leads to higher
standards of living. People in rural communities of Thailand have lower standards of living
than those in urban areas. Several factors contribute to this. One is the lack of job
opportunities in rural areas (rural people need to migrate to big cities to find work).
Employment in rural communities could help resolve the problem of people needing to
migrate to big cities. A person looking for work would have no need to move to Bangkok
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or any other big city for a job if there were more jobs available in their rural area, as it
would be easier to find a job near home.
Figure 2.2 compares migration trends between 2006 and 2011, and it can be seen that the

overall migration trend is decreasing. Not including Bangkok, the southern part of
Thailand shows the lowest percentage of migration, thanks to the number of job positions
associated with the tourism business, including hotel jobs. The hotel businesses ease the
employment burden, help distribute income and give rise to many other related businesses.
Moreover, land development for hotel construction has brought infrastructure, modern
amenities and technology transfer to rural communities, leading to a reduction in the social
gap (Angkguvana 2005) and the potential for people to gain a higher standard of living.
Figure 2.2: Migration rate by region (per cent), 2006–11

Source: National Statistical Office, Thailand, 2012
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2.1.4 Current situation
According to figures from Thailand’s National Statistical Office (NSO) (2014), there were
approximately 10,018 hotels in Thailand in 2014. The southern region was the most
popular tourist destination and had more than 3,713 establishments, representing 37.06%
of all establishments. This was followed by more than 2,500 properties (27.27%) in the
central and western regions. The northern region had 1,854 hotels (18.50%), while there
were only 1,215 hotels in the north-eastern provinces (12.12%). Bangkok had 704 hotels
(7.02% of the total number of hotels in Thailand) (see Figure 2.3). The establishments
ranged from domestic owner-operated businesses to worldwide chain brands.
Figure 2.3: Total number of hotels and per cent of hotels, by region

% of hotels by regions

7.02%

27.35%

37.06%

Southern
Northestern

10,018

Northern

Central
Bangkok
18.50%

12.12%

Source: Adapted from National Statistical Office of Thailand and Thai Hotel Management
Association (THMA), 2014
The NSO data show that most hotel businesses across the country are Thai owned (97.4%),
and only 2.6% are joint ventures or have foreign investor shareholders. Data from the same
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source (NSO 2014) show that (as seen in Figure 2.4) there are 457,029 hotel rooms in the
whole country. The southern region has the highest number of hotel rooms available
(155,741), accounting for 34.08% of the total, followed by the central region with 112,757
rooms (24.67%). The north-eastern region holds the lowest number of hotel rooms.
Figure 2.4: Number and percentage of rooms, by region

% of rooms by region

19.18%
Bangkok

19.7%

Central
Northern

Northeastern

24.67%
11.3%

Southern

13.45

Source: Adapted from National Statistical Office of Thailand, 2014
A hotel occupancy survey by the Bank of Thailand reveals that Thailand’s hotel businesses
in 2014 gained valuable points in occupancies and room rates. Occupancy in 2015
improved 6.14%, to 61.72%, compared with 55.58% in 2014 across the country. Hotels in
Bangkok, including the central region, had the highest occupancy rate at 65.38%, followed
by the southern region (Samui to the Andaman coast) at 62%, while hotel bookings along
the eastern coast increased 0.80 % (see Table 2.2: Thai hotel occupancy, 2015).
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Table 2.2: Thai hotel occupancy, 2015
Year round occupancy

2015 (%)

2014 (%)

65.38

59.29

Percentage
growth (%)
+6.09

North-east

42.66

46.49

-3.83

North

57.68

53.87

+3.81

South

62.00

59.46

+2.54

East

60.00

59.20

+0.80

West

52.12

48.00

+4.12

Bangkok, including
Central

Source: Hotel occupancy survey: Bank of Thailand, 2015
To conclude, the Thai economy depends heavily on the performance of its tourism
industry; millions of jobs and a wide range of other industries are directly or indirectly
dependent on the tourism industry and its management. The hotel business is one key part
of the tourism industry and always makes an important contribution to the country. A large
number of international tourists come to Thailand, and this sector has seen growth every
year. Importantly, those tourists have different needs and different expectations, and the
tourism and hotel and resort industry has had to adapt to new and more specialised
accommodation products to appeal to those travellers. However, it is difficult to meet the
needs and expectations of travellers if the hotel and resort businesses do not know what the
travellers’ different needs and expectations are. One way to help business managers to gain
a better understanding of their guests is by applying segmentation practices. Development
of the hotels and resort hotels industry will play an important role in helping Thailand to
remain a popular tourist destination.
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Chapter 3.

Review of the Related Literature

The purpose of this study is to understand the guests of resort hotels in Thailand. The study
focuses on their travel motivations (push and pull factors), and many other aspects, such as
guests’ opinions about the particular resort they chose as their accommodation, their
overall satisfaction and their intention to revisit. One effective way of acquiring such
understanding is to identify and recognise tourists as distinct segments. Therefore,
literature and empirical studies mainly related to the theme of tourist segmentation are
reviewed in this chapter. Travel motivations theory, particularly push and pull factors, as a
psychological factor in forming tourist segments for this study is also reviewed. Another
theme is tourists’ reflections on experiences. ‘Experiences’ here refers to the resort hotel
vacation experience. In order to capture an overview of the study of global resort hotels,
the literature regarding resort hotels is also examined. As can be seen in Figure 3.1, tourist
segmentation is a central theme of the literature, while the other three themes—resort
hotels, travel motivation and tourists’ reflection on experiences—are also essential
components.
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Figure 3.1: Literature themes

3.1 Resort hotels
This research focuses on travellers who choose to stay in hotels located in resort areas of
Thailand and who are mainly seeking relaxation and recreation at the premises. In other
words, the focus is on those who expect to be rested and for the premises to offer
recreational activities while they are on their holiday. Their main purpose of travel is to
unwind; other purposes, such as travel for business or to visit friends or relatives, were not
the main concern of this study. The types of hotels chosen to capture data on these types of
travellers, who are defined as recreational tourists and who are the focus of this study, are
resort hotels specifically, not other types of hotels, such as business or convention hotels.
However, as mentioned in chapters 1 and 2, there are different types of hotels, which can
be divided according to various criteria. Based on the classification of location, hotels can
be in cities or towns, in the countryside, on the coast or in the mountains; based on the
classification of purpose of visit, or the reason the hotel guests stay at a particular hotel,
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hotels can be business hotels, tourist hotels, holiday inns or convention hotels (Medlik
1994). Owing to these classifications, there are some ambiguities between the terms
‘hotels’ and ‘resort hotels’, which it is important to clarify.
Although there have been many attempts made to classify the types of properties or hotels
in the resort category and what should be included on the premises to merit categorisation
as a resort, there are only broad guidelines. More importantly, there are no strict
regulations to prevent any hotel from using the ‘resort’ tag for their premises.
Consequently, many properties can be called a resort and advertised as a resort to take
advantage of consumer perceptions for marketing purposes, though they may not come
close to reasonably qualifying as a resort. In this way, the terms ‘hotels’ and ‘resort hotels’
are seemingly interchangeable.
To overcome this dilemma, this study includes the review of accommodation using both
terms—‘hotels’ and ‘resort hotels’—from various sources. They were analysed and
synthesised as follows.
There have been many investigations relating to hotels and resort hotels over the past two
decades. The resort life cycle model seems to be one of several that dominate the literature,
and numerous researchers have applied this model to their work (e.g., Haywood 1968;
Cooper & Jackson 1989; Ioannides 1992; Di Benedetto & Bojanic 1993; Agarwal 1997;
Tooman 1997; Priestly & Mundet 1998; Twining-Ward & Baum 1998; Prideaux 2000;
Cohen-Hattab & Shoval 2004; Gill & Williams 2011).
There were also numerous studies on other aspects of resort hotels, conducted by various
researchers. For example, Ayala (1991a; 1991b; 1995a; 1995b; 1996; 1997) in her series of
research studies mostly emphasised resort landscape development and ecotourism. BenderStringgam (2008) conducted research to compare the vacation amenities of hotels and
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resort hotels. Callan and Bowman (2002) completed comprehensive research on 38 hotel
selection attributes to verify their influence on older guests’ choices of accommodation.
Thomas (2002) used action research inside a resort community to study the inefficiency of
a customer service training program and its subsequent impact on new and repeat visitors
to that resort. Juwaheer and Ross (2003) used a modified version of the ServQual model to
measure the service quality in the hotel industry in Mauritius. More recently, Konu (2010)
studied segmentation of Finnish ski resort visitors according to ski destination choice
attributes using data driven segmentation. Juan and Lin (2011) studied resort hotel location
factor selection, while Smerecnik and Anderson (2011) examined sustainable tourism for
the hotel industry.
Among the wide range of studies in the resort hotel sector, the chief methods of
investigation can be very broadly divided in two ways: the approach from the supply side
and the approach from the demand side. On the one hand, researchers placed emphasis on
the supply side, such as physical features of the hotel or resort hotel (e.g., construction and
landscape), the products and services the hotel or resort hotel was offering (e.g.,
accommodation, atmosphere, facilities and amenities), or the management of the hotel or
resort hotel (e.g., the resort’s personnel management). On the other hand, many researchers
paid much attention to the study of resort hotels from the demand side, that is, the resort
hotels’ clients. As the focus of this study is resort hotel guests, it represents a consideration
of the demand side.
One way to create good and specific understandings of tourists is to understand their travel
motivations (Uysal & Hagen 1993). This subject should not be ignored. Knowledge of
why tourists travel is essential because it is associated with tourist destination selection,
and such knowledge plays an important role in predicting future travel patterns (Uysal &
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Hagen 1993). This point of view is in line with Rix (2011), who points out that all
behaviours start with motivation. Therefore, it is reasonable to state that there is a need to
understand the travel motivations of hotel guests.
3.2 Travel motivation
People’s motivation to behave in a particular way is an interesting issue to explore,
especially leisure motivation. This section first describes the theory of travel motivation
and then discusses contemporary studies on motivation in the tourism context.
Fridgen (1996) defines motivation as an inner force pushing an individual to do something
to fulfil their desires, which could be either biological or psychological. Travel motivation
relates to why people travel (Hsu & Huang 2008). This is similar to the view of Crompton
(1979) and Iso-Ahola (1982), who point out that travel motivation is the fundamental
reason people wish to travel. In order to gain more understanding of the subject of travel
motivation, various theories proposed by several theorists are considered below.
3.2.1 Travel motivation theory
Over the years, a number of academic theories have been developed to explain tourist
motivations for travelling. Four major theories developed:
(1) Plog’s psychocentric–allocentric model
(2) Dann’s theory of anomie and ego-enhancement
(3) Crompton’s push–pull model
(4) Iso-Ahola’s theory.

In addition, Gray’s wanderlust and sunlust, and Pearce’s career ladder theory are examined
in this study.
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Additionally, one very common motivation theory regularly used in the study of travel
motivations is scrutinised: Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs (see for example Pearce &
Caltabiano 1983). According to Maslow (see Tikkanen 2007 for an example explanation)
humans seek to satisfy levels of needs which can be separately divided into five stages,
from least important to most important. Maslow explained that these needs act in
sequence: once needs at the lower levels are met, humans will seek to fulfil needs at the
next highest level in the hierarchy. Basic physiological needs, which are the first needs that
humans try to satisfy, arise mainly from internal stimuli such as hunger, thirst and fatigue,
although some arise from external sources which threaten the individual with pain, injury
or death. Generally, satisfaction of these needs is foremost and takes priority over all
others. Safety needs come next in importance, and these are ranked in a rough hierarchy:
physical security, stability and a routine pattern of living, that is, avoiding taking risks and
gaining protection against unknown or uncertain situations. Next are social needs: humans
seek love, affection and a sense of belonging to a particular group, which could be family,
work or a social circle. The two latter needs originate from fear feelings, so humans seek
both physical and mental security. The fourth stage of the hierarchy is the need for esteem,
including recognition, status, prestige and reputation. The ultimate need is selfactualisation, which is the highest level of need and refers to an individual’s ability to do
‘one’s own thing’.
Cooper et al. (2005) criticise Maslow’s theory, stating that the reason Maslow selected the
five basic needs is ambiguous. They also question the arrangement of the needs. In the
same way, Pride et al. (2006, p. 115) are critical and state: ‘Maslow’s hierarchy of motives
constitutes a general statement of behaviour at the macro level’. To understand the
behaviour of the individual, a more comprehensive classificatory scheme is needed.
Despite criticisms of Maslow’s theory, many researchers agree that the tourism industry
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has borrowed a lot from Maslow because he provides a convenient set of descriptors that
can be relatively labelled. Moreover, Hudman (1980) argues that Maslow’s theory makes
available a useful framework for understanding psychological motivational factors in
tourism. For example, although one’s travelling purpose may be to visit friends and
relatives, the underlying psychological drive is the desire to strengthen the relationship
between family members: this reflects the third stage of the hierarchy of needs.
Around 40 years after Maslow’s theory was proposed, several theorists, such as Plog
(1974), Dann (1977), Crompton (1979) and Iso-Ahola (1982), introduced their
motivational theories into a tourism perspective.
Plog (1974) classified tourists into three main types—namely, allocentric, midcentric and
psychocentric—by using a psychometric scale depending on two factors. First is an
individual’s perspective towards their own culture; second is the characteristics of the
place they are visiting. Psychocentric tourists prefer well-organised trips and are not likely
to enjoy a destination that they are not familiar with; therefore, they are less likely to travel
away from existing locations. Such behaviour may reflect the need for safety according to
Maslow’s theory. Allocentric tourists, on the other hand, may be defined as inquisitive and
curious individuals who are self-confident and adventurous. From Maslow’s perspective,
these tourists seek needs at the higher levels of the hierarchy of needs, such as esteem or
self-actualisation.
Dann’s (1977) theory suggests that motivational factors for travelling can be classified as
‘anomie and ego-enhancement’. Underlying the anomie hypothesis, Dann believes that
people seek love and affection; moreover, they desire to communicate with others. Thus,
there is a desire to go beyond feelings of isolation obtained from routine, and one solution
to achieve that is to get away from it all on vacation. Ego-enhancement is ‘derived from
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the need for recognition and is obtained through the status conferred by travel’ (Prayag &
Ryan 2011, p. 122). The characteristics of these two needs can be applied to Maslow’s
theory and its love and esteem needs.
Crompton (1979) classifies tourist motivations into push and pull factors. Push factors
originate from Maslow’s theory (Mayo & Jarvis 1981) and are considered as intrinsic
motivations; pull factors are thought of as extrinsic motivations. Crompton’s classification
is widely accepted for use in tourism research and marketing (Kim & Lee 2002).
(Comprehensive detail is presented later in section 3.2.2, The push–pull model).
In contrast to the push and pull approach of Crompton, Iso-Ahola (1982) puts forward two
major dimensions of leisure and travel motivational forces: approach (seeking) and
avoidance (escape). Approach is associated with intrinsic rewards, such as feelings of
mastery and competence; avoidance is referred to as an attempt by tourists to avoid either
exposure to overstimulation and mental or physical exhaustion or too little stimulation and
monotony. Furthermore, Iso-Ahola’s theory asserts that personal escape, personal seeking,
interpersonal escape and interpersonal seeking motivate tourism. Personal escape is meant,
according to Snepenger et al. (2006), to overcome a bad mood and to have a change in
pace from everyday life. It is slightly different from interpersonal escape, which is
motivated by a desire to get away from a stressful environment or to avoid interaction with
others. Personal seeking involves telling others about individual experiences in order to
feel good about yourself. Interpersonal seeking involves being with, or meeting, people
who share similar interests. In other words, according to Iso-Ahola’s theory, travel
motivation is simultaneously triggered by two elements: seeking intrinsic rewards and
escaping from the routine or a familiar environment. Both these elements also have
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personal and interpersonal components, and all these factors work as push factors for a
tourist to engage in leisure and other recreational activities (Biswas 2008).
Apart from the five main theories mentioned above, others are also relevant. Gray (1970),
for example, tried to explain the reasons for travelling by characterising travellers’
motives, and he mentions wanderlust and sunlust. In Gray’s motivation theory, wanderlust
is described as the desire to exchange the known for the unknown. Curiosity motivates
people to travel. Sunlust characterises vacations which are motivated by the desire to
experience different or better amenities than those that are available in the environment in
which one normally lives, for a specific purpose.
One other theory, introduced by Pearce (1993), is referred to as the travel career ladder
which comprises relaxation, stimulation, relationship, self-esteem and development, and
fulfilment. Pearce claims that all of these are dynamic elements, and people are likely to
change their motivation from one stage to another over time. Page and Connell (2006)
agree with Pearce that tourist motivations are ever-changing. As people progress through
the various phases of the life cycle, they move up the ladder; travel motivation will change
along with life cycle stages. Furthermore, in Pearce’s model, the motivation lists can be
categorised into two broad groups. The needs may be formulated as self-centred or
directed at others. Hence, for instance, relaxation may be a solo exercise if the tourist tries
to find a peaceful time alone for the purpose of body and mind retreat, or it can take the
form of relaxation in the company of others and originate from the need for external
excitement and desire for novelty. Stimulation can be self-centred, originating from selfconcern, but at the same time others-centred, if it springs from a concern for the interests
of others. Relationships can be self-directed, where they start from giving love and
affection to others for maintaining relationships; conversely, they can be directed towards
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others, where the desire to receive affection from others or to be with a group is the goal.
Self-esteem and development may be self-driven, such as through the development of
skills, special interests or competence and mastery, or directed at others, such as for the
prestige or glamour of travelling. Fulfilment is a completely self-directed dimension
attributable to the fact that it accomplishes individual dreams and touches one’s inner
peace and harmony.
With regard to the present study, in all of those theories identified by several scholars, only
two travel motivation theories consider the characteristics of the place the traveller visits:
Crompton’s push–pull model and Plog’s psychocentric and allocentric model. Both present
underlying reasons for travel motivations from both sides, whereas the other theories do
not. The others emphasise only the tourist side (why) but leave out the destination factors
(where). In other words, the push–pull model and Plog’s psychocentric and allocentric
model disclose why tourists travel and where they travel to. Why and where factors
connect tourists with destinations, so they are related. However, place or destination
characteristics in Plog’s model are not suitable for this research, because they refer to the
familiarity of the travellers with their destination. Characteristics of place in the push–pull
model have a broader meaning. Therefore, this study utilises the theory of the push–pull
model to provide a major theoretical framework.
3.2.2 The push–pull model
Dann (1977) and Crompton (1979) introduced the concept of push and pull factors. The
idea behind the concept is that people are driven by internal forces, which are called push
factors, but at the same time drawn by external forces (e.g., the attraction of a destination’s
attributes), called pull factors. The theory of push and pull motivations is a common and
useful way to examine tourist motivations (e.g., Dann 1977; Crompton 1979; Epperson
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1983; Pearce & Caltabiano 1983; Pyo, Mihalik & Uysal, 1989; Brayley 1990; Yuan &
McDonald, 1990; Uysal & Hagan 1993; Fodness 1994). Stated differently, push and pull
factors have become a central concept to explain tourist motivations, and they provide the
critical framework for this study.
As suggested by Dann (1977), push motivational factors can be classified as anomie and
ego-enhancement. Anomie refers to the desire to feel free from everyday life, while egoenhancement is derived from the need for acknowledgement and is achieved through the
status conferred by travel. These two terms refer to intrinsic motivators. Crompton (1979)
further identified push factors in relation to seven sociopsychological motives: escape,
self-exploratory, relaxation, prestige, regression, kinship-enhancement and social
interaction. According to Crompton, push factors have been thought useful for explaining
why travellers wish to go and be somewhere else, without specifying where that may be.
On the other hand, pull factors have been described as those factors influencing when,
where and how people travel (Mill & Morrison 1985).
Uysal and Jurowski (1994) and You et al. (2000) explain that pull factors can be
recognised as destination attributes that respond to and reinforce inherent push
motivations. They emerge from two main reasons: firstly, for travellers with the capacity
to travel, the attractiveness of a destination, such as beaches, recreation facilities, natural
and cultural attractions; secondly, a traveller’s perceptions, such as from marketing
images, and expectations, such as for novelty and benefits.
Since the initial empirical effort by those two pioneers, many followers have attempted to
further identify this motivational theory in different settings, such as nationalities and
destinations (Jang & Wu 2006). Examples include Yuan and McDonald’s (1990) work on
motivations for overseas travel from four countries (Japan, France, West Germany and the
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United Kingdom). The groupings of push factors were novelty, escape, prestige,
enhancement of kinship relationships, and relaxation or hobbies. Uysal and Hagan’s
(1993) study of push motivations included the desire for escape, rest and relaxation,
prestige, health and fitness, adventure and social interaction, family togetherness and
excitement. More recently, Mohammad and Som (2010) undertook an analysis of push and
pull travel motivations of foreign tourists to Jordan. Their push factors were fulfilling
prestige, enhancing relationships, seeking relaxation, enhancing social circles, sightseeing
variety, fulfilling spiritual needs, escaping from daily routine and gaining knowledge. In
the context of national parks, Kim et al. (2003a) revealed four broad domains of push
factors: family togetherness and study, appreciating natural resources and health, escaping
from everyday routine, and adventure and building friendship. These studies suggest the
same thing—that is, common push factors can explain why tourists choose one destination
over another, the nature of experiences they look for, and the types of activities they desire
(Ryan 1991). The reasons reflect the relationship between push and pull factors.
The push and pull motivation construct is complicated, and its factors have been
researched either as separate constructs (e.g., Fodness 1994; Dann 1997; Ryan & Glendon
1998) or as related constructs (e.g., Crompton 1979; Balogu & Uysal 1996; Kim & Lee
2002; Klenosky 2002; Kosak 2002). They are inter-related. Push factors precede pull
factors—and tourism businesses, including those providing tourist accommodation, such
as resort hotels, can utilise that connection. That is, if resort businesses have knowledge of
types of guests and understand their motives for travel, resorts will have a clearer view of
what types of products and services (pull factors) those guests expect from resorts. It is
generally accepted that pull factors are measured by means of lists of destination attributes
(Prayag & Ryan 2011). Destinations here might mean any place, including very specific
places such as hotels or resort hotel establishments.
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3.2.2.1 The main tourist product components: as pull factors
Conceptualised from an industry perspective, Smith (1994) argues that the tourism product
comprises its own characteristics, such as physical plant, services, hospitality, freedom of
choice and involvement. Jeffries (1971) further defines the tourist product from the
consumer’s point of view, postulating three basic elements of the tourist product amalgam:
(1) attractions of the destination, including its image in the tourist’s mind
(2) facilities and amenities at the destination, such as accommodation, catering,
entertainment and recreation
(3) accessibility of the destination.
The attractions may be broken down into categories of natural or man-made environments,
as well as attractions related to any event. These elements play an important role in the
determination of destination choice (Turtureanu 2005) for those on vacation. In contrast,
those travelling for businesses or to visit friends or family are less likely to rely on
attractions to support their decision-making. Attractive sites are those places that comprise
interesting or beautiful natural or man-made environments which are the major
inducements for the visit. In this category would be, for example, natural attractions such
as the Swiss Alps, the Grand Canyon in the United States of America or the Blue
Mountains in Australia, or built attractions such as Disneyland or Las Vegas in the United
States of America. Event attractions are those where the staged event is the greater
attractive factor in the tourist’s choice—for example, the Koh Phangan Full Moon Party in
Thailand, the Olympic Games or the Cannes Film Festival. Sometimes the site and the
event together determine the tourist’s choice, as is the case with the Salzburg music
festival in Austria, for example.
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The facilities and amenities of tourist products are normally a vital motivation factor for
tourist flows. An absence of facilities and amenities may cause a reduction in the number
of tourists visiting to enjoy the attractions of an area (Brey et al. 2008). For example, the
inability to hire sailing boats in an area noted for sailing possibilities would be a deterrent
to that type of tourism. Similarly, an absence of luxury accommodation facilities would
deter affluent tourism groups, who are likely to seek extra pampering. Although facilities
may form part of the attractions of a destination, they are rarely the sole reason for tourism
to it. In the same way, different tourists may have different reasons for choosing Thailand
as their destination—but, if they arrive at the resort they have chosen to stay at and find
they are not offered the style of services expected from Thai resorts (such as Thai spa
massage and Thai food), they may not be satisfied and may not come back to that resort.
Those facilities and amenities may not perform as effective resort pull factors.
Accessibility is also a crucial component of tourist products. It is related to transport to the
destination chosen by the tourist, and it is best interpreted in terms of the amount of time
and cost it will take a traveller to reach the destination (Brey et al. 2008). These days,
travellers use communication technology, such as the internet and the World Wide Web, to
find savings in time and costs. Easy access to hotel websites has become an important
consideration for travellers. Ease of access is not restricted to hotel websites but includes
other channels (e.g., agent websites) facilitating contact with hotels.
In addition to the three factors described above, Middleton and Clark (2001) added two
more components. One of these, destination, is discussed in detail below. They divided the
total tourist product into five main components:
(1)

destination attraction

(2)

facilities
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(3)

accessibility to the destination

(4)

images people have in mind

(5)

price—the sum of what it costs to travel, make use of accommodation and
participate in different activities.

Any destination has particular products or services to offer. ‘Destination’ means the place
travellers go; it could be a country, a town, a natural site or a very specific area, such as a
resort establishment. Resort hotels are currently the dominant accommodation form within
the tourism industry (Inbakaran, 2011) and offer as pull factors features like an attractive
location, an appealing climate, decoration, staff courtesy and a wide variety of services for
customers that make them feel like ‘guests’. As described by Jones and Lockwood (2002),
the hotel product is made up of elements which are related to the physical characteristics of
the provision and the interpersonal contact occurring during the stay. This is in accordance
with Echtner and Ritchie (1993), who state that the hotel product covers two types of
elements: tangible and intangible elements.
3.2.3 Contemporary studies utilising travel motivation
Many studies have examined the concept of travel motivation. The purpose of these
studies can be summarised into three main areas:
(1) to examine travel motivation in terms of the reasons underlying travelling, to
see which motivations were more important in someone’s decision to travel and
their effect on destination selection
(2) to examine travel motivation in terms of push factors affecting tourist
behaviour, such as tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ intention
(3) to examine travel motivation regarding its relationship with other aspects, such
as tourists’ demographics.
49

With regard to point (1), travel motivation in terms of reasons underlying travelling,
Prebensen (2005) examined Norwegian tourists’ perceptions of a place visited and
compared them to their motivations and experiences. In the analysis, Prebensen identified
eight factors: culture, avoid stress, fitness, accomplishment, sun/bathing, friends,
children/family and hedonic. Culture (adventure and knowledge) was found to be a very
strong motive for Norwegian travellers. Vandermerwe and Saayam (2008) determined the
reasons (the travel motives) tourists visited the park, and identified six factors: nature,
activities, attractions, nostalgia, novelty and escape from routine. Vuuren and Slabbert
(2011) studied the travel motivations of tourists visiting resorts in South Africa, and found
that the main travel motivations were resting and relaxation, enriching and learning
experiences, participation in recreational activities, personal values and social experiences.
With regard to point (2), travel motivation in terms of push factors such as tourists’
satisfaction and tourists’ intention affecting tourist behaviour, Konu and Laukkanen (2009)
identified various motivation factors of potential tourists, and assessed the roles of
motivation factors in predicting tourists’ intentions to take wellbeing holidays. Correia et
al. (2013) explored the concept of push and pull satisfaction and related it to a
uni-dimensional measure of satisfaction. Results suggested that overall satisfaction reflects
tourists’ assessments of push and pull dimensions of satisfaction. Lee (2009) examined a
behavioural model of wetlands tourism, using variables of destination image, attitude,
motivation, satisfaction and future behaviour for tourists at Cigu, Sihcao and Haomeiliao
in south-western Taiwan. Empirical results indicate that tourist satisfaction has a
significant influence on future behaviour, and satisfaction proved a significant mediating
variable within this behavioural model. Huang and Hsu (2009) developed the study by
examining the effects of mainland Chinese visitors’ travel motivations, past experiences,
perceived constraints, and attitudes on their intention of revisiting. Findings indicate that
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one of travel motivation’s underlying dimensions, shopping, positively affected Beijing
tourists’ intentions to revisit Hong Kong.
Concerning point (3), travel motivation regarding its relationship with other aspects such
as tourists’ demographic characteristics, Mak, Wong and Chang (2009) examined the
underlying factors that motivate travellers to search for spa experiences while travelling.
They also attempted to explore the different perceptions of the spa experience and to
identify the relevant sociodemographic characteristics of Hong Kong spa customers.
Radder, Mulder and Han (2013) researched whether travel motivations of safari hunters
were related to tourist demographics. The results derived from the analysis of variance
indicated that

hunters’

motivations differed

depending on their

demographic

characteristics, such as levels of hunting experience, home environment, country of
residence and income.
The implication of identifying these three purposes for studies on travel motivation (the
reason underlying travelling, factors affecting tourist behaviour, and the relationship
between travelling reasons and tourist characteristics) is that knowing why tourists travel
leads to a clear view of tourist behaviour and an understanding of how tourists respond to
resort business products and services.
Tourists are the customers of the tourism business, and customers are heterogeneous; their
requirements are as diverse as they are. However, tourists can be classified differently
according to certain characteristics and requirements. Consequently, the concept of market
segmentation should be taken into consideration.
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3.3 Tourist segmentation
Segmentation is extensively used as a marketing concept. It requires understanding
customers and satisfying their needs better than business competitors do. Different
customers have different needs; thus, it is not possible for businesses to serve all customers
by treating them alike. A successful marketing strategy needs to take into account the
dissimilarity between customer groups regarding their different needs, and work on the
identified common needs of a group or segment. Most importantly, it needs to respond
accurately to the right target segment. This fact is relevant to any business, including those
in the tourism industry.
3.3.1 Definition of market segmentation and its significance
Smith (1956, p.6) first defined segmentation in the field of marketing: ‘market
segmentation … consists of viewing a heterogeneous market (one characterised by
divergent demand) as a number of smaller homogeneous markets’. Thereafter, several
scholars offered alternative definitions, and some of these alternatives are presented here.
According to the American Marketing Association’s Dictionary of Marketing Terms,
market segmentation is ‘the process of subdividing a market into distinct subsets of
customers that behave in the same way or have similar needs’ (AMA 2014, np). In recent
times, Pride et al. (2006, p.120) defined market segmentation as ‘the process of dividing a
total market into groups with relatively similar product needs to design a marketing mix
that matches those needs’. According to Stanton (1995), ‘market segmentation is the
process of dividing the total heterogeneous market for a good or service into several
segments, each of which tends to be homogeneous in all significant aspects’ (cited in Bose
2006, p.513).
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The most widely recognised definition in the marketing field was introduced by Phillip
Kotler (1991), who wrote that market segmentation is ‘dividing a market into distinct
groups of buyers on the basis of needs, characteristics or behaviour who might require
separate marketing mixes’ (in Kotler and Armstrong 2008, p.167).
Although there are numerous definitions, they share the same ideas; as noted by Howard
and Sheth (1969), segmentation depends on the idea that ‘the company should segment or
divide the market in such a way as to achieve sets of buyers’ (in Tynan and Drayton 1987,
p.302). Howard and Sheth (in Tynan and Drayton 1987) go on to provide the concept of
dividing an entire market into different customer groups on pre-defined parameters.
Importantly, those numerous definitions also lead to one ultimate goal: to scrutinise each
segment in-depth as a single entity in order to create tailor-made products and services for
them. Individual human beings differ, and, in terms of consumers or buyers, Baker et al.
(1998) claim that the reasons people consume differently are based on factors that may
influence customer behaviours, such as culture, social class, reference groups, role and
family. Similarly, Kotler et al. (2004, p.345), confirmed that a ‘market consists of buyers,
and buyers differ in one or more ways’. Because buyers differ in several characteristics,
such as the demographic and geographic aspects—like age, gender, education and country
of residence—their attitudes and behaviours towards products also differ. Marketers have
to consider these different factors in order to understand the real needs of those different
customers. They differ in their needs and wants, and thus they also differ in the way they
buy and consume products. As claimed by Tsiotsou and Vasioti (2006), each identified
segment group (buyer group) has a unique requirement in consuming products and
services. Therefore, it is unlikely that a business working among a variety of customers
will survive if its marketing strategy is dependent upon targeting an entire mass market. It
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is impossible for a business to deliver a feature or set of features which would satisfy every
customer.
The importance of segmentation is that it is a tool to help businesses precisely reach a
customer with specific needs and wants; consequently, businesses are able to make better
decisions about marketing strategies and to use their marketing budgets more effectively
(Stanton et al. 1995).
If the market is well defined and easily understood then it will no longer be a problem to
match marketing strategies based on product, price, promotion and place with the unique
requirements of customers, in order to achieve their satisfaction. To the contrary, poorly
defined market segments will lead to problems later, because marketers will have lost their
knowledge about their customers’ needs and will have also lost an opportunity to exercise
efficient marketing strategies. Thus, it is sensible to find the variables that split the market
into actionable segments.
3.3.2 The major segmentation variables
When a marketer arrives at a decision about market segmenting stages, on which bases
should segments be classified? Which variables can be used? The consideration of
segmentation bases is important because an unsuitable segmentation strategy resulting
from poorly defined segmentation variables may lead to misunderstanding of the
business’s market. This in turn can result in lost sales and missed profit opportunities.
Market segmentation variables are data that reflect unique and specific aspects of a
business’s existing and/or potential market and are used to answer specific questions and
provide more detailed information regarding existing and potential clients. Considering
variable selection for segmentation is a vital task before proceeding to market
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segmentation. While those categories of variables are adopted as segmentation bases, they
are simultaneously used for segment profiling to explain consumers and their behaviours.
In other words, they have the advantage of being bases for both segmentation and
profiling. Such variables are gathered using information acquisition techniques, which is
followed by analysis designed to answer and address a business’s key objectives and
concerns. Once the information is derived from the analysis and presented, the business
may then have an increased probability of making more sound financial and operational
marketing decisions, including in its communication strategy.
The consumer literature mentions a wide selection of variables as possible bases for both
segmentation (dependent variables) and descriptors (independent variables) of a segment
(Tynan & Drayton 1987). One or several variables can be used to segment a market. These
segmentation bases are rarely used alone; a combination of two or more is usual.
As asserted by Frank et al. (1972), these variables may be grouped into two broad
categories, namely, general and situation-specific variables. General variables comprise
broad consumer characteristics, such as demographics, personality traits or lifestyle.
Situation-specific variables are associated with consumption patterns, such as frequency of
usage, brand loyalty, product benefits or perceptual maps. Kotler (1991) went further by
giving a more nuanced categorisation of variables, namely, demographics, geographics,
psychographics and behaviour. He explained that demographics describe consumers’
personal information, such as gender, age and marital status, while geographics can be
explained in terms of climate, population density and whether the area is urban or rural,
which all influence customer product needs. Psychographics reflect customer insight in
three main ways: personality, motives and lifestyle. Finally, businesses can divide a market
according to some features of consumer behaviour towards a product. For example, a
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market may be identified on the basis of consumers’ usage rates of a business’s products
and services (i.e., classified as heavy, moderate, light-user and non-user).
Marketers try to segment markets in a way that helps them to build and manage
relationships with their target customers. Marketers tend to make use of Kotler’s
classification over the approach of Frank et al. (1972), because Kotler’s classification is
better defined.
Two major tasks of the market segmentation process as indicated by Pride et al. (2006,
p.114), are ‘identifying segmentation variables and developing market segment profiles’.
Marketers will never develop a proficient marketing strategy to target a market unless they
have detailed knowledge of their target market. On the contrary, marketers can be full of
confidence about creating an effective strategy when they know their customers well, and
they will gain such understanding from segment profiles.
Another question emerges when dealing with segment profiles: what are they based on?
With reference to segmentation variables, marketers benefit significantly if they examine
and describe segment profiles subject to Kotler’s classification.
3.3.2.1 Demographic variables
Demographic characteristics that marketers commonly use in segmenting markets
comprise ‘gender, age, ethnicity, income, education, occupation, family size, family life
cycle, region and social class’ (Pride et al. 2006, p.115). These variables can be used for
the reflection of customers’ needs and purchasing behaviour, and they are easily measured
(Pride et al. 2006; Doyle 2002). Thus, demographic characteristics are often considered as
reliable factors for profiling. Furthermore, when profiling individual customers to answer
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the basic but very important question ‘who is the intended customer?’, demographic
factors provide the most straightforward and simple answer (Baker et al. 1998).
Gender is a common variable used as a tool to explain the characteristics of a market, for
two main reasons: (1) it is easy to establish and (2) it is closely associated with certain
consumption behaviours. Regarding the role of gender in the field of tourist segmentation,
Sung et al. (2000) reported that, aside from age and marital status, gender was found to be
significant characteristic of the adventure trip segment. However, this was not supported
by Mok and Iverson (2000), who did not find gender to be a significant variable for
segment profiling in their study (cited in Craggs & Schofield 2009).
Age is another variable commonly used for segmentation, as human needs and wants
change as people move through life cycle stages. For this reason, businesses could use age
categories as a basic tool for segmenting. Take these two types of businesses as examples:
toy manufacturers market toys for children of different ages and indicate the specific
suitable age on the package, while banks draw customers who are in different age ranges
to specific financial products and services (Rix 2011).
In the tourism industry, some researchers have used age as a segment profile variable. For
example, Chen (2000) used age and occupation to profile tourist segments and found that
among Norwegian tourist segments age and occupation differed significantly. Mok and
Iverson (2000) used age profiling and confirmed that age differed between two tourist
segments: heavy and light spenders. The younger tourists tended to spend less than the
older tourists.
However, while using age as a profile variable is acceptable, there are still some arguments
against doing so. Age certainly has an effect on the behaviour of consumers; however,
consumer behaviours are more likely to be influenced by several dimensions, rather than
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just one. For example, research by AMR: Quantum Monitor Service noted that ‘the
attitudes and behaviours of 25-year-olds have significant differences between those who
are full-time students and those who are unemployed and not studying full-time’ (cited in
Baker et al. 1998, p.166).
Thus, it is worth noting that while there is support for age being effective as a strong
indicator for customer profiling, it is necessary to apply a certain amount of caution before
marketing solely on this basis. Tynan and Drayton (1987) noted that there were authors
who claimed that in some cases the life cycle concept had proven more useful for
segmentation and profiling than the age variable.
Life cycle stages can also be a useful measure. These reflect the stages through which most
people progress in life, from childhood through to adulthood. As suggested by Tynan and
Drayton (1987), life cycle is a composite variable, made up of numerous factors such as
age, number of years married, age of children and working status. Hence, life cycle stages
have to be considered together with other demographic factors. Gunter and Furnham give
the following example:
… single people who have a tendency of purchasing new fashionable items due to
the fact that they have no other economic obligations. This is opposed to married
people, who have a large economic obligation and thereby they prioritize their
economy different (Gunter and Furnham 1992, p.11).
Furthermore, Middleton and Clark (2001) state that life cycles are associated with
behavioural characteristics and buying patterns. They give the following example:
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… travel behaviour of many people aged eighteen to thirty-five may not vary much
according to whether they are single or married, but it is likely to vary enormously
according to whether or not they have children (Middleton & Clark 2001, p.116).
It may be concluded that family life cycle is important to marketers because it gives them
clues about consumer behaviours and buying patterns.
Income level is also used to segment markets (Rix 2011). Many companies seek to target
high-income customers. Others seek to target customers with lower incomes, in order to
gain consumer loyalty and lower competitive pressures (Kotler & Keller 2009). However,
some companies try to cover both segments for the purpose of market defence. For holiday
flights, Rix exemplified, an airline might target the upper income market with its first-class
seats and lower income travellers with its economy class. Although income segmentation
is another useful scheme, several authors (e.g., Slocum & Mathews 1970; Myers, Stanton
& Haug 1971; Allt 1975) commented strongly that the income variable is the best of the
demographic variables for segmenting markets. Some scholars (e.g., Kotler & Keller 2009;
Rix 2011) point out that, before considering the income variable in studies or applying it to
businesses, one must consider the fact that income does not always predict the most
suitable customers for a given product, due to the fact that customers may have other
preferences and prioritise their money differently. Therefore, income should usually be
combined with other variables in market segmentation, for example, lifestyle and
occupation, in order to more completely explain the segment.
Apart from the variables already mentioned, many other demographic variables are
frequently used in segmentation studies, including education, ethnicity and cultural
background. Although demographic variables are the most popular for use in segmentation
tasks, there are some controversial issues around its use. Tynan and Drayton (1987) reveal
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that numerous studies report that demographic variables such as age, sex, income and
occupation are not good predictors of behaviour and are of limited value in the formulation
of market segmentation studies. This is in accordance with Haley (1968, p.31), who noted
that they are ‘not efficient predictors of future buying behaviour, and it is future buying
behaviour that is of central interest to marketers’. This is similar to Rix’s (2011, p.127)
argument that ‘even though demographics often correlate with behaviour, they themselves
are not [the] cause of behaviour and do not explain it’. Demographics rely on descriptive
rather than causal factors. This may imply that demographics variables are more
appropriate for the purpose of profiling than as a basis of segmentation. Moreover,
demographics profiling is normally combined with other types of segmentation variables,
for greater plausibility.
3.3.2.2 Geographic variables
Geographic segmentation subdivides the whole market based on location (Rix 2011). Rix
indicated that particular locations do reflect differences in climate, population density and
urban rural area characteristics. These have an impact on customer product needs. It is
reasonable to segment according to geographics, due to the fact that the purchasing
behaviour of customers is influenced by where they live and work.
Pride et al. (2006, p.118) declared that regions could reasonably be classified as market
segments because ‘one or more geographic variables can cause customers to differ from
one region to another’. For example, people who live in urban areas may tend to prefer
small economical cars to multipurpose vehicle models which have higher fuel
consumption, as a result of traffic conditions. Therefore, automobile companies could
efficiently target markets by defining the right market segment in the first place. Living in
one particular region is basically linked to differences in cultural background; customers’
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cultural differences might include areas such as beliefs, attitudes, motives and ways of
living. With regard to marketing, these differences can cause differences in consumption
patterns.
Compared with demographic segmentation, geographic segmentation requires far less
research and personal data about customers. Acquiring demographics data involves
gathering information about numerous customers’ features, such as sex, age, income and
many others, while geographic data are associated with fewer elements. Geographic
segmentation only requires knowledge of where customers live. Drawing upon Kotler’s
(1991) two geographic variables classified in the tourism field, trip origin and trip
destination, these variables are also associated with place and location.
3.3.2.3 Behavioural variables
Behavioural segmentation involves the compartmentalisation of the consumer market into
smaller, more manageable segments using the customers’ attitudes towards, use of, or
response to a product as the main determining factor. Businesses can separate markets with
respect to consumer behaviour towards a product, which is commonly associated with
some aspects of product use, for example, volume usage, end use, benefit expectations,
brand loyalty, price sensitivity and occasion (Pride et al., 2006). Take volume usage for
example: markets can be segmented into light, medium and heavy users of a product. To
satisfy these specific groups, marketers may create a loyalty campaign for heavy users in
order to maintain their patronage, while setting a special price or initiating special
promotions for light users to encourage them to become more frequent users.
A behavioural criterion is widely used for segment studies because of its practical
function; it is easy to make concrete and measurable. Behavioural criterion is considered
the most sensible practice, giving the most understanding of customer segmentation.
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Therefore, many marketing researchers, such as Baloglu and Shoemaker (2001), Mykletun
et al. (2001), Bieger and Laesser (2002) and Sirakaya, Usal and Yoshioka (2003), focus
their work on this criterion.
3.3.2.4 Psychographic variables
Psychographic segmentation is the process of dividing customer groups on the basis of
attributes such as attitudes, personalities, beliefs, values, opinions and emotions.
Psychographic variables are clearly distinguished from other variables, as noted in the
preceding section (section 3.3.2), because psychographic segmentation involves qualitative
aspects such as the ‘why’ component of consumer buying patterns, whereas the others
describe the ‘who’ element of consumer characteristics.
Scholars base psychographic segmentation on slightly different factors. Pride et al. (2006)
identified three common bases of segmentation: personality characteristics, lifestyles and
motives. Rix (2011), on the other hand, presented socioeconomic status (social class)
instead of motives. The underlying reason is that motives are considered intangible
variables which are difficult to manage in a practical sense. That is, obtaining information
on psychological variables, particularly for motives, can become very time-consuming and
expensive, and can often prove challenging. Focusing on such variables in segmentation is
less popular than focusing on demographics and behavioural variables. However, Pride et
al. (2006) and Rix (2011) agreed that psychographic variables remain a valuable tool in
effective market segmentation. That is, demographic, geographic and behavioural analyses
give detail and data, but psychographic analyses are needed for in-depth understanding of
the consumer.
In conclusion, in order to achieve the ultimate purpose of market segmentation, a thorough
understanding of the potential customer segments through proper delineation is crucial.
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Typically, all segment variables, on the basis of function, are utilised either as (1) segment
bases or (2) segment profiling. Behavioural and psychological variables should, rather, be
used to segment customers into groups in relation to their similar behaviour or
psychological features. Demographics and geographics are more appropriate for use as
supplements for gaining a richer segment profile.
3.3.3 Benefit segmentation versus psychographic segmentation
Segmentation is a widely accepted and effective method for examining tourist behaviour.
Behavioural segmentation, as mentioned earlier, allows markets to be divided based on the
way they respond to, use or know of a product. Therefore, behavioural segmentation can
group customers based on occasion, usage, loyalty and benefit sought. Benefit sought is an
important way of grouping behaviours for segmentation. Haley (1968) proposed benefit
segmentation to be more effective as a determinant of behaviour than other techniques,
such as demographic, geographic and psychological segmentation. Likewise, Kotler and
Turner (1993) agreed that benefit segmentation is acknowledged as a powerful method of
grouping customers.
Benefit segmentation was first introduced by Russell Haley in the late 1960s. Based on his
definition, benefit segmentation is a technique for identifying market segments for a
particular product in terms of those who want the benefits the product offers. The belief
underlying this segmentation strategy is that ‘the benefits which people are seeking in
consuming a given product are the basic reasons for the existence of true market segments’
(Haley 1968, cited in Moriarty & Reibstein 1986, p.465). That is the reason benefit sought
is arguably the most logical method of segmentation.
The aim of benefit segmentation, as Hsu et al. (2008, p.99) assert, is ‘to determine what
benefits customers are seeking from particular products and services’. They define benefits
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as ‘what the product’s features (any fact about the product or service that can be offered or
demonstrated) will do for or give to the prospect’. Frochot and Morrison (2000) indicate
that normal benefit statements derived from tourism contexts include:
• to get away from everyday life routine
• to be with friends
• to develop knowledge and abilities
• to release tensions/stress
• to experience tranquility and solitude
• for social recognition
• to meet new people
• to do nothing
• to experience new cultures and places
• to experience something authentic
• to satisfy curiosity.
Since Haley’s proposal, a body of research has been developed which employs benefit
segmentation with the aim of understanding visitors’ behaviour, motivations and specific
needs. It is logical to segment a market on the basis of the different benefits that customers
want from a product or service. A number of studies on benefit segmentation in the field of
tourism have been undertaken. Froucot (2005), Molera and Albaladejo (2007) and Park
and Yoon (2009) identified benefit segments of tourists in the context of rural areas, while
Hu and Yu (2007) studied benefit segmentation for craft selection criteria and shopping.
Furthermore, Huang and Sarigöllü (2007) profiled tourists to the Caribbean and suggested
four segments based on benefits sought. There have recently been studies on specific
tourism products such as national parks and resorts (e.g., Galloway 2002; Inbakaran &
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Mervyn 2005; Beh & Bruyere 2007). Yoon and Uysal (2005), Saayman et al. (2009), Van
der Merwe et al. (2011) and Rudež et al. (2013) completed benefit segmentation research
in coastal destinations.
Frochot and Morrison (2000) claim that benefit segmentation research can be classified in
three main ways, depending on what type of benefit statements are used. They are:
(1)

research that uses motivations

(2)

research that uses destination attributes

(3)

research that maintains mixed benefits, both attributes based and
motivations based (cited in Pesonen et al. 2012, p.71).

As can be seen, the difference between psychographic segmentation and benefit
segmentation is sometimes not clear; in fact, the methods overlap. According to Kotler and
Keller (2009), psychographic segmentation buyers are divided into different groups on the
three mains bases of personal traits, lifestyle and values. In tourism segmentation this has
meant using motivations (e.g., Bieger & Lasser 2002; Li, Xu & Weaver 2009), benefits
(e.g., Moleara & Albaladejo 2007) or attitudes, interests and opinions (the AIO model)
(e.g., Gonzalez & Bello 2002). Evidently, there have been some mixed interpretations of
motivations and benefits sought.
For this study, motivational segmentation is regarded as segmentation based on push
factors, whereas benefit sought is one of the pull factors. This research should be
considered to be based on psychographic segmentation rather than benefit segmentation.
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3.3.4 A priori segmentation and post hoc segmentation
Market researchers can create market segments in different ways. Based broadly on
techniques concerning procedure, there are two approaches to segmentation: a priori and
post hoc.
A priori, or common-sense, segmentation occurs when the variable used as a criterion to
divide a market is known in advance (Dolnicar 2004; Inbakaran et al. 2004; Alvarez &
Asugman 2006). The researcher forms a group on the basis of a criterion that they expect
to be the cause of heterogeneous responses among the customers (Sharma 2008, p.27).
This approach is not based on any empirical research relating to the specific segments
being formed. Rather, that market structure analysis is restricted to the pre-existing data
that is available. Therefore, it can be dangerous because data can be obsolete (Dolnicar
2004). The nature of markets is dynamic; thus, there is a high chance of change in market
segment patterns. A typical example in the tourism context involves geographic variables
like the tourists’ country of origin or the type of resort (e.g., coastal, mountain, island). It
can even relate to simple demographics, such as the senior tourist market.
Post hoc segmentation occurs when there is no knowledge about distinct groups, and so a
set group of variables is used as the basis of segmentation (Chen 2003; Chen & Jang
2003). The post hoc approach does not form segments in advance; rather, groups are
identified by categorising patterns of responses given by customers (Dolnicar 2004).
Hence, this type of approach is also known as a ‘response based’ segmentation. In
response based segmentation, multiple variables are used to form market segments, based
on empirical research. A typical example of this approach is behaviour and psychographic
segmentation.
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This research belongs to the post hoc type because, as aforementioned, it conducted tourist
segmentation in terms of psychographic criteria (travel motivations), which is an
intangible feature difficult to define in advance.
Aside from being response based, post hoc segmentation can also be described as cluster
analysis. There are three popular approaches to post hoc cluster analysis: hierarchical
clustering, K-means clustering and two-step clustering. This research used K-means
clustering.
3.3.5 Summary of focus of study in recent tourist segmentation literature
Academic literature has segmented tourists into clusters. The principal aim of such
research is to understand tourist characteristics and to serve the needs of homogeneous
tourist groups (Dolnicar 2004, p.1). In order to investigate the representation of different
forms and themes of tourist segmentation studies in the field of tourism, some relevant
studies on segmentation over the past decade have been selected for review.
Many scholars have clustered the population according to prior knowledge, using
common-sense segmentation. Israeli (2002), for example, initially divided visitors into two
groups: disabled versus non-disabled visitors aiming to explore their perceptions of
destinations. Klemn (2002) profiled ethnic minorities in the United Kingdom and
described in detail their vacation preferences and interests. Inbound and domestic tourists
were clustered by Jaffe and Pasternak (2004) in order to investigate their motives and
experiences while travelling to one type of tourist attraction, wineries, in Israel. Jensen
(2006) separated five nationalities into groups before conducting a study, on the
assumption that visitors from different countries would have unique characteristics. The
study revealed that there were dissimilarities among the tourists of the five countries in
terms of their level of satisfaction, preference for transport modes, and distance to
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attraction. Likewise, Mehmetoglu (2007) investigated the relationship between four groups
of trip activities and the daily expenditures of a sample of visitors at two nature based
attractions in northern Norway. Two segments, which accorded to two different locations,
were grouped in advance using prior knowledge that some differences existed between
those two places. Chhabra (2010), who was interested in generation Y as an a priori
segment, investigated generation Y members’ perceptions of authenticity that influenced
their decisions to become heritage tourists. The starting point was an existing subgroup,
generation Y, of the population of tourists, and predicted differences between a heritage
tourist and a non-heritage tourist derived from response based research afterward.
Another way researchers can investigate tourist segmentation is by using the posteriori
approach. In contrast with the a priori approach, the posterior approach does not allow the
researcher to use prior knowledge for tourist segmentation. Rather, information to partition
the segment is derived from data collected in a survey. Researchers that have used this
approach include Dallen (2007), who chose a form of posteriori market segmentation to
understand the attitudes of tourists and local communities towards using the Looe Valley
Branch Railway Line in the United Kingdom, revealing five segments. Kim, Lee and Chon
(2010), who emphasised only the group of Hallyu (the Chinese term for the Korean
cultural wave) tourists, grouped these tourists into data driven segments according to their
preferences for Korean wave products. Furthermore, short-term visitors of mountainous
destinations in Greece were the centre of interest for Tsiotsou and Vasioti (2006), who
examined the potential differences in loyalty formation processes across different
demographic groups of ski resort customers. Konu (2010) concentrated his investigation
on Finnish wellbeing tourism segments, based on factors connected to tourists’ lifestyles,
which were gathered from a survey. Focusing on resort hotel tourists, Inbakaran et al.
(2011) grouped visitors based on their selection reasons and preference for resort
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destination, identifying four clusters. Again, such information had been derived after data
analysis.
Apart from types of segmentation approaches, which are broadly identified as a priori and
posteriori, as explained above, categorical variables can be used for the clustering base. All
those variables can be classified into one of four major categories: demographics,
geographics, behaviour and psychographics. Table 3.1 provides a summary of tourist
segmentation research over the last decade—studies which are different in their use of
segment method and variable bases.
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Table 3.1: Tourist segmentation: previous literature
Researcher

Approach

Bases of segmentation

Klemn (2002)

A priori

Demographics & geographic: ethnic minorities

Israeli (2002)

A priori

Demographics: disabled and non-disabled

Jaffe & Pasternak

A priori

Geographics: destination (inbound and
outbound tourists)

(2004)
Jensen (2006)

A priori

Demographics: nationality

Mehmetoglu(2007)

A priori

Geographic: region

Chhbra (2010)

A priori

Demographics: generation

Tsiotsou & Vasioti

Post hoc

Behaviour: loyalty

Dallen (2007)

Post hoc

Psychographics: attitude

Mimi, Zhuowei & Cai

Post hoc

Psychographics: motivation

Kim, Lee & Chon (2010)

Post hoc

Psychographics: preference

Konu (2010)

Post hoc

Behaviour: lifestyle

Inbakaran et al. (2011)

Post hoc

Psychographics: preference, motives

Pesonen, Laukkanen &

Post hoc

Psychographics: benefit sought

Post hoc

Psychographics: benefit sought

(2006)

(2009)

Komppula (2011)

Kim et al. (2011)

Typically, previous research using priori segmentation uses geographic and demographic
variables as their market bases. The posteriori approach, on the other hand, has been
extensively found to exploit psychographic and behavioural bases.
Previous research on tourist segmentation can be considered to have been classified in
various ways, such as whether an a priori or post hoc model has been used or variables the
segments are based on—demographics, geographics, behaviours or psychographics. This
research used post hoc and psychographic segmentation.
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A very limited number of studies have been conducted on tourist segmentation, especially
in Thailand. Among the few attempts, tourist segmentation has related to different tourism
products or different angles. For example, in Campiranon and Arcodia’s (2007) work, the
‘meeting, incentives, conference, event’ (‘MICE’) market is central to their interest, while
online travellers are of interest to Hoontakul and Sahadev (2008). Sanpikul (2008) focused
his work on senior travellers visiting Thailand from the United States. The work of
Rittichainuwat (2011), despite the fact that she was interested in classifying tourists based
on travel motivation, most resembles this present research. Rittichinuwat’s research
classified tourists as general tourists, rather than specifically resort hotel guests, and
focused only on domestic Thai tourists.
So far no studies have been found segmenting international resort hotel tourists visiting
Thailand. This is possibly because there is a wide range of types of hospitality
accommodation which have already been considered and researched as segments. Each
type of accommodation (segment) has served a specific purpose for various types of
tourists. For example, traditional hotels may target business travellers, budget hotels target
backpackers, and boutique hotels or lifestyle hotels focus their services on a niche market.
All these types of accommodation, including resort hotels, seem to already target tourist
segments which researchers would normally select as their unit of study. Even if each
tourist accommodation type focuses its service on its own type of client, there are still
substyles of those clients. This present research fills that missing gap by using the
segmentation approach to research international resort guests while they were holidaying
in the resorts. Further, the observations of guests in each segment in terms of their
satisfaction and loyalty towards the resort they stayed in was investigated in order to
obtain a greater understanding of those international resort guests.
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3.4 Tourists’ reflections on experiences (satisfaction and loyalty)
In marketing, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty are two issues which are of
utmost concern to any business. The customer-centric implementation company is based
on the general perspective which assumes that customers who are satisfied by a business’s
products and services will be loyal to that business (in this case, the resort hotel business).
3.4.1 Customer satisfaction
Previous research reveals that customer satisfaction is important for both theoretical and
practical issues. For most researchers and marketers, customer satisfaction is a marketing
tool to attract the most variable segment of the market. ‘Customer satisfaction’ is defined
as pleasure and the feeling of happiness that results from obtaining what one hopes for
after purchasing a product or a service (WTO 1985). Such a definition derives from a
psychological concept. In the tourism literature, an assessment of tourists’ satisfaction has
been employed from various perspectives and theories, such as:
• the expectation–disconfirmation model (Oliver 1980)
• the expectation–perception gap model (Parasuraman, Zeithamal & Berry 1985)
• the performance-only model (Pizman & Millman 1993)
• the pivotal-core peripheral (PCP) model (Philip & Hazlett 1996)
One of the most frequently used research models makes use of expectation. According to
this model contributed by Oliver (1980), consumers have an image of a product they are
going to buy; in other words, they always expect something regarding the product before
they purchase it. Subsequently, they make a comparison between what they actually get
and what they had expected (Oliver 1980; 1981; 1993). Based on Oliver’s definition,
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tourist satisfaction can be defined as post-consumption evaluation concerning a specific
product or service (Westbrook & Oliver 1991). Thus, if the actual consumption is better
than the consumer had expected, this allows positive disconfirmation; in the tourism
sector, this would mean that the tourist is satisfied with the tourism products they chose.
Extensive studies have established the dependence of satisfaction on tourists’ demographic
and behavioural characteristics. For example, Huh (2002) observed the relationship
between overall tourist satisfaction and their demographic characteristics and found that
there were no significant differences in age, state of origin, educational level and
household income, but there was a difference in gender. In terms of behavioural
characteristics, Huh (2002) found significant dependence between overall tourists’
satisfaction and their past experience. No significant difference was found in length of
stay, membership of group or distance to destination. Conversely, Martin, Bridges and
Grunwell (2006) found that age, income and gender distribution in the sample was
significantly different, meaning that these factors affected satisfaction. On behavioural
characteristics, there was significant dependence in terms of accommodation type and
spending.
Valle et al. (2006) found no significant dependence between cluster members of tourist
groups and demographic variables, including gender, occupation, marital status and type of
lodging, but they found that educational level, nationality and age were significantly
dependent. Valle et al. also reported significant variation in the cluster membership on the
bases of length of stay in destination and mode of transportation.
Apart from studies of the relationship between a tourist’s overall satisfaction and their
demographic and behavioural characteristics, other studies regarding tourists’ satisfaction
have been conducted in a different manner. For example, Esu and Arrey (2009) did not
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investigate how tourists’ demographic and behavioural characteristics impacted on their
satisfaction; instead, they explored the relationship between a tourist’s overall satisfaction
and the attributes of their destination, in that case, cultural festival attributes. Dominici and
Guzzo (2010) evaluated both the overall customer satisfaction level for the hotel and the
customer satisfaction level for each service supplied.
Customer satisfaction practices can assist hotel providers to identify the crucial elements
affecting customers’ purchasing experiences as an indicator to measure hotel performance.
Moreover, customer satisfaction is the starting point to build customer loyalty. Research
regarding guest satisfaction, which translates into the consideration of post-purchase
behaviour, such as repeat purchase (i.e., whether or not customers will return to a hotel), is
pivotal to the success of a hotel business. Neglecting to pay attention to guest satisfaction
leads to negative evaluation of the hotel and restricts the chance of repeat patronage.
3.4.2 Customer loyalty
Similar to customer satisfaction, the marketing literature recognises the concept of
customer loyalty as one of the most important indicators of business success. In terms of
destination potential and competitiveness, striving for loyalty has been deemed to be
highly important within a tourism context (Neuts et al. 2012). ‘Customer loyalty’ is
defined as:
a deeply held commitment to re-buy or re-patronize a preferred product or service
consistently in the future, which causes repetitive same-brand or same-brand set
purchasing, despite any situational influences and marketing efforts that might
cause switching behaviour (Oliver 1999, p.34).
Dick and Basu (1994) identified four loyalty categories:
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(1) real loyalty (positive attitude and high repeat patronage)
(2) latent loyalty (positive attitude but low repeat patronage)
(3) spurious loyalty (high repeat patronage but low attitude)
(4) no loyalty (low on both dimensions).
Undoubtedly, the first kind of category is preferable because the tourist is likely not only
to continue their patronage of the resort by revisiting it but also to share news of their
positive attitude, via word of mouth. Especially in the tourism sector, having customers
with real loyalty delivers a great competitive advantage to the international market.
In the last two decades, tourism and leisure researchers have incorporated the concept of
consumer loyalty into tourism products such as destinations or recreational activities (Selin
et al. 1988; Blackman & Crompton 1991; Pritchard & Howard 1997; Iwasaki & Havitz
1998, 2004; Mazanec 2000; Baloglu 2001). Generally, tourist loyalty is assessed in one of
the following three ways:
(1) intention to continue buying the same product at the same rate
(2) intention to buy the same product at a greater frequency
(3) willingness to recommend the product to others (Hepworth & Mateus 1994).
Different tourism products (e.g., airlines and destinations) can apply the same loyalty
measurements scheme. Chen and Gursoy (2001), for example, measured airline tourist
loyalty, while Chi and Qu (2008) assessed destination loyalty. These researchers focused
their works on different tourism product types, but they used the same indicators to
measure tourists’ loyalty—that is, the intention to repurchase and the willingness to
recommend to others. Similarly, this present research takes one of those three indicators
(intention to revisit) as the measurement of resort hotel tourists’ loyalty.
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In terms of satisfaction and loyalty interaction, many researchers believe that there is a
relationship between a tourist’s satisfaction and their loyalty to tourism products.
According to Opperman (2000), travel experience satisfaction contributes to destination
loyalty, which is revealed by the intention to revisit or to recommend the destination to
others. Several studies have proved there is a relationship between clients’ satisfaction and
loyalty (e.g., Qu & Li 1997; Heung & Qu 2000; Opperman 2000); however, some research
found a weak relationship between repeated buying behaviour (loyalty) and satisfaction
(Jones & Sasser 1995; Bodet 2008). They suggest that the relationship between satisfaction
and loyalty is neither linear nor simple; thus, customer satisfaction is not a particularly
reliable indicator of customers’ future actions. Customers who are satisfied with a
business’s services may also switch businesses once they realise that better alternatives are
available elsewhere. This suggestion is in line with a recent study by Neuts et al. (2012)
showing that there are gaps between a favourable attitude and actual behaviour—that is,
attitudinal loyalty does not necessarily translate into actual behaviour.
Although the interaction between customer satisfaction and loyalty needs to be identified
properly for all industries, including resort hotel businesses, that relationship is not the
focus of this study. This research does not explore the relationship between resort hotel
tourists’ satisfaction and their loyalty but instead determines how resort hotel guests
respond to the experience of their visit—that is, whether, if they are satisfied with the
resort, they would return for another visit.
Furthermore, the literature review found that previous studies of whether tourists who were
satisfied with their tourism experience would be loyal to that tourism product investigated
tourists generically; none classified the tourists into segments. Moreover, the literature
around customer satisfaction and loyalty includes numerous studies in tourism related

76

areas, such as tours (Ross & Iso-Ahola 1991; Hsieh, O’Leary & Morrison 1992; Reisinger
& Warysak, 1995), restaurants (Fick & Ritchie 1991; Dube, Renaghan & Miller 1994;
Bojonic 1996; Gursoy McCleary & Lepsito 2003; Andaleep & Conway 2006), and
destinations (Campo-Martinez & Garue-Vadell 2010; Hanqun & Cheung 2010). Although
some studies, such as those by Emir and Saraqli (2011) and Haiyan et al. (2011), were
conducted in the area of hotels, to date only a small number of researchers have examined
segmentation in the area of resort hotels in Thailand. This study addresses this gap by
investigating whether resort hotel tourists are satisfied and will be loyal to the resort they
chose to stay in, by scrutinising tourists as segments instead of as individuals in a whole
sample.
3.5 Conceptual framework
The purpose of the theoretical discussion in this chapter is to form the conceptual
framework used for this thesis, which builds upon various concepts covering major
relevant issues (see Figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2: Conceptual framework
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Each component of the framework was selected on the basis of the literature review for the
purpose of understanding tourist segments in the resort hotel industry in Thailand. The
framework has been broken down into three separate sections:
(1) travel motivation (push and pull factors)
(2) tourist segmentation
(3) tourists’ experiences and their responses.
First, travel motivation theory was utilised in the first phase of this research. In order to
gain a proper understanding of tourists in various dimensions, particularly relating to their
needs and wants in terms of what the resort hotel is offering, their tourist travel
motivations should first be highlighted. As stated by Cai (2002), Klenosky (2002) and Jang
and Wu (2006), understanding what motivates tourist travel behaviour and destination
selection is crucial to predicting their travel decisions and future travel patterns. Therefore,
hoteliers need to determine why tourists decide to travel, and where they choose to go
(e.g., what those destinations look like). For this study, destinations were narrowed down
specifically to resort style hotels where tourists chose to stay while on holiday in Thailand.
Of the theories proposed by scholars, Dann and Crompton’s push–pull model is the most
appropriate to apply to this research, because other theories do not introduce an external
factor to the model but emphasise only internal factors of tourists. External factors, where
they are associated with the destination choice of tourist, are also important as they explain
what the features of destinations where tourists choose to go should look like. Information
with respect to external forces is required, especially pull factors of resorts that draw
tourists to them. Such information will benefit resort businesses, because if they know
which kinds of hospitality products and services customers value, they can create and
provide those products and services in their resorts to attract and retain guests. For this
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reason, this research uses the model providing external factors (pull factors), that is, the
push–pull model.
The push–pull model, which posits that people are pushed by their own internal forces to
travel while at the same time being pulled by the external force of destination attributes,
has been widely used because of its approach to exploring the underlying behaviour for
motivations (Baloglu & Uysal 1996). Crompton expanded Dann’s basic ideas by
classifying push factors into seven main motives: escape, relaxation, self-exploration,
regression, prestige, kinship relationships and social interaction. These motives form the
bases of tourist segments in the following phase of the study.
Second, turning to tourist segmentation, previous studies, as suggested by Kotler (1991),
reveal that tourists can be efficiently segmented based on several criteria: demographics,
geographics, behaviour, and psychographic or psychological dimensions. This section
looked at how tourist segments are profiled. For this study, based on Kotler’s segmentation
categories, demographic variables include gender, age, education, household type,
occupation and income. Behaviour variables are covered by frequency of visitation, length
of stay and the resorts’ information sources. The last variable in this study is associated
with geographics and refers to tourists’ nationality. Apart from using these variables to
define each segment and explain its characteristics, pull factor variables were used to
demonstrate differences among those segments.
Many studies have used destination attributes (pull factors) to classify tourists into groups,
but, despite the popularity of pull factors, there is no set of destination attributes that is
universally accepted. Therefore, for this study pull factors were used only to describe
which resort attributes tourists preferred, not to segment tourists into groups. However,
according to Jeffries (1971) pull factors can be considered in three main ways:
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(1) attractions of the destination, including its image in the tourist’s mind
(2) facilities and amenities at the destination (accommodation, catering,
entertainment and recreation)
(3) accessibility of the destination.
The third and final section of the study is divided into two subsections: tourists’
experiences and tourist responses. ‘Experiences’ relates to tourists’ satisfaction; their
responses are reflected by their loyalty to the resort (i.e., their intention to revisit). The first
subsection, tourist satisfaction, is investigated by measuring tourists’ overall satisfaction as
a separate segment. Scholars argue that satisfaction is a significant predictor of destination
loyalty; that is, tourists can be loyal to a destination if they have been satisfied with their
experience (Baloglu & Shoemaker 2001; Yoon & Uysal 2005). Furthermore, it has been
found that satisfaction varies from segment to segment (e.g., Bologlu et al. 2003; Huh &
Uysal 2003; Neal 2003). Similarly, in the second subsection each segment’s tourist loyalty
is measured. This last subsection addresses whether tourist segments that were satisfied
with their resort experience would be loyal to the resort.
Chapter 3 has outlined the conceptual framework and developed the research question:
What are the observable and understandable differences among tourist segments
visiting resort hotels in Thailand, in terms of their travel motivations (push–pull
factors) and many other features, such as their demographics, behavioural
characteristics and views on several aspects including their experience and
response?
This question guides the research study. Three hypotheses were developed, derived from
the review of the literature and the conceptual framework. These are explained below.
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As already noted, motivation has been accepted as a basis for segmentation in the literature
on tourism. Considerable evidence from prior research suggests that tourists can be
grouped into various segments. Recent studies have been conducted by Becken et al.
(2003), Andreu et al. (2006), Füller and Matzler (2008), Moscrado (2004), Sellick (2004)
and Thyne, Davies and Nash (2004). This leads to the first hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1: Tourists using resort accommodation can be segmented into various
groups based on psychographics (travel motivations).
Many researchers have developed their studies utilising benefit segmentation and define
pull factors as benefits that tourists are seeking. Pull factors can be recognised as
destination attributes that respond to and reinforce inherent push motivations (Uysal &
Jurowski 1994). The major conclusion from previous studies (e.g., Gitelson & Kerstetter
1990; Froucot 2005; Hu & Yu 2007; Huang & Sarigöllü 2007; Molera & Albaladejo
2007; Park & Yoon 2009) is that different benefits sought by visitors can usually be
achieved through different product forms, including activities. Thus, another two
hypotheses are proposed.
Hypothesis 2: There is a difference among segments in relation to pull factors.
Hypothesis 3: There is a clear distinction among the activities engaged in by
different segments of tourists.

82

Chapter 4.

Methodology

In reality it has not always been easy to undertake research according to a fixed number of
steps; however, it is helpful to have a structured idea of the way to work through the main
elements of designing and implementing a plan for research. This study, therefore, made
use of guideline steps offered by Neuman (1997, p.13).
Figure 4.1: Steps in the research process

1. Select topic

7. Inform others

2. Focus question
THEORY

6. Interpret data

5. Analyse data

3. Design study

4. Collect data

Source: Neuman (1997, p.13)
Figure 4.1 shows three elements that refer to the research methodology: step 3, design

study; step 4, collect data; and step 5, analyse data. This chapter explains those three major
elements of the design process, which take the form of decisions to be made about the
following issues:
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•

Which research strategies will be used (i.e., what is the form of the logical
underpinnings to the research)?

•

Which types and forms of design will be used and what is the time dimension
in the research process?

•

Which sources of data will be used?

•

Which main methods of data collection will be used?

•

Which methods of data analyses will be used?

The above questions are clearly answered within this chapter.
4.1 Research strategies (deductive and inductive approach)
A research strategy is a methodology that helps the researcher to investigate the research
issue. According to Saunders et al. (2003), the research strategy is a general plan that helps
the researcher to answer the research questions in a systematic way. Researchers have two
broad methods of reasoning when doing their research: deductive and inductive
approaches.
4.1.1 Deductive approach
Deduction is the process of drawing conclusions from rational and logical principles;
induction is essentially the opposite of deduction (Lee & Lings 2008). Deduction always
refers to working from the more general to the more specific.
As Figure 4.2 below illustrates, a researcher might begin by identifying a theory about a
topic of interest and then narrow that down into more specific hypotheses that can be
tested. Collecting observations to address the hypotheses leads to even further narrowing
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down by testing the hypotheses with specific data to determine whether or not a
confirmation of the original theory is possible.
Figure 4.2: Way of thinking in the deductive approach

Theory

Hypothesis

Observation

Confirmation

Source: Adapted from Babbie (2010, p. 22–23)
4.1.2 Inductive approach
Inductive reasoning works another way: by moving from specific observation to broader
generalisation then theorisation. Inductive reasoning begins with specific observations and
measures. Patterns and regularities are detected, and then the researcher formulates some
tentative hypotheses that can be explored, and finally ends up developing some general
conclusions or theories, as shown in Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3: Way of thinking in the inductive approach

Theory

Tentative
Hypothesis

Pattern

Observation

Source: Adapted from Babbie (2010, p.22–23)
According to Lee and Lings (2008), different research traditions and philosophies try to
emphasise either concept. But in the real world this distinction is rarely as clear as
advocates of each position suggest. It means that in most real-world research contexts
induction and deduction tend to be linked somewhere, and in some cases they are almost
sequentially conducted.
4.1.3 Research strategy for this study
This study is derived from an existing theory, so the deductive approach can be applied.
There are three main theories involved in this study: the theory of travel motivation (push
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and pull factors), the theory of segmentation, and the theory of customer satisfaction and
loyalty. The study began with an examination of the psychological factors that have an
impact on resort tourists’ travel motivations, such as ‘escape or explore’ motivation
factors. Numerous studies in the tourism marketing field explore the push factors that
influence people to travel, and the pull factors that affect where people choose to go.
Similarly, many studies have been interested in segmenting the tourist market by using a
wide range of criteria such as nationality, age demographics and behaviour, but it is quite
rare to find previous research using push factors as segmentation criteria, which is what
this study does. This new attempt leads to a clearer and deeper understanding of tourist
segments and consequently leads to more efficient and improved marketing strategies
which hotel management could utilise in the future.
Concerning the importance of theory in the research, Holmberg et al. (2006) argue that
theory is concerned with understanding, explanation and prediction of the phenomena of
our field of inquiry. Travel motivation theory is important to the study of resort hotel
tourist segmentation, as it explains varied motives behind the travelling decisions of each
segment of tourists. Such information lays down the foundation to understand the
behaviour of those tourists, since travel motivation directly affects tourists’ responses in
many ways, such as their destination choice and engagement in activities. As a final point,
such knowledge may lead to predictions of tourist behaviour in the future.
After the theoretical or the conceptual framework is developed, the next step is to formulate
testable hypotheses. For example, this study hypothesises that resort hotel tourists can be
segmented into various groups. In order to test the hypothesis (in order to support or reject it),
a primary data analysis was conducted, derived from survey research based on a large sample
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of 320 respondents. The hypotheses were deduced from existing theory, and these then guided
the process of data collection, so this study can be classified as taking the deductive approach.
4.2 Types of research design
Which research design is best suited for the research question is one of a researcher’s most
discussed issues before they commit to undertaking a project. There are normally five
different types of design to consider: experimental design, cross-sectional or survey design,
longitudinal design, case study and comparative design (Bryman 2008). Each type of research
design was considered in order to determine the most appropriate for use in this study. A brief
explanation of each type follows.
4.2.1 Experimental design
Experimental research is conducted mostly in laboratories. The principal advantage of
experimental design is that it provides the opportunity to identify cause-and-effect
relationships (Montgomery 2012). Experiments are typically structured in terms of
independent, organism and dependent variables. The independent variable is a manipulated
environmental stimulus, the organism variable contains more or less stable characteristics
of the organism (e.g., sex, race), and the dependent variable is behavioural and reflects the
influence of the independent and organism variables. The general objective in experimental
research is to define the relationship between the antecedent (independent and organism)
variables and the consequent (dependent) variables. Experimental designs are quite
common in sociology and are usually considered strong because they allow the researcher
to control variation in the independent variables and then observe variation in the
dependent variables. The change in those dependent variables can be observed in two
ways: (1) between the control and experimental group and (2) between the pre- and posttreatment time period (Montgomery 2012).
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4.2.2 Cross-sectional design
One of the most common and well-known research designs is the cross-sectional study.
Bryman (2008, p.44) emphasises a number of elements of this type of research design.
Cross-sectional design involves:
•

more than one case. Cross-sectional research is interested in variation, which
can exist in many forms: people, families and organisations, for example.
Variation can be established only when more than one case is being examined.
Therefore, cross-sectional research must observe variation in the relevant
variables by studying multiple cases.

•

a single point in time. Data on the variables of interest in cross-sectional design
research are collected simultaneously. A respondent completes a questionnaire
with many variables, and so all answers are provided at one time.

•

quantifiable data. It is essential to have a systematic method for gauging
variation in order to establish variation between cases. One of the advantages of
quantification is that the research will contain a good, consistent benchmark.

•

patterns of association. It is difficult to draw causal inferences from research
based on a cross-sectional design, as cross-sectional research examines only
relationships between variables.
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4.2.3 Longitudinal design
With a longitudinal design, the sample is surveyed at least once more after the initial
survey. Longitudinal research involves studying the same group of individuals over an
extended period of time. Data is collected at the outset of the study, and data may then be
gathered repeatedly throughout the length of the study (Menard 2007). In some cases,
longitudinal studies can last several decades. It is usually an extension of cross-sectional
research, and it may allow causal inferences.
4.2.4 Case study
A case study is an in-depth study of a particular situation, rather than a sweeping statistical
survey. It is a method used to narrow down a very broad field of research into one easily
researchable topic. There are multiple definitions and understandings of the case study
method. According to Bromley (1990, p.302), it is a ‘systematic inquiry into an event or a
set of related events which aims to describe and explain the phenomenon of interest’. The
unit of analysis can vary, from an individual to a corporation. While there is utility in
applying this method retrospectively, it is most often used prospectively (Bromley 1990).
Data come largely from documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations,
participant observation and physical artefacts (Yin 2003). Case study research is not
confined to a study of a single case; multiple-case designs have become increasingly
common in business and management research (Yin 2003).
The results generated from case study design are often difficult to generalise to larger
populations (Yin 2003). Lee, Collier and Cullen (2007) suggest that particularisation,
rather than generalisation, constitutes the main concern of case studies. According to Yin
(2003), a case study design should be considered when (a) the focus of the study is to
answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions, (b) you cannot manipulate the behaviour of those
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involved in the study, (c) you want to cover contextual conditions because you believe they
are relevant to the phenomenon under study or (d) the boundaries between the
phenomenon and the context are not clear (as cited in Baxter & Jack 2008, p.545).
4.2.5 Comparative design
One further type of research design entails studying two contrasting cases with a more or
less identical method, with the idea that if two or more meaningfully contrasting cases are
compared then a researcher will have a better understanding of social phenomena.
Comparative research is a methodology in the social sciences that aims to make
comparisons across different countries or cultures (Hantrais 1996). The comparative design
may be realised in the context of either qualitative or quantitative research. In comparative
studies, quantitative analysis is much more frequently pursued than qualitative (Hantrais
1996).
4.2.6 Research design for this study
After careful thought and consideration of each type of research design and how they fit
with the research question for this study, experimental study was the first technique to be
ruled out for use in this research. An experimental design would not lead to an answer to
the research question, which is:
What are the observable and understandable differences among tourists visiting
resort hotels in Thailand, in terms of their psychographics (push–pull travel
motivations), demographics and behavioural characteristics, and what are their
views on several aspects such as the resort hotel selection reasons, the overall level
of satisfaction and the intention to revisit?
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It is a ‘what’ question. Experimental design involves developing causal explanations to
answer ‘why’ questions. Therefore, experimental study was not appropriate for this
research.
Comparative design was also unsuitable for this research situation, because there was
neither the requirement to contrast cases nor the need to make comparisons between
tourists in different countries or cultures. The scope of the present study was restricted to a
single social setting, Thailand, and data was collected at one point in time.
The study being limited to a single country did not mean the research was a case study.
This research did not intend to focus on contextual conditions, because they were not
believed to be relevant to the phenomenon under study. That is, push factors motivating
people to travel are common factors not limited to the Thai context. Using Thailand as a
base of study simply increased the likelihood of high-quality and specific-purpose data.
Therefore, case study was not a suitable design for this research.
Only two types of research designs were left for the final decision: cross-sectional design
or longitudinal design. Longitudinal designs, as claimed by Lee and Lings (2008), are far
less common than cross-sectional designs in social research, as they are generally
considered expensive, time-consuming and difficult. That appeared to be the case for this
project. This researcher had a time limit to finish all the research stages—to gain approval,
to gain access to potential participants and to complete the data and analysis. Moreover,
the researcher was concerned about working independently and without team support.
Consequently, given the restrictions on time and resources, the use of a cross-sectional
design using a survey questionnaire was justified. Most importantly, however, this research
method could address the research purpose, that is, to gain an understanding of the
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differences between tourist segments using resort hotels in Thailand with respect to, for
example, their travel motives, demographics, pull factors and personal opinions.
4.3 Sources of data: primary or secondary data sources
The type or form of data research needed to execute any research project, especially
market research, inevitably depends on the answer to a straightforward question, as stated
by Hair et al. (2008, p.68): ‘Can the specific research objective be addressed with the data
that already exist, or does the question require new, first-hand data?’ To determine the
solution to this fundamental question, the researcher needed to consider a series of issues
concerning data availability, data quality, costs and time constraints.
4.3.1 Primary data sources
Primary data refers to data originally obtained through the direct efforts of the researcher
by means of surveys, interviews and direct observation (Heir et al. 2008). Primary data are
never gathered beforehand and, therefore, they are considered first-hand data. Some
common types of primary data in marketing research are:
•

demographics and socioeconomic characteristics

•

psychological and lifestyle characteristics

•

attitudes and opinions

•

awareness and knowledge

•

intentions

•

motivations

•

behaviour.
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4.3.2 Secondary data sources
Secondary data refers to data not gathered for the immediate study at hand. On the
contrary, secondary data were gathered earlier by someone else for some other purpose
(Heir et al. 2008), so secondary analysis can be defined as using ‘second-hand data’, which
are limited. There are numerous sources of secondary data and information: official
statistics, technical reports, scholarly journals, literature review articles, trade journals and
reference books, for example.
Given the new levels of information technology available, many organisations are now
using various advanced techniques to collect, store and categorise data that they need for
decision-making. Information is gathered from various channels. A marketing company
might obtain information by means of electronic customer councils, customer usability
labs, email comments or even chat forums. Such tools allow researchers to more easily
access much secondary data. Consequently, the secondary research approach rather than
the primary techniques approach is applied more often to specific marketing problems.
Apart from the ever-increasing availability of information, if secondary research and data
analysis are undertaken with care and diligence, this process can provide a cost-effective
way to understand a research question (Heir et al. 2008).
4.3.3 Sources of data for this study
To answer the research question effectively the researcher needed to collect and analyse
primary data that was developed specifically for the study. The primary data source was a
survey questionnaire. Secondary sources were deemed unsuitable because of a lack of
quality data that were relevant to the area of interest, that is, resort hotels in Thailand.
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Although Thailand has many organisations, in both the government and the private sectors,
dealing with and responsible for many tourism tasks, tourist related data remains
insufficient and unsystematic. It was found, for example, that the current webpage for
searching the statistical data regarding travel and tourism, which is the responsibility of the
National Statistical Office of Thailand, is constantly inactive. National institutes do not
share information sources; thus, a data-gathering visit to the type of office that in another
country might yield numerous sources of information on the area of interest may not be
possible in Thailand. Consequently, searching for data in Thailand is both inconvenient
and of questionable reliability.
4.4 Sampling design
Sampling design specifies in detail the population frame, sample size, sample selection and
estimation method and covers all the important aspects of a working plan for the research.
A well-developed sampling design plays a critical role in ensuring that data are sufficient
to draw the conclusions needed (EPA 2002).
4.4.1 Population frame: resort hotels sampling
There are several different ways to choose a sample from a population, from simple
methods to more complex methods. However, they can be categorised into two broad
techniques: probability and non-probability techniques (Neuman 1997).
The target population for this study is tourists who are overnight guests at resort hotels in
Thailand. They could include foreign and domestic tourists, but foreign tourists are the
main focus. The ideal sampling frame for this research would have been the whole tourist
population visiting resort hotels at a particular time period across all geographic regions of
Thailand. Of course, it is impossible to study that entire population. Therefore, samples
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were used to gather the data using a non-probability sampling technique. Purposive
sampling was employed. This method uses the researcher’s knowledge and background to
determine which study units are most appropriate for inclusion in the study (Babbie 2001).
The following section describes the rationale for the selection of the locations of the resort
hotels used in the study.
Thailand has been geographically divided into six main regions, namely, central, northern,
eastern, western, north-eastern and southern. Each of these has its own natural tourism
resources. For example, the northern region contains mountains and many waterfalls,
whereas the sea coasts dominate the southern and eastern regions. Thus, it makes sense to
consider and classify Thai resorts on their geographical region. The natural characteristics
of each region draw both domestic and overseas tourists.
The different tourist attractions in each region cause a difference in the flows of tourists.
Sea, sand and sun products, for example, naturally belong to the southern and eastern
areas. As a result, large numbers of tourists flow through this area every year. On the other
hand, other regions—such as the north-eastern region, which is well-known for its ancient
and traditional culture but lacks the top-shelf attraction of beaches—are less frequently
visited by tourists. Similarly, the western and central regions, excluding some provinces
such as Bangkok, Ayutthaya, Chonburi and Kanchanaburi, are not as popular among
tourists. Tourists may view these regions as providing little to do, and this might be the
reason why these regions are not visited as frequently. The northern region is without
attractive tourism products like sea, sand and sun, but it does have exotic culture and other
attractions—for example, Chiang Mai Night Safari zoo, pandas, the famous Chiang Mai
Thailand Flower Festival and the Golden Triangle.
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Therefore, to recruit an appropriate sample for the study, resort hotels were selected within
the areas where large numbers of foreign tourists are present. Resort hotels located in the
three most popular regions for international tourists—the southern, eastern and northern
parts of Thailand—were selected for this research. This is in line with the statistics shown
in Figure 4.1, below, from the Thai Hotel Association, which demonstrate that the majority
of hotels and resorts are located in these three regions.
Additionally, there were no set selection criteria for hotels in terms of their ownership.
That is, samples were not selected based on whether they were independent or branded
hotels. However, there was a deliberate attempt to capture only hotels with ratings above
the 3-star level and with significant numbers of foreign tourist customers.
Table 4.1: Number of resorts, by region and location
Region

Name of region

no.
1.

Approximate

Location of resorts

no. of resorts
Northern

300

Heritage, lakeside,
waterfall, rainforest,
ecological, mountain

2.

Southern

800

Beach, waterfall, lakeside,
rainforest, ecological,
mountain

3.

Eastern

300

Beach, wildlife reserve,
waterfall, rainforest,
ecological

4.

Western

40

Waterfall, rainforest, river

5.

North-eastern

70

Heritage, river

6.

Central

200

Heritage, river

Total Thailand

1,710

Source: Hotels Thailand (2011)
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4.4.2 Sample size
Sample size determination is always a vital part of sampling design (Zikmund 2000),
especially in statistical studies, such as surveys, experiments and observational studies
(Lenth 2001). The sample must be big enough to be statistically significant. With a large
sample size, very small differences will be detected as significant. This enables the
researcher to claim with a high level of confidence that the difference is real, that it did not
happen by chance. Sample size is also important for economic reasons, which is one of
several constraints when it comes to deciding how large a sample is required to be for a
study. A sample that is too large may waste time, resources and money; a sample that is
too small may lead to inaccurate results, particularly when employing statistical analysis.
There are several approaches to determining sample size, as well as some practical
guidelines for determining an effective sample size. This study employed factor and cluster
analyses (which are related to statistics) to segment the resort hotel market. Hence, it is
reasonable to consider one guideline, based on statistical utility.
4.4.2.1 Sample size for factor and cluster analyses
Different opinions and several guiding rules of thumb are cited in the literature with regard
to an appropriate number of cases with which to conduct a factor analysis. The following
points make up an arbitrary rule of thumb proposed by various researchers:
•

Some follow the sample to variable ratio (n:p ratio), while others are
restricted by the communality of model (p/f ratio)
-

for the sample to variable ratio, often denoted as n:p, where n refers
to the number of participants and p refers to the number of variables,

98

rules of thumb range from 3:1 to 6:1, 10:1, 15:1 or 20:1 (Gorsuch
1983; Hair et al. 1995; Pett et al. 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007).
-

for the communality of the factors extracted, p/f, where p denotes
the number of variables and f refers to number of factors,
communality is a value between 0 and 1, and represents the
proportion of the total variance in the data that is extracted by the
factor analysis. Hatcher (1994), as cited in Mundfrom et al. (2005),
suggests that more cases are needed when communalities are low
(lower than 0.6) and/or there are few variables loaded on each
factor.

•

Some provide an absolute number of cases.
-

Comrey and Lee (1992) advise that a sample size of 100 is poor, 200
is fair, 300 is good, 500 is very good, and 1,000 or more is excellent.
Others such as Norusis (2006) suggest that at least 300 are needed
for factor analysis, while Sapnas and Zeller (2002) point out that
even 50 cases may be adequate for factor analysis. There is,
however, near universal agreement that factor analysis is appropriate
when sample size is not less than 50 and preferable when at least
100 (Hair et al. 2006).

Conversely, there are no rules of thumb about the sample size necessary for cluster
analysis; however, there are some suggestions. Kaufman and Rousseeuw (1990) suggest
K-means cluster analysis assumes a large sample size of more than 200, while Krzanowski
(2002) recommends at least 100.
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Apart from a rule of thumb, Zikmund et al. (2012, p.436) also recommend that novices
determining an appropriate sample size use a sample size similar to those used in previous
studies. This provides the inexperienced researcher with a comparison of other researchers’
judgements. Table 4.2 presents the sample sizes of some selected tourism segmentation
studies.
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Table 4.2: Summarised number of cases of tourism segmentation studies
Sample size

Studies

Research and sample sizes

range
< 100

1

Goulding (1999) – 33

101–200

4

Peterson & Malholtra (2000) – 165; Kim, Wei & Ruys (2003) – 199; Littrell
and Song (2004) – 146; Mehmetoglu (2007) – 162

201–300

5

Orthand & Tureckova (2002) – 249; McCain & Ray (2003) – 220; Chang
(2006) – 215; Trunfio, Petruzzellis & Nigro (2006) –211; Hu & Yu (2007) –
271

301–400

14

Baloglu, Weaver & McCleary (1998) – 314; Liu (1999) – 387; Mok &
Iverson (1999) – 319; Leisen (2001) – 323; Charters & Ali-Knight (2002) –
368; Gonzalez & Bello (2002) – 400; Moskowitz & Krieger (2003) – 376;
Bigne & Andreu (2004) – 400; Dolnicar (2005) – 373; Ibrahim & Gill
(2005) – 400; Inbakaran & Jackson (2005) – 345; Lee, Morrisson and
O’Leary (2006) – 307; Mollera & Albaladeja (2006) – 335; Chen et al.
(2010) – 358

401–500

3

Prentice, Witt & Hamer (1998) – 403; Charters & Ali-Knight (2000) – 489;
Beh & Bruyere (2007) – 465; Diem – Trinh & Pearce (2011) – 481;

501–600

5

Park et al., (2002) – 523; Brown (2003) – 556; Kim & Jogarathnam (2003) –
514; Alvarez & Asugman (2006) – 503; Prayag (2010) – 585

601–700

3

Hong, Kim & Kim (2003) – 608; Bloom (2005) – 634; Mohsin (2005) –
670; Prayag (2012) – 705

701–800

4

Kim, Wei & Ruys (2003) – 720; McKercher & du Cros (2003) – 760; DiazPerez, Bethencourt-Cejas & Alvarez-Gonzalez (2005) – 795; Frochot (2005)
– 734; Inbakaran et al. (2005) – 776

801–900

0

901–1000

0

> 1000

5

Juaneda & Sastre (1999) – 1136; Baloglu & Uysal (1996) – 1212; Dolnicar
(2002) – 2432; Dolnicar & Leisch (2004) – 5365; Jang (2004) – 1221; Kim
et al. (2011) – 1513

101

Source: Adapted from Sharma (2008)
In this study, there are 17 items in the instrument used to conduct factor analysis.
According to a 15:1 n:p ratio, the number of cases/respondents should be 255 (15*17) to
be considered valid. This study used a sample size of 320, which achieved the threshold of
a 15:1 n:p ratio. Table 4.2 above clearly illustrates that the majority of previous studies
have used fewer than 500 respondents. This study is also in line with the majority of the
studies in the literature. In light of the reasons mentioned, it can be stated with confidence
that a sample size of 320 is sufficient to segment the resort tourist market.
4.4.3 Distributing and collecting questionnaires
For this study on resort hotels in Thailand, initial contact with resort hotels was made by
phone calls directly to the resort hotel owners or someone who was expected to have
authority (e.g., the general manager, accommodation manager or other related positions) to
explain the aims and objectives of the study and what was required of them to help
administer the survey. Initial contact was followed by an official letter addressed to those
resort people. Fourteen resorts were contacted and, after repeated telephone calls, 11
agreed to participate. Only three refused outright, on the basis of either their fear about
bothering guests or their lack of time or inclination. Each resort hotel was sent between 50
and 100 questionnaires, with postage-paid envelopes, instructions and a request to return
the completed forms after a certain period of time.
For the current study, data collectors were resort hotel staff who distributed a four-page
self-administered questionnaire to individuals (their own resort hotel guests). The resort
hotel staff did not assist the respondents to complete the questionnaires; they only
distributed the questionnaires and returned them to the researcher once they had been
completed. This was the only way to reach the guests and to survey them. For privacy
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reasons, it was not possible to contact the guests directly, and resort hotels did not want
their guests disturbed.
Data was collected between the beginning of May and the end of August 2012 (a fourmonth timeframe). The data collectors were instructed to approach tourists randomly. They
were asked to approach guests who were waiting for their meals at resort restaurants or
waiting at check-out time, because they were likely to have time and be more willing to
participate. If guests rejected the invitation to complete the questionnaire, hotel staff
simply moved on to the next available person, as per their instructions. Potential
respondents were pre-qualified by being asked if they were over 18 years of age in
accordance with the rule of the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of
Canberra. Additionally, respondents were required to be tourists staying overnight at the
particular resort hotel rather than just stopping by for a meal.
Most of the questionnaires were left with resort staff rather than being left without
supervision. This allowed a higher confidence that guests would receive the questionnaires.
However, some questionnaires, with an attached cover letter including clear instructions,
were placed in guest rooms and lobby rooms. This arrangement holds as voluntary
participation. The completed questionnaires were regularly examined by resort hotel staff
who were authorised to collect them. After a month, the researcher received the first
postage-paid envelope, which contained 47 completed questionnaires. The remaining
questionnaires were gradually mailed back. After two months, contact persons in the
resorts who had not provided responses were asked to have the questionnaires completed
within another two months. The remainder were received by the end of August.
Of the 900 questionnaires that were distributed, 736 questionnaires were returned,
corresponding to an approximate return rate of 82%; 379 were not completed; and 37 were
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incomplete, so unusable. This brought the usable instruments tally to a final figure of 320.
Therefore, the completion rate was around 36%. Despite the high rate of returned
questionnaires (82%), the number of complete, useful questionnaires was quite low (320).
One important possible reason for the low completion rate is the length of the
questionnaire. A four-page questionnaire was possibly too long for people who go to a
resort to seek peace, quiet and relaxation. Even if they had been glad to help in the first
place, in the middle of the exercise they may have had a sudden feeling of being bored or
exhausted. However, a four-page questionnaire was necessary to obtain sufficient data for
this current study. The usable rate satisfied both an adequate sample size and a valid
measure.
4.4.4 Questionnaire design and construct
Questionnaires are instruments that help researchers acquire information from respondents.
They require a written response which could be in any form, such as words, sentences or
marking multiple choice questions. Such responses must be able to proceed through the
subsequent data analysis stage and be interpretable to satisfy the intended purpose.
Compared with other types of instruments, such as face-to-face interviews, questionnaires
are an indirect method of collecting data. Questionnaires can be left with the respondents
to self-administer. This provides time for them to think about their answers. Well-designed
and organised surveys can offer respondents confidentiality and anonymity, which is an
advantage in terms of reducing respondents’ reluctance to respond. Respondents may feel
more comfortable about responding when they can participate at their own convenience.
This can enhance the response rate and encourage valid answers, especially in the case of
sensitive questions. Moreover, questionnaires are helpful to researchers who are unable to
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contact all the respondents personally because of time and cost constraints. This was the
case for this research.
The questions asked for this study were not sensitive, but the respondents were tourists
attending and enjoying their vacation time at the resort. They may not have been happy to
be disturbed, and the resort hotel may not have liked to allow anything irritate their guests.
As mentioned, this research chose a survey questionnaire as an instrument instead of faceto-face interviews with resort guests.
4.4.4.1 Variables/items selection (push and pull factors)
According to Covert (1984), the following criteria are important in constructing quality
questionnaires: title, introductory statement, directions, demographic section, writing
items, and structure and format. Covert also suggested that when designing a questionnaire
the most important part is the question items: the more clear and understandable the
questions, the better the results.
Despite the fact that much research has already been done on the subject of travel
motivation, it is not possible to use all questions from those past studies, because each
work had its own purpose to achieve. A new questionnaire was designed and administered
for this research. However, the questionnaire was developed and constructed following a
review of the literature and of previous studies focusing on push and pull motivations.
Survey designs and items were adapted; important changes were needed in order to suit the
research aim of this study.
The questionnaire asked about motivation factors. It included 23 items which reflected the
seven-theme motivational factors identified by Crompton (1979) and 18 items concerning
pull factors, covering three components of resort hotel attributes classified by Jeffries
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(1971) and presented in section 3.2.2.1, The main tourist product components: as pull
factors.
Other studies, such as those by Kau and Lim (2005), Inbakaran et al. (2011) and Rudež et
al. (2013), were also consulted as sources of survey designs and items.
4.4.4.2 Questionnaire format
The questionnaire was divided into five well-delineated sections (see Appendix B). Part 1
contained items on push factors to ascertain the tourists’ primary motivation or reason for
travelling. There were 23 options:
(1) Escape from routine life
(2) Try new food
(3) Seek new experience
(4) Enjoy novelty life
(5) Spend time with family and friends
(6) Reward myself
(7) Visit new places
(8) Seek release from work pressure
(9) Get away from home
(10) Seek fun and enjoyment
(11) Explore different lifestyle
(12) Meet new people
(13) Sound impressive to others
(14) Gain an exciting experience
(15) Discover myself
(16) Find thrills
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(17) Learn new things
(18) Relax physically/mentally
(19) Indulge in luxury lifestyle
(20) Be physically active
(21) Be myself/be free to do what I like to do
(22) Experience different culture
(23) Seek peaceful life.
The respondents were asked to indicate their views on the extent to which they agreed with
each given push factor as the main reason for their travel, particularly this trip to Thailand.
The respondents were asked to indicate their answers using a five-point Likert scale with
the following options: ‘disagree’ (1), ‘somewhat disagree’ (2), ‘neutral/uncertain’ (3),
‘somewhat agree’ (4) and ‘agree’ (5).
Part 2, concerning pull variables, aimed to discover the factors which influence tourists’
decision-making when choosing a resort to stay in. For this section, the resort tourists were
asked to specify to which degree various factors were important to them. As in part 1, the
respondents were asked to indicate the answers using a five-point Likert scale, this time
with the options ‘unimportant’ (1), ‘somewhat unimportant’ (2), ‘neutral’ (3), ‘somewhat
important’ (4) and ‘important’ (5). There were 18 pull factor items:
(1) Cleanliness
(2) Safety and security
(3) Unique exotic and decorative style
(4) Tranquility and privacy atmosphere
(5) Availability of staff speaking their languages
(6) Availability of nearby interesting places
107

(7) Price level
(8) Distance from central business district (CBD)
(9) Friendliness/attitude of resort staff
(10) Interesting and easy access to resort website
(11) Quality of services at the resort
(12) Well-trained staff
(13) Opportunity to mingle with locality
(14) Brand image/resort reputation
(15) Full range of amenities and facilities
(16) Availability of recreational activities
(17) Availability of booking services
(18) Availability of special needs.
Part 3 asked about 14 activities that the resort tourists would like to join in while staying at
the resort:
(1) Spa/aroma therapy/massage
(2) Gym and fitness
(3) Water based activities
(4) Sun bathing
(5) Outdoor sports
(6) Yoga
(7) Meditation/spiritual activity
(8) Art/creativity activities
(9) Cuisine/cooking class
(10) Healthiness and beauty activities

108

(11) Night life
(12) Adventure activities
(13) Culture tours
(14) Nature tours.
In a similar manner as before, in this section the tourists were required to specify to which
degree those activities were desirable to them. The scale options were ‘not at all desirable’
(1), ‘not very desirable’ (2), ‘neutral’ (3), ‘somewhat desirable’ (4) and ‘very
desirable’ (5).
Under part 4 of the questionnaire, resort visitors were given the opportunity to express
their feelings and opinions on various aspects of the resort hotel. These involved
statements relating to their expectations, satisfaction and intentions. For example, they
were asked whether they preferred spending time within the resort rather than going out,
and the degree to which they agreed with this statement. This question also used a fivepoint Likert scale, ranging from ‘strongly agree’ (1) to ‘strongly disagree’ (5). Concerns
for the health of the economy, nature and culture of the resort site were also included in
part 4.
The last section, part 5, was devoted to gathering the personal information of the clientele,
including demographics and trip-related behaviour for their current visit. The questions
were based on:
(1) gender (male/female)
(2) age group (in blocks of 10 years, with the lowest being 18 years and the
highest being 65+ years)
(3) education (primary, secondary, technical/vocational, bachelor’s, master’s,
doctoral)
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(4) type of family (single, single with children, couples, couples with children)
(5) occupation (self-employed, civil servant, service workers, trades and related
workers, clerical, skilled workers, students, housework, freelance)
(6) nationality (European, American, Thai, Australian, Chinese, Japanese, Indian,
others)
(7) resort visit frequency from the past three years (once, twice, three times, four
times, five times, more than five times)
(8) length of stay in number of weeks (less than a week, 1–2 weeks, 3–4 weeks,
more than 4 weeks)
(9) travel companion (alone, partner, family including children, family adult,
family and friends including children, friend with no children, work
colleagues, tour group)
(10) source of resort information (travel agencies, friends/relatives, business
associated, internet, magazines)
(11) money spent (less than 10,000 baht, 10,001–15,000 baht, 15,001–20,000 baht,
20,001–25,000 baht, 25,001–30,000 baht, more than 30,000 baht).
The first four sections asked the respondents to indicate their answers on a Likert-type
scale ranging from ‘disagree’ (1) to ‘agree’ (5) for part 1; ‘unimportant’ (1) to
‘important’ (5) for part 2; and ‘not at all desirable’ (1) to ‘very desirable’ (5) for part 3. A
nominal scale was used for the final section.
The researcher was mindful that it would be impossible to have questions that would be
equally clear, relevant and meaningful to all respondents. Ambiguity, vagueness and
confusion were removed by having the questionnaire proofread by the supervisory panel,
whose members have many years of research experience. The draft version was also
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piloted with another group of people (a convenience sample of 20 people at tourist
destinations in Chiangmai who had experience with hotel accommodation). The pilot
participants were asked whether they were resort guests in Chiangmai; if so, they were
invited to complete the pilot test and to evaluate whether it needed any changes. It is
important that respondents understand the meaning of the questions in a questionnaire,
otherwise the study is at risk of failing in its validity.
All statements used in the questionnaire were written in plain language. Jargon and slang
were consciously avoided, and abbreviations were used carefully. To prevent respondent
fatigue from answering a large number of questions, the questionnaire was limited to only
four pages.
The questionnaire was designed in English and then translated into another three
languages: Thai, Chinese and Japanese. According to figures from the Tourism Authority
of Thailand (TAT), Chinese and Japanese visitors rank at the top of foreign visitor lists in
Thailand, and people from these countries are non-native English speakers. Versions of the
questionnaire were provided in their language for that reason. To ensure high-quality
translations, the original version in English was translated by a team of professional
translators using the back-translation method. In the back-translation method, the original
questionnaire is translated first by a bilingual translator, preferably a native speaker of the
target language, from the source language to the target language. Then it is translated to the
source language by a second bilingual translator. This method is much more effective than
direct translation (Brislin 1970). For this research, the original English questionnaire was
translated to Chinese and then back-translated to English.
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4.5 Construct reliability and validity
In order to ensure the quality of a research study, it is of paramount importance that it has a
high degree of reliability and validity. As Newman (2003, p.184) stated, ‘reliability and
validity are central issues in all measurement. Both concern how concrete measures are
connected to constructs’. Newman, further, says ‘reliability and validity, the salient feature
constructs in social theory, are often ambiguous, diffuse and not directly observable’,
rather, they are ideals. This implies that perfect reliability and validity are virtually
impossible to achieve. However, researchers strive to achieve both because both ideas are
important in establishing the truthfulness, creditability or believability of findings.
Researchers want their studies to be reliable and valid.
4.5.1 Reliability
Reliability is concerned with the question of whether the results of a study are repeatable.
Quantitative research is likely to be concerned with whether or not a measure is stable. If
the research process is repeated under similar or identical situations and there are no erratic
findings or results, then that research is reliable.
There are three prominent factors involved when considering whether a measure is
reliable, and they estimate reliability in different ways. The three factors are stability,
internal reliability and inter-observer consistency. The most obvious way of testing for
stability is the test–retest method, but there are a number of problems with this approach to
evaluating reliability—for example, a respondent’s answers in the first test may influence
how they reply in the retest, and events may intervene between the tests that influence the
degree of consistency. Bryman (2008) suggests there are no clear solutions to those
problems. This may be the reason most research report findings rarely conduct a test of
stability (this present study did not use a test of stability).
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Inter-observer consistency entails a number of subjective judgements that require more
than one ‘observer’ involved in observation activities. This study did not comply with this
approach.
Internal reliability relies on multiple indicator measures. This study has a multiple-item
measure in which each respondent’s answer to each question is aggregated to form an
overall score, which is then used for further analysis, such as factor analysis. Thus, the
measures need to be related to each other; otherwise the study lacks coherence. In effect,
the reliability of the instrument is evaluated by estimating how well the items that reflect
the same construct yield similar results. A wide variety of internal reliability measures can
be used, but the most popular is known as Cronbach’s alpha.
Cronbach’s alpha (α) is a commonly used test of internal reliability, and its use has grown
as a result of its compatibility with computer software, such as SPSS, for quantitative
analysis. A computed Cronbach’s alpha will vary between 1 and 0. The larger the number
for the alpha coefficient, the higher the internal reliability of the measurement scales.
Therefore, higher values of alpha are more desirable. George and Mallery (2003) suggest
some rules of thumb for evaluating alpha coefficients, outlined in Table 4.3.

113

Table 4.3: Reliability of measurement scales of Cronbach’s alpha
Cronbach’s alpha

Internal consistency

α≥ 0.9

excellent

α≥ 0.8

good

α≥ 0.7

acceptable

α≥ 0.6

questionable

α≥ 0.5

poor

α< 0.5

unacceptable

The figure 0.8 is typically employed as a rule of thumb for the required level of internal
reliability, although many researchers work with a slightly lower figure (Bryman 2008).
Due to the inclusion of a multiple construct (‘escape, explore and relax’) in this study, a
reliability test was done more than once. All tests showed a high level of internal
reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha for each construct resulting in scores of 0.894, 0.917 and
0.791 respectively.
4.5.2 Validity
According to Messick (1989, p.6), ‘validity refers to the degree to which empirical
evidences and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of
interpretations and actions based on test scores’. Bryman (2008) agrees with Messick’s
conception of validity. According to Bryman (2008, p.171), ‘validity generally refers to the
issue of whether a set of indicators that is devised to gauge a concept really measure that
concept’.
Bryman (2008) remarked that validity of an assessment is the degree to which it measures
what it is supposed to measure. This is not the same as reliability, which is the extent to
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which a measurement gives results that are consistent. While an indicator may be valid for
a particular purpose and definition, the same indicator may be less valid or invalid for
others. Within validity, the measurement does not always have to be similar; by contrast,
the measurement always has to be similar for reliability. A measure that is reliable is not
necessarily valid (and vice versa). For example, a study that has a sample size that is too
small is not valid, because the sample does not truly represent a cross-section of the whole,
although its measure may have reliability.
There are several ways of establishing validity. A list of the validity types typically
mentioned in texts and research papers (for example, Hersen 2004; Mitchell & Jolley
2009; Kaplan & Saccuzzo 2012) and their descriptions appear below.
(1) Construct validity is the degree to which an instrument measures the trait or
theoretical construct that it is intended to measure. It is very much an ongoing
process as one refines a theory in order to make predictions about test scores in
various settings and situations (Hersen 2004; Mitchell & Jolley 2009; Kaplan &
Saccuzzo 2012).
(2) Content validity is a logical process where connections between the test items
and the job-related tasks are established. Content validity is typically estimated
by gathering a group of subject matter experts (SMEs) together to review the
test items. Specifically, these SMEs are given the list of content areas specified
in the test blueprint, along with the test items intended to be based on each
content area. The SMEs are then asked to indicate whether or not they agree
that each item is appropriately matched to the content area indicated. Any items
that the SMEs identify as being inadequately matched to the test blueprint, or
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flawed in any other way, are either revised or dropped from the test (Hersen
2004; Mitchell & Jolley 2009; Kaplan & Saccuzzo 2012).
(3) Concurrent validity is a statistical method, rather than a logical method, that
uses correlation. Without a background in basic statistics, this type of validity is
difficult to understand (Hersen 2004; Mitchell & Jolley 2009; Kaplan &
Saccuzzo 2012).
(4) Predictive validity is similar to concurrent validity in that it measures the
relationship between examinees’ performances on the test and their actual
status as masters or non-masters. However, predictive validity considers the
question ‘How well does the test predict examinees’ future status?’ (Hersen
2004; Mitchell & Jolley 2009; Kaplan & Saccuzzo 2012).
(5) Face validity is determined by a review of the items, rather than through the use
of statistical analyses. Unlike content validity, face validity is not investigated
through formal procedures and is not determined by SMEs. Instead, anyone
who looks over the test, including examinees and other stakeholders, may
develop an informal opinion as to whether or not the test is measuring what it is
supposed to measure (Hersen 2004; Mitchell & Jolley 2009; Kaplan &
Saccuzzo 2012).
The question ‘Is this study valid?’ asks about the validity of at least one aspect of the
study. As mentioned earlier, some validity types can be discussed in relation to research
and statistics. Thus, when discussing the validity of a study, one must be specific as to
which type of validity is under discussion. Therefore, the answer to the question asked
above might be that the study is valid in relation to one type of validity but invalid in
relation to another type of validity.
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A researcher, as a minimum, should establish face validity—that is, that the measure
reflects the content of the concept in question. Face validity is very closely related to
content validity, which is a non-statistical type of validity that involves ‘the systematic
examination of the test content to determine whether it covers a representative sample of
the behaviour domain to be measured’ (Anastasi & Urbina 1997, p.114).
In order to establish construct validity, this researcher was concerned with how the
assessment performed, by determining whether all areas or domains were appropriately
covered within the assessment. As clarified in section 4.4.4.1, Variables/items selection
(push and pull factors), an attempt was made in the design of part 1 of the questionnaire to
choose items which reflected and covered the inner forces suggested by Crompton.
Moreover, the push factor for this research was selected based on the related sample
questionnaire suggested by various researchers, for example, Kau and Lim (2005),
Inbakaran et al. (2011) and Rudež et al. (2013).
In addition to the concern of construct validity, Bryman (2008) advises that face validity
might be obtained by asking other people whether the measure seems to satisfy the idea
that is being focused on. In other words, people who have experience with this area may be
asked to give an opinion and to judge whether the measure is appropriate.
Perfect reliability and validity are virtually impossible to achieve but are ideals researchers
strive for (Bryman 2008). At the very minimum, this present study tried to achieve face
validity by having some resort owners and managers consider whether the measure
reflected the concept concerned. Additionally, care was taken with the design of the
assessment, for example, in the size of the font, filling the space sufficiently, correct
language usage, and the clarity of instructions.
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Furthermore, before full-scale use of the survey questionnaire, a pilot test was carried out
on tourists who were enjoying their activities at tourist destinations. They were asked
whether they had visited resorts in Thailand before. If so, they were invited to fill out a
questionnaire. The pilot enabled the researcher to improve the face validity of the research
before the major study was implemented. On the strength of the feedback from the pilot
study, modifications were made to the questionnaire.
4.6 Data analysis
The data-processing stage revealed that the returned questionnaires contained lots of
missing data, particularly in parts 1 and 2, which were conducted for factor and cluster
analysis. These incomplete questionnaires were removed from the analysis. Only 320
questionnaires were considered valid for further analysis. Those 320 questionnaires were
also incomplete, however the missing data did not affect the overview of the research
outcomes.
The collected data were coded into an SPSS data file. Table 4.4 presents the data analysis
process. Data were analysed in three major stages. First, a factor analysis with a Varimax
rotation approach was used to group the push factors with similar characteristics, to
determine a set of push dimensions. Typically, factor analysis is implemented because it
allows data reduction and substantive interpretation (Churchill & Iocobucci 2002). Second,
cluster analysis was conducted on the resultant factor scores for the purpose of subdividing
all resort guests into homogeneous tourist segments. The K-means cluster method was
used, which is quite common in tourist segmentation research (e.g., Andreu et al. 2005;
Tsitsou & Vasioti 2006; Huang & Sarigöllü 2007). At the third stage, segment
characteristics were delineated by univariate statistical procedures. The differences
between segments in terms of the importance of pull factors, demographics and trip-related
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behaviours were identified using the appropriate analysis techniques, including ANOVA
and Chi-square analysis. These techniques were used for the purpose of validation and
segment profiling. In this research, ANOVA was used to identify whether there were any
differences among the clusters with respect to the pull factors and the activities that the
tourists said they would like to take part in. In addition, Chi-square analysis was used to
explore the differences between clusters in terms of categorical variables, such as
demographics and travel behaviour.
Table 4.4: Data analysis process
Data analysis

Purposes

Factor analysis on push factors

Extracted push factors
Validated and evaluated instrument

Cluster analysis (K-means method)

Identified segments of resort hotel tourists

Analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA)

Described the segments in relation to other
variables

such

as

pull

factors

and

engagement activities
Cross-tabulation analysis (Chi-square)

Described the

segments

in terms of

demographics and trip-related behaviour
variables

The data analysis results are presented in the next chapter, in four sections. First, the push
factors that were utilised are explained. This is followed by the results from the push
factors (psychographics) segmentation. Then the segments are profiled in terms of
demographics and travel behaviours. Finally, the delineation of the pull factors is
demonstrated, including the activities and expectations and satisfaction towards the resort.
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These operational data are needed to provide practical, usable and readily translatable
information for each segment in the next chapter.
4.7 Limitations and weaknesses of overall approach
Some limitations and weaknesses were observed in this study. They relate to different
areas of the research design and procedure phases.
First, the selection of hotels and tourists was not based on a random sampling method. This
would introduce some level of selection bias. Given the non-probability sampling used, not
every resort had a chance to be selected as a unit sample. In fact, only one form of resort
was chosen, that is, the beach resort. These are located within specific geographic regions;
regions without beach resorts were not included in the study. In addition, locational factors
of the resorts may have had an effect on the results. Travel motivations and tourists’
characteristics may differ from place to place. For example, tourists who choose to travel
around the northern region of Thailand may be drawn to its unique culture—they may be
motivated by their desire to see antique temples, hill tribe life and unique traditional
handicrafts. Those who visit the southern part may be pulled by the natural beauty and
traditional activities of beaches. The characteristics of tourists travelling around those
different regions may differ. Hence, further research should take this into consideration.
Second, the instrument of study is a self-administered questionnaire. Tourists could fill it
in at their own convenience without inspection by the managerial resort staff responsible
for data collection. Although resort staff were assigned to help by approaching the
respondents and by collecting the completed questionnaires, they had no control over the
care respondents’ took in completing the survey. As a result, many questionnaires were not
usable in the analysis phase—379 were returned were entirely blank. Possibly, those
questionnaires were not dispensed to the respondents. Some questionnaires (37) were
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incomplete—many items had been left blank, and there was a lot of missing data. Thus it
was not easy to code the data to facilitate analysis. The sample size would have been larger
if the response rate had been better and if fewer of the questionnaires had been filled in
incorrectly. This is likely to restrict the generalisability of the findings to larger
populations. Increasing the sample size could have improved the ability to generalise the
research outcomes.
Third, there was initially an intention to distribute four versions of the questionnaire—in
English, Thai, Chinese and Japanese—to increase the chance of collecting responses from
tourists from non-English-speaking backgrounds. Apparently, only the English version was
used because all resorts rejected working with the other three languages. The given reason
was that it was too difficult to manage. Those three tourist groups seemed to be less willing
to join the study project; consequently the data at hand do not reflect the real proportion of
tourists in terms of their nationalities. Moreover, the responses do not allow for
comparisons between those nationalities. For example, differences between Asian and
Western tourists could not be investigated. Evaluating the differences among segments
linked to this issue would also be of interest for future research.
Fourth, the sampling was performed in a limited period of time, during the low season. The
season may have had an impact on tourists’ motivations and behaviours. Richer data and
more accurate interpretations may have been possible if the research had also been
conducted in peak and shoulder seasons for tourists. Future research should look into this
issue.
Fifth and finally, the use of a quantitative approach alone does not lead to an in-depth
understanding of tourists’ motivations and segmentation. Using qualitative techniques such
as in-depth and face-to-face interviews would provide richer data associated with these
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issues. Because of several constraints, this study was limited to only quantitative analysis.
One important constraint is the lack of research staff. The researcher alone, without staff,
was not able to travel to regions to conduct interviews where resorts are located.
Sponsorships by the university and organisations at the corporate level could provide
necessary funds to increase the scale of future research, with a wider scope and greater
longitude. Moreover, technology such as social media and online survey platforms could
be used to collect data remotely and to make data collection more reliable, more
pleasurable and easier for respondents.
4.8 Summary
In conclusion, the purpose of this chapter is threefold: (1) to explain how this research was
conducted, (2) to discuss what type of research, in terms of time, was employed and (3) to
introduce the research methodologies adopted and the research instruments developed and
utilised in the pursuit of the research goal.
Thus, this chapter began with an explanation of the deductive and inductive approaches.
This research used deductive reasoning: it started with the research question and
hypotheses, and examined the possibilities to reach a specific, logical conclusion. The
chapter then explained types of research design and sources of data. The design of a survey
questionnaire which gathered the data from the primary source in a single context (resort
hotels in Thailand), gathering a great deal of information at one point in time, was the most
suitable for this research. Sampling design, including sampling techniques, was presented.
The sample size achieved for this study was explained and justified on the basis of
previous studies for both factor and cluster analysis. The questionnaire used to obtain the
data was developed on the basis of the push–pull theory developed by Crompton (1979)
and Jeffries (1971). Construct reliability and validity were discussed in the section about
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sample design. The chapter outlined how the sampling procedure was developed, in order
to get clearance to proceed with data collection. Chapter 4 also explained how data
analysis was undertaken and prepared a structure for the following chapters. The
limitations and weaknesses of the study were also considered in order to guide future
research.
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Chapter 5.

Data Analysis and Results

This chapter presents the results from various data analyses with respect to each part of the
research questionnaire. The information obtained from part 1 of the questionnaire was used
to produce the results of factor and cluster analysis, while information from parts 2, 3 and
4 were used to generate the result of the one-way ANOVA test. Finally, information from
part 5 of the questionnaire employed a Chi-square test to fabricate segment demographics
profiling.
5.1 Sample profile (from part 5 of questionnaire)
This section provides an overall profile of the sample using descriptive statistics in terms
of demographics and trip-related behaviour.
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Table 5.1: Frequency analysis of respondents’ demographic and trip-related behavior
Demographic variable
Gender (n = 318)

Male
Female

173
145

Valid
percentage
54.4
45.6

Age group (n = 318)

18–24
25–34
35–44
45–54
55–64
65+

32
53
118
58
37
20

10.1
16.7
37.1
18.2
11.6
6.3

Education (n = 315)

Primary
Secondary
Technical/vocational
Bachelor
Master
Doctoral
Single
Single with children
Couples
Couples with children

2
35
159
86
27
6
85
39
105
88

0.6
11.1
50.5
27.3
8.6
1.9
26.8
12.3
33.1
27.8

Occupation (n = 318)

Self-employed
Civil servant
Service worker
Trade and related
workers
Clerical
Skilled workers
Student
Housework
Freelance
Others

65
48
20
60
30
23
13
17
26
16

20.4
15.1
6.3
18.89
9.4
7.2
4.1
5.3
8.1
5.0

Place of residence (n = 318)

European
American
Thai
Australian
Chinese
Japanese
Others

74
100
13
53
22
28
28

23.3
31.4
4.1
16.7
6.9
8.8
8.8

Type of household (n = 317)

Category

Frequency

126

Trip-related Behaviour

Category

Frequency

Resort visit in last 3 years
(n = 314)

Once
Twice
Three times
Four times
Five times
More than five times

69
68
103
39
15
29

Valid
Percentage
22.0
21.7
32.8
12.2
4.7
6.3

Length of resort stay (n = 318)

Less than 7 days
7–10 days
11–14 days
More than 14 days

98
94
77
49

30.8
29.6
24.21
15.4

Travel companion (n = 317)

Alone
Partner
Family including
children
Family adult (no
children)
Family and friends
including children
Friends no children
Work colleagues
Tour group

25
83
32
40
34

7.9
26.2
10.1
12.6
10.7

84

26.5

17
2

5.4
0.6

Resort information sources
(n = 313)

Travel agencies
Friends/relatives
Business associates
Internet
Magazine
Others

43
100
33
100
34
3

13.7
31.9
10.5
31.9
10.9
1.0

Amount of spending (n = 316)

Less than 10,000 baht
10,000–15,000 baht
15,001–20,000 baht
20,001–25,000 baht
25,001–30,000 baht
More than 30,000 baht

79
50
83
69
29
6

25.0
15.8
26.3
21.8
9.2
1.9

5.1.1 Descriptive analyses concerning tourists’ profiles
A total of 320 valid responses were received between May 2012 and August 2012; all who
responded were international tourists. The results from the questionnaires are summarised
in the following sections.
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There were 173 male and 145 female (male/ female ratio is 1.2) respondents, which
appears to be representative, based on data from the National Statistical Office (NSO) of
Thailand (2011). Most respondents were between 25 and 44 years of age (54%), a common
pattern among tourists, who are mostly of working age. Only 10.1% were less than 24
years of age, and 6.3% were over 65 years of age. These two age groups made up the
smallest proportion of the tourist population, which also resembled the statistical figure
from the NSO.
The largest groups in the sample were made up of tourists with vocational education and
tourists with bachelor degrees (50% and 27%) respectively. Sixty per cent of the
population indicated that they were part of a couple, with or without children. No official
statistical data exists for comparison on these points.
Approximately half of the sample (54.39%) was made up of self-employed, trade related
workers and civil servants. This occupation category seems not to conform to NSO figures.
The

largest

percentage

of

respondents

were

professional

(29%)

and

administrative/managerial (19.5%). However, the figures from the sample and the NSO are
similar in terms of the numbers of tourists who claimed they were in charge of housework
(around 5% of the population).
The majority of tourists visiting Thailand were from America, Europe and Australia (31%,
23% and 17% respectively). There is some contrast between the data available from the
NSO and the data from the sample. That is, the NSO shows that Europeans made up the
largest group of international tourists arriving in Thailand in 2011, while the sample data
shows that Americans made up the largest group.
Most of the tourists (around 77%) had visited resorts in Thailand in the past three years.
They indicated that they predominantly stayed at a resort for up to 7 to 10 days. This is in
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line with NSO’s data, which suggests that the average length of stay of international
tourists is 9.64 days. Partners, friends with no children, and family were specified as the
most important of their travel companions. Around 32% of respondents said they received
resort information from friends or relatives and the internet. The average tourist
expenditure per person per day, according to the NSO, is around 4,200 baht (US$144)
(2011). This figure is much less than that reported by the sample, which was around
15,000 baht (US$517), which is the amount most frequently spent by tourists (see
Table 5.1). This is possibly because the sample for this study contained only tourists
staying in four- or five-star hotels, and the expenses were included in the accommodation
bill.
5.2 Result of factor analysis on push factors (from part 1 of questionnaire)
The data analysed in this section were taken from part 1 of the questionnaire, which is the
section of push factors which have an impact on tourists in making a decision to travel. In
this section, factor analysis is the principal component method used, because the primary
purpose was to identify and compute composite scores for the factors underlying the short
version of the push factors which influence the resort hotel tourists in making their
decisions to travel. Factor analysis of principal components analysis, with a Varimax
rotation, was conducted in order to improve interpretation as each variable loading was
high on one factor. Orthogonal rotation (Varimax) was performed over an oblique rotation
for this study because it was assumed that the factors in the analysis were uncorrelated.
Initially, 23 push factor items were examined. A total of six items (Try new food, Seek fun
and enjoyment, Explore different lifestyle, Experience different culture, Meet new people
and Indulge in luxury lifestyle) were later eliminated from the analysis because the
analysis showed that the first two items had very low communality (≤ .3) (see
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Appendix C.1). This generally implies that they are unrelated to the other items in the set.
The other four items were also discarded. Even though they were not as low in
communality as the first two which were removed, the output from the Rotated Component
Matrix table showed they did not allow good interpretability (see Appendix C.2). As a
result, 17 push factor items were left for further analysis: (1) Escape from routine life, (2)
Seek new experience, (3) Enjoy novelty in life, (4) Spend time with family, (5) Reward
myself, (6) Visit new places, (7) Seek release from pressure, (8) Get away from home, (9)
Sound impressive to others, (10) Gain an exciting experience, (11) Discover myself, (12)
Find thrills, (13) Learn new things, (14) Relax physically/mentally, (15) Be physically
active, (16) Be myself/be free and (17) Seek a peaceful life.
The three factor solutions were identified, which explained 67.950% of variance, with
Eigenvalue ranging from 0.096 to 7.784. Internal consistency for each of the scales was
examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha for the three factors were well
above the minimum value of 0.50, which is considered acceptable for research in its
exploratory stage (Nanally 1978). Their range was 0.791, 0.894 and 0.917 (see the fourth
column in Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3).
By re-running the factor analysis, the factorability of the 17 push items was examined
along with the several well-recognised criteria for factorability. Firstly, for the factorability
of correlation it was observed that 17 items correlated at least .3 with at least one other
item, suggesting reasonable factorability (see Appendix C.3).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) was .926, above the
commonly recommended value of .6, while Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (2
(136) = 3755.866, p < .05) (see Appendix C.4). The diagonals of the anti-image correlation
matrix were also all above .5 (see Appendix C.5). Finally, the communalities were all
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above .5, excluding Enjoy novelty life, which was lower than .5 (.459) (see Appendix C.6),
further confirming that each item shared some common variance with other items. Given
these overall indicators, factor analysis was deemed to be suitable with all 17 items. All 17
items were loaded to form factors on attributes. The factor loading matrix for this final
solution is presented in Appendix C.7 and can also be seen in the last column of Tables
5.2, 5.3 and 5.4.
The final step of this analysis was to find the common themes that represented all variables
in the extracted factors. In this step some subjectivity takes place—hence, the same output
analysis by two different researchers may yield some dissimilarity (Williams & Onsman
2012). In order to reduce this subjectivity, it is very important to use one underlying theory
to determine the factor. Simply put, researchers should be guided by previous studies. In
the current study, the travel motivation (the push factor) proposed by Crompton was used
as the basic underlying theory to interpret the factor. Factor 1 was named
‘Challenge/explore journey’ since it contains all variables which correspond to the
characteristic of challenge. Factor 2 was named ‘Escape trip’, representing the desire to get
away from routine life. Finally, factor 3 was named ‘Simply relax vacation’ because it
includes the variables which represent a desire for passive relaxation.
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Table 5.2: Factor analysis of determinant factors (1) Challenge/explore journey
Description attributes

Eigen
value

Variance
explained

Reliability
alpha value

Factor 1

7.784

45.790

.917

Factor
loadings

Gain an exciting experience

.819

Discover myself

.785

Seek new experience

.781

Sound impressive to others

.775

Be myself/be free

.712

Visit new places

.707

Learn new things

.688

Find thrills

.685

Enjoy novelty life

.591

Nine attributes fall into this factor (Gain an exciting experience, Discover myself, Seek
new experience, Sound impressive to others, Be myself/be free, Visit new places, Learn
new things, Find thrills and Enjoy novelty life). It represented 45.790% of the total
variance, explained with an Eigenvalue of 7.784, an alpha at .917 and an overall mean
value of 2.67. This factor was labelled ‘Challenge/explore journey’.
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Table 5.3: Factor analysis of determinant factors (2) Escape trip
Description attributes

Factor 2

Eigen-

Variance

Reliability

Factor

value

explained

alpha value

loading

2.800

16.473

.894

Get away from home

.963

Seek release from work pressure

.892

Escape from routine life

.800

Seek peaceful life

.581

Four attributes falls into this factor (Get away, Release pressure, Escape routine, and Seek
peaceful life) Itrepresents 16.473% of total varience explained with an Eigenvalue of 2.800
and an Alpha at 0.894. An overall mean value of 3.13 was found. This factor was labled as
‘Escape trip’.
Table 5.4: Factor analysis of determinant factors (3) Simply relax vacation
Description Attributes

Eigen-

Variance

Reliability

Factor

value

explained

alpha value

loading

6.922

.791

Factor 3

1.592

Spend time with family/friends

.727

Reward myself

.606

Be physically active

.589

Relax physically/mentally

.573

Four attributes fall into this factor (Spend time with family/friends, Reward myself, Be
physical active and Relax physically/mentally). It represented 6.922% of the total variance,
explained with an Eigenvalue of 1.592, and an alpha at .791. There was an overall mean
value of 3.40. This factor was labelled ‘Simply relax vacation’.
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5.3 Results of cluster analysis
The data analysed in this section were also taken from part 1 of the questionnaire. After
running factorial analyses there will be new variables in the dataset which have names
beginning with FAC, followed by the number of the factor produced (see Appendix C.8).
The new variables are FAC1_1, FAC2_1 and FAC3_1. In order to make it easier for
further analysis, the variables were renamed and labelled according to the content. The
new variables were CJ (Challenge journey), ET (Escape trip), and SRV (Simply relax
vacation), with variable labels according to the factor names. These new variables were
used as independent variables for further analysis (cluster analysis).
In other words, in this section, cluster analysis was conducted on resultant factor scores
derived from previous analysis (factor analysis), with the purpose of subdividing the resort
hotel guests into homogeneous segments. Using resort hotel guests as a customer base, this
study has formed clusters of those customers who share similar travel motives and have
similar responses to pull factors (resort attributes and resort services). Furthermore, triprelated behaviour and demographic dimensions were used to further explain those distinct
clusters. In brief, this study employed cluster analysis for the purpose of segmenting resort
hotel guests based on their motives to travel and further profiled them by behaviour and
demographic dimensions.
Techniques for cluster analysis can be categorised into two types: hierarchical and nonhierarchical (Everitt, Landua & Leese 2001). Hierarchical cluster analysis is the major
statistical method for finding relatively homogeneous clusters of cases based on measured
characteristics. This is most appropriate for small samples. When the sample (n) is large,
the algorithm may be very slow to reach a solution. This method is applied when there is
no prior knowledge of how many clusters there may be or what they are characterised by.
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The K-means method, which is considered a non-hierarchical technique, is very different
from hierarchical clustering. In general, users should consider K-means clustering when
the sample size is larger than 200 (Kaufman & Rousseeuw 2005).
There are many observations (> 200) in this study dataset, and the researcher has a priori
knowledge regarding the number of clusters, from theoretical foundation and previous
research. Therefore, a K-means method was appropriately used for forming the cluster.
Generally, a K-means is superior to hierarchical methods as it has less effect from outliers
and can be applied to large datasets because it is less computationally demanding
compared to the hierarchical method. K-means requires specifying the number of clusters
to perform; two-, three- and four-cluster solutions were evaluated for this study. A fourcluster solution appeared to be the most interpretable in terms of allowing a meaningful
and consistent interpretation (more detail is given in section 5.3.1 below). This solution
also delivered reasonable cluster sizes (ranging from 19.60% to 28.13%) and provided a
good separation between the groups, as presented in Table 5.5. That is, the clustering base
variables show 11 statistically significant group differences out of 11. Two- and threecluster solutions did not appear to provide a good pattern for interpretation (see
Appendix C.9).
Table 5.5: Final cluster centres
Cluster
1

2

3

4

Challenge journey

–.72589

.53806

1.09763 –1.09987

Escape trip

.89344

.72719

–.73457 –1.34776

Simply relax vacation

–.50872

.82084

–.88726

.71989
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5.3.1 Cluster interpretation through mean component values (regression factor
scores)
As can be seen from Table 5.5, cluster 1 is very far from profiles 1 and 3 (–.72 and –.50)
and more similar to profile 2 (.89). This means that tourists in cluster 1 tend to be
influenced by the escape factor (the second profile) when making decisions about their
trip.
Cluster 2 is similar to all profiles (.53, .72 and .82), which means tourists travel for mixed,
multiple reasons. They seem to be looking to relax on vacation and at the same time to
break from their routine life—and they are also seeking a challenge.
Cluster 3 is very similar to profile 1 (1.09) and dissimilar to profiles 2 and 3 (–.73 and –
.88). Tourists in cluster 3 are looking for a challenging journey; the other two factors are
not their motivation at all.
Cluster 4 is more similar to profile 3 (.71) and dissimilar to profiles 1 and 2 (–1.09 and –
1.34), which demonstrate that they are seeking only relaxation.
One important stage in cluster analysis is the interpretation of the clusters, which involves
examining each cluster variant in order to name or assign an appropriate label that
correctly describes the nature of the clusters.
To assign a meaningful name to each cluster, the researcher needs to review new extracted
push items (factors, independent variables) constituting the cluster solution. Apart from
looking at cluster base variables to name the cluster, other related variables such as
demographic data are also considered, along with main push items, in order to give
ultimate meaning.
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In this study, an escape trip factor is solely responsible for travel undertaken by tourists in
cluster 1, so they were named ‘Escapers’. Cluster 2 comprises mixed, multiple travel
reasons—Escape trip, Challenge journey and Simply relax vacation—hence these tourists
were named ‘Conventional vacationers’. Cluster 3 is formed by the factor
Challenging/exploring, and cluster members are rather young; therefore, they were labelled
as ‘Challenge journeyers’. Lastly, cluster 4 is characterised by a simple motive, to relax,
and tourists in this group are older; they are called ‘Spoil me travellers’.
Table 5.6: ANOVA output for means analysis with four segments

ANOVA
Cluster
Error
__________________________________________
Mean square
df
Mean square
df

F

Sig

Challenge journey

81.735

3

.234

316

350.004 .000

Escape trip

91.817

3

.138

316

666.239 .000

3

.448

316

132.196 .000

Simply relax vacation

59.179

Note: The F tests should be used only for descriptive purposes, because the clusters have been chosen to maximise
the differences among cases in different clusters. The observed significance levels are not corrected for this and
thus cannot be interpreted as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster means are equal.

As can be seen in Table 5.6, the significance level is .000 (all p-values = .000), which are
rather low (not greater than .05) indicating that, overall, each of the three clustering
variables differ significantly across the cluster.
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Table 5.7: Euclidean distances between final cluster centres

Cluster
di

me

nsi

on

1

2

3

4

1.842

2.474
2.317

2.583
2.645

1
2
3

1.842
2.474

2.317

4

2.583

2.645

2.791
2.791

0

Table 5.7 shows the Euclidean distances between the final cluster centres. Greater
distances between clusters means there are more significant dissimilarities. Clusters 3 and
4 have the greatest dissimilarities with Euclidean distances (2.791). Clusters 1 and 2 have
the least dissimilarities with Euclidean distances (1.842).
Table 5.8: Number of cases in each cluster

Cluster

1 Escaper tourists
2 Conventional vacationers
3 Challenge journeyers
4 Spoil me travellers

Valid
Missing

90.000
87.000
80.000
63.000
320.000
.000

Table 5.8 illustrates the split of cases into clusters. Cases were assigned to each cluster in
almost the same proportions, but cluster 4 has been allocated the smallest number of cases.
5.4 Results of Chi-square analysis (from part 5 of questionnaire)
The data analysed in this section were taken from part 5 of the questionnaire. Demographic
factors and trip-related behaviours such as gender, age group and education level were
chosen to create a physically identifiable profile for each tourist segment. Chi-square
analysis was used to detect cluster group differences for nominal data.
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As can be seen in Table 5.9, 10 out of 11 demographic profiling variables were statistically
significant. These are age, education level, type of household, occupation, nationality,
frequency, length of stay, travel companion, information source and amount of spending.
The sig. values of all of these are less than .05. Conventionally, if the sig. value (p value) is
less than .05 then the statistic is considered to be significant. These suggest there are
differences on those demographic profiling variables among clusters, excluding only the
gender factor. The sig. value of the gender variable is .559, which is greater than .50,
suggesting there is not a significant relationship between gender and cluster; in other
words, each cluster has the same proportion of male and female tourists.

139

Table 5.9: Clusters explained by demographics attributes
Sample

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

Male

54.4%

51.7%

60.9%

52.5%

51.6%

Female

45.6%

48.3%

39.1%

47.5%

48.4%

Gender

*n = 318
Chi-square = 2.066 (df = 3) p = .559

Age
18–24 years

10.1%

0%

1.1%

38.8%

0%

25–34 years

16.7%

6.7%

10.3%

47.5%

0%

35–44 years

37.1%

52.8%

65.5%

11.3%

8.1%

45–54 years

18.2%

32.6%

18.4%

2.5%

17.7%

55–64 years

11.6%

6.7%

4.6%

0%

43.5%

65+ years

6.3%

1.1%

0%

0%

30.6%

*n = 318
Chi-square = 366.934 (df = 15) p < .001

Education
Primary

0.6%

0%

0%

0%

3.2%

Secondary

11.1%

1.1%

5.9%

13.9%

29.0%

Technical/
vocational

50.5%

31.5%

52.9%

72.5%

46.8%

Bachelor

27.3%

47.2%

30.6%

10.1%

16.1%

Master

8.6%

15.7%

8.2%

3.8%

4.8%

4.5%

2.4%

0%

0%

Doctoral

1.9%

*n = 315
Chi-square = 89.678 (df = 15) p < .001
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Table 5.9: Cont.
Clusters explained by demographics attributes
Sample

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

Single

26.8%

0.1%

6.9%

76.9%

15.9%

Single with
children

12.3%

18.0%

19.5%

2.6%

6.3%

Couples

33.1%

28.1%

26.4%

16.7%

69.8%

Couples with
children

27.8%

43.8%

47.1%

3.8%

19.9%

Type of Household

*n = 317
Chi-square = 190.731 (df = 9) p < .001

Occupation
Self-employed

20.4%

12.4%

26.4%

12.5%

33.9%

Civil servant

15.1%

20.2%

31.0%

3.8%

0%

Service worker

6.3%

10.1%

6.9%

6.3%

0%

Trade and
18.9%
related workers

36.0%

20.7%

7.5%

6.5%

Clerical

9.4%

6.7%

5.7%

22.5%

1.6%

Skilled worker

7.2%

5.6%

3.4%

12.5%

8.1%

Student

4.1%

0%

1.1%

15.0%

0%

Housework

5.2%

0%

2.3%

0%

24.2%

Freelance

8.2%

7.9%

2.3%

16.3%

6.5%

Others

5.0%

1.1%

0%

3.8%

19.4%

*n = 320
Chi-square = 24.944 (df = 3) p < .001
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Table 5.9: Cont.
Clusters explained by demographics attributes
Sample

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

Europe

23.3%

32.6%

29.9%

3.8%

25.4%

America

31.4%

23.6%

36.8%

27.8%

39.7%

Thai

4.1%

5.6%

6.9%

0%

3.2%

Australia

16.7%

4.5%

11.5%

44.3%

6.3%

Chinese

6.9%

10.1%

3.4%

5.1%

9.5%

Japanese

8.8%

13.5%

0%

11.4%

11.1%

Others

8.8%

10.1%

11.5%

7.6%

4.8%

Nationality

*n = 318
Chi-square = 94.128 (df = 18) p < .001

Frequency
Once

22.0%

10.2%

29.1%

45.5%

0%

Twice

21.7%

17.0%

15.1%

41.6%

12.7%

Three times

32.8%

48.9%

39.5%

13.0%

25.4%

Four times

12.4%

14.8%

11.6%

0%

25.4%

Five times

4.8%

5.7%

1.2%

0%

14.3%

More than five

6.4%

3.4%

3.5%

0%

22.2%

*n = 314
Chi-square = 146.756 (df = 15) p < .001
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Table 5.9: Cont.
Clusters explained by demographics attributes
Sample

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

Less than 7 days 30.8%

14.6%

34.5%

67.1%

3.2%

7–10 days

29.6%

34.8%

26.4%

27.8%

28.6%

11–14 days

24.2%

38.2%

23.0%

3.8%

31.7%

More than
14 days

15.4%

12.4%

16.1%

1.3%

36.5%

Length of Stay

*n = 318
Chi-square = 109.879 (df = 9) p < .001

Travel companion
Alone

7.9%

3.4%

6.9%

15.2%

6.5%

Partner

26.2%

25.8%

21.8%

8.9%

54.8%

Family with
Children

10.1%

9.0%

25.3%

2.5%

0%

Family adult

12.6%

13.5%

8.0%

10.1%

21.0%

Family and
Friend With
children

10.7%

22.5%

6.9%

1.3%

11.3%

Friends

26.5%

16.9%

21.8%

58.2%

6.5%

Work colleagues 5.4%

9.0%

8.0%

2.5%

0%

Tour group

0%

1.1%

1.3%

0%

0.6%

*n = 317
Chi-square = 145.273 (df = 21) p < .001
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Table 5.9: Cont.
Clusters explained by demographics attributes
Sample

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster 4

Travel agencies 13.7%

29.5%

8.2%

0%

16.4%

Friends/Relatives 31.9%

29.5%

42.4%

2.5%

59.0%

Business
associates

10.5%

15.9%

14.1%

0%

11.5%

Internet

31.9%

9.1%

27.1%

79.7%

9.8%

Magazine

10.9%

13.6%

7.1%

17.7%

3.3%

Other

1.0%

2.3%

1.2%

0%

0%

25.0%

9.2%

26.4%

60.8%

0%

10,000–15,000 ฿ 15.8%

6.9%

11.5%

32.9%

16.0%

15,001–20,000 ฿ 26.3%

42.5%

27.6%

6.3%

27.0%

20,001–25,000 ฿ 21.8%

23.0%

24.1%

0%

44.4%

25,001–30,000 ฿ 9.2%

16.1%

9.2%

0%

11.1%

More than
30,000฿

2.3%

2.3%

0%

4.8%

Information sources

*n = 313
Chi-square = 171.516 (df = 15) p < .001

Spending amount
Less than
10,000 ฿

1.9%

*n = 316
Chi-square = 154.940 (df = 15) p < .001
* Numbers of the respondents (N) are not equivalent to the valid responses (320) but fluctuate from 313 to
318. The reason of fluctuation is that there are data missing in some variables in part 5 of the questionnaire,
which concerned personal data. For example, two respondents did not fill in the gender question.
Consequently, N was shown as 318 instead of 320.
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5.4.1 Demographics description
5.4.1.1 Cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) n = 90
Cluster 1 is the largest cluster group, containing a relatively equal percentage of males and
females (52% and 48% respectively). The working age for the majority (85%) ranged from
35 to 54 years, while there were no tourists from the young age group (18–24 years) in this
cluster. The cluster members were highly educated; most of them (67%) had a university
degree. Moreover, 67% of the respondents who had a doctoral degree were members of
this cluster.
Escaper tourists included both couples with children (44%) and couples without children
(28%). Those with children in this cluster were mostly not holidaying with their children.
Over one-third (36%) of tourists in this cluster were working in trade and related jobs,
while half (50%) of the respondents who were employed as service workers were members
of this cluster.
Tourists in this cluster were predominantly European, with Australians the least
represented. Members of the cluster were regular visitors to resorts. Only 10% said they
were new to a resort.
Most (70%) stayed between one and two weeks. A quarter (25%) travelled with partners,
and the same proportion indicated they were travelling with family and friends, with
children. Nine per cent were on a trip with colleagues.
Friends and relatives were the main source of resort information for this cluster; however,
almost one-third (33%) used travel agencies to help them acquire resort information. Fortythree per cent of correspondents spent between 15,000 and 25,000 baht per day
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(approximately US$500–830), so they are considered to be quite heavy spenders when
compared with others.
5.4.1.2 Cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) n = 87
This cluster comprised a predominantly male population (61%). Cluster members were
dispersed across the whole of the age range, from adolescent to adult, but not over 65 years
of age. However, most were sorted into an age range of 35–44 years, representing around
66% of the cluster. More than half had a technical or vocational education, whereas nearly
half had graduated from university.
Around 47% of the cluster members were couples with children. Around 20% indicated
that they were single parents. Almost one-third (33%) were employed in civil service
positions, while one-quarter indicated that they were self-employed. More than one-third
came from America. Half of the Thai respondents were included in this cluster.
Approximately 70% had been to a resort in Thailand between two and five times within the
past three years, while nearly 30% said this was their first visit. Nearly half said that they
had stayed at a resort for one to two weeks, while not less than 35% said they would stay
less than a week. Unlike families in cluster 1, the families in this cluster preferred to bring
their children with them on holiday.
Nearly half (42.4%) sought resort information from friends and relatives, while resort
websites were also a vital channel of information. Twenty-seven per cent of cluster
members searched the internet for resort information. Their usual spending was around
10,000 to 20,000 baht a day (approximately US$330–660); hence they are considered
moderate spenders compared with other clusters.
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5.4.1.3 Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) n = 80
Similar to cluster 1, Escaper tourists, the Challenge journeyers was gender balanced, made
up of 53% men and 47% women. The cluster members here were the youngest group and
included a large proportion (86%) of teens and young adults whose ages ranged between
18 and 34 years. Tourists aged over 55 years seemed not to belong to this cluster. Most
were technical or vocational graduates.
This cluster had the highest percentage of single members (77%), and only 7% had
children. They were employed as clerical officers, or they were freelancers or selfemployed. Furthermore, 15% of cluster members were students.
Most tourists in this group were Australian and American, while a small number were
European. This group was more likely to contain new resort guests, as almost half revealed
that this was their first visit. Apart from being novices, compared to others they were the
guests who visited least frequently. None had visited resorts in Thailand more than three
times during the past three years.
A large number of cluster members had a short stay, no longer than one week, and few
visited for more than two weeks. Nearly 60% were with friends, and 15% were travelling
alone.
Most of the respondents trusted the internet for resort information. Magazines were another
way of searching. They were light spenders, with more than half spending less than 10,000
baht (US$330) a day. No-one in this cluster spent more than 20,000 baht (US$660) a day
while staying at a resort.
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5.4.1.4 Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) n = 63
Again, there were no real differences in gender for this cluster; 52% were men and 48%
women. Travellers aged between 18 and 34 did not appear in this cluster. The majority
were between 55 and 64 years of age. Every respondent who was older than 65 years of
age was in this cluster; consequently, it is the oldest cluster.
The tourists in this cluster have varied educational levels, from primary school to master’s
degrees. However, most had attained a technical or vocational qualification.
The majority were couples with no children living with them. Interestingly, 17% said they
were single. Most were self-employed and skilled workers. A great number said they were
retired and performed house duties. Most of this group were American and European (40%
and 25% respectively). Unlike the Challenge journeyer cluster, few came from Australia.
They were the most frequent visitors to resorts. They appeared to be experienced visitors:
nearly 90% had visited resorts more than two times. No-one had visited just once in the
previous three years. Further, 68% had stayed more than 11 days. More than one-third
(36.5%) stayed more than two weeks.
They had partners as travel companions (55%). Even though they were likely to be
travelling with family, they were with a mature family rather than with young children.
They did not travel with work colleagues. Friends and families and travel agents were their
preferences for resort information. Less than 10% used electronic channels such as the
internet. They were heavy spenders while staying at the resort, with nearly 20% of them
spending more than 25,000 baht a day (approximately US$830).
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5.5 Result of ANOVA analysis (from parts 2, 3 and 4 of questionnaire)
In order to understand the differences between clusters in relation to pull factors, cluster
group differences were compared using one-way ANOVA. Scales-interval ratio data which
were collected in parts 2, 3 and 4 of the questionnaire were well designed to fit with this
type of analysis.
In general, the purpose of ANOVA is to test for significant differences between means
(about three or more means). Members of each cluster group were asked to indicate the
level of influence that pull factors had on their decision-making when choosing resort
accommodation (part 2 of the questionnaire). They were also asked about activities they
were seeking while staying at the resort (part 3 of the questionnaire). Moreover, in part 4
they gave their opinions on various questions. Means (e.g., the mean of level of importance
of pull factors, the mean of preference activities) of the four clusters were compared to
identify significant differences.
Achieving a statistically significant result, an F test, representing a null hypothesis, was
rejected, and an alternative hypothesis was accepted. This study assumed the means were
equal for all clusters. The null hypothesis is rejected if the means are not equal. However,
further analysis was called for, because which means were significantly different from
which other means had not been determined.
A post hoc test is used when the omnibus ANOVA finds a significant effect; it helps to
identify which means are different from each other. Identifying significant differences
between two sample means is a type of multiple comparison. There are different types of
post hoc tests. In this study, Scheffe’s post hoc test was preferred over Tukey’s, as it is a
more conservative measure that includes in its solution all possible pair-wise comparisons,
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and the family-wise error rate was adjusted to ensure minimisation of type 1 errors (Hays
1988).

150

Table 5.10: Segment cluster differences for pull factors
Selection reason variables

Cleanliness

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster

mean

1

2

3.94

4.14

4.14

4.11

4.31

3.57

3

Cluster differences detected

4

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

3.22

4.29

3 ≠ 1, 2, 4

4.00

3.48

4.77

All

3.78

3.46

2.81

4.38

All but 1 - 2

3.74

4.57

4.32

1.59

4.49

3 ≠ 2, 4, 1

3.29

3.86

3.65

1.85

3.81

3 ≠ 2, 4, 1

F (3,305) = 45.70, p < .001

Safety and security
F (3,309) = 54.57, p < .001

Unique, exotic decorative style
F (3,313) = 35.64, p < .001

Tranquility and privacy atmosphere
F (3,311) = 296.10, p < .001

Availability of staff spoken your language
F (3,312) = 61.55, p < .001
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Table 5.10 (cont.): Segment cluster differences for pull factors
Selection reason variables

Quality of services at the resort

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster
3

4

Cluster differences detected

mean

1

2

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

4.11

4.66

4.29

2.99

4.51

3.51

3.53

3.60

2.83

4.25

All but 1 - 2

2.56

2.21

2.06

4.18

1.68

All but 4 - 2 and 2 - 1

3.35

3.88

3.69

1.80

4.08

All but 2 - 1 and 1 - 4

3.81

4.30

4.16

2.18

4.68

All but 2 - 1

All but 2 - 4 and 4 - 1

F (3,315) = 169.82, p < .001

Well-trained staff
F (3,313) = 39.67, p < .001

Opportunity to mingle with locality
F (3,314) = 96.50, p < .001

Brand image/resort reputation
F (3,307) = 114.54, p < .001

Full range of amenities/facilities
F (3,314) = 175.25, p < .001
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Table 5.10 (cont.): Segment cluster differences for pull factors
Selection reason variables

Availability of recreational activities

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster

mean

1

2

3.78

3.65

3.41

2.70

2.48

2.96

2.34

3

Cluster differences detected

4

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

4.18

3.99

3 ≠ 1, 2

3.72

2.28

2.14

2 ≠ 4, 3, 1

4.03

1.39

4.32

All but 2 - 4

F (3,312) = 15.90, p < .001

Availability of Booking services
F (3,315) = 41.43, p < .001

Availability of Special needs services
F (3,313) = 184.31, p < .001
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Table 5.10 summarises segment cluster differences for pull factors. As can be seen, a
significant one-way ANOVA was achieved for each pull factor, for all pull factor sig.
values are less than .05. All pull factor variables were statistically significant. These are
Cleanliness; Safety and security; Unique, exotic decorative style; Tranquility and privacy
atmosphere; Availability of staff who speak your language; Availability of nearby
interesting places; Distance from central business district (CBD); Friendliness/attitude of
resort staff; Interesting and easy access to resort website; Quality of services at the resort;
Well-trained staff; Opportunity to mingle with locality; Brand image/resort reputation; Full
range of amenities/facilities; Availability of recreational activities; Availability of booking
services; and Availability of special needs services. The results suggest that there are
differences between clusters in the level of importance they place on each pull factor.
However, it could not be determined where those differences exist. Differences could
occur between any or all of the clusters. Therefore, a post hoc analysis using Scheffe’s tests
was used to detect exactly where the differences were (see the last column of Table 5.10).
5.5.1 Clusters explained by pull factors
5.5.1.1 Factor 1 (Cleanliness)
All clusters placed importance on Cleanliness. Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) were the
most concerned about this factor, whereas cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) were the least
concerned (the mean score is lower than the sample mean).
5.5.1.2 Factor 2 (Safety and security)
Similar to factor 1 (Cleanliness), all clusters emphasised Safety and security factors. Again,
cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) contained the lowest ranking for this factor, while cluster
4 (Spoil me travellers) contained the top ranking.
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5.5.1.3 Factor 3 (Unique, exotic decorative style)
Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) were very much interested in Unique, exotic decorative
style (score 4.38), whereas cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and cluster 2 (Conventional
vacationers) were not very much interested in this pull factor. Cluster 3 (Challenge
journeyers) was not interested in this factor and had a low score of 2.81.
5.5.1.4 Factor 4 (Tranquility and privacy atmosphere)
Tourists in all clusters were interested in the Tranquility and privacy atmosphere factor,
excluding cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers), who had noticeably low scores (1.54) for this
factor.
5.5.1.5 Factor 5 (Availability of staff speaking your language)
Except cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers), tourists in all clusters needed the Availability of
staff speaking their language factor.
5.5.1.6 Factor 6 (Availability of nearby interesting places)
Tourists in clusters 2 (Conventional vacationers) and 3 (Challenge journeyers) were likely
to indicate that the Availability of nearby interesting places was important to them, while
those in clusters 1 (Escaper tourists) and 4 (Spoil me travellers) did not.
5.5.1.7 Factor 7 (Price level)
The price of accommodation was not generally a big concern. Only those in cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers) had high levels of concern about the Price level factor.
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5.5.1.8 Factor 8 (Distance from CBD)
None rated the resort’s Distance from CBD as an important factor. No clusters gave a high
score for this factor; none is higher than 2.25.
5.5.1.9 Factor 9 (Friendliness/attitude of resort staff)
Tourists in all clusters had high expectations around Friendliness/attitude of resort staff,
but cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) had the lowest score (3.4) for this factor.
5.5.1.10 Factor 10 (Interesting and easy access to resort website)
Tourists in cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) emphasised the factor Interesting and easy
access to resort website, while others did not care very much about this factor.
5.5.1.11 Factor 11 (Quality of services at the resort)
Only cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) gave this factor, Quality of services at the resort, a
low score, while the three others rated it very highly.
5.5.1.12 Factor 12 (Well-trained staff)
As was the case for factor 11, cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) was the only cluster to give
a low score to factor 12, Well-trained staff.
5.5.1.13 Factor 13 (Opportunity to mingle with locality)
No clusters paid much attention to Opportunity to mingle with locality, but cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers) wanted to mingle with locals.
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5.5.1.14 Factor 14 (Brand image/resort reputation)
Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) gave almost no consideration to Brand image/resort
reputation when they chose a resort to stay in. This is in contrast with the three others, who
were fairly concerned.
5.5.1.15 Factor 15 (Full range of amenities/facilities)
Similar to factor 11 (Quality of services at the resort), only cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers)
were not concerned about the pull factor Full range of amenities/facilities.
5.5.1.16 Factor 16 (Availability of recreational activities)
Tourists in all clusters liked to engage in recreational activities provided by the resort,
especially those in clusters 4 (Spoil me travellers) and 3 (Challenge journeyers). They rated
this factor, Availability of recreational activities, fairly highly.
5.5.1.17 Factor 17 (Availability of booking services)
Only tourists in cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) were looking for the Availability of
booking services, while others were not very interested in them.
5.5.1.18 Factor 18 (Availability of special needs services)
Clusters 4 (Spoil me travellers) and 2 (Conventional vacationers) sought Availability of
special needs services such as babysitting and elderly care. These services did not matter to
cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers).
5.5.1.19 Summary
In summary, tourists in cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) gave strong endorsements to almost
all pull factors, excluding these six items: Availability of nearby interesting places, Price
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level, Distance from CBD, Interesting and easy access to resort website, Opportunity to
mingle with locality, and Availability of booking services. In contrast, cluster group 3
(Challenge journeyers) made significantly lower ratings on almost all pull factors
compared with the other four groups, except for the factors Availability of nearby
interesting places, Price level, Interesting and easy access to resort website, Opportunity to
mingle with locality, and Availability of recreational activities.
One striking feature is that factors which cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) did not rate highly
were rated highly by cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers). For instance, cluster 4 did not care
about the Availability of nearby interesting places, while cluster 3 did. Similarly, cluster 4
was not much concerned about the Price level, but cluster 3 was very concerned about this.
Clusters 1 (Escapers) and 2 (Conventional vacationers) provided median or neutral
endorsement to almost pull factors. However, when compared to cluster 4 (Spoil me
travellers) and cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers), they were somewhat more similar to
cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) than cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers). That is, they are
concerned with the same pull factors. When comparing cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and
cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers), these two clusters emphasised almost the same pull
factors. However, there was an obvious difference in Availability of booking services and
Availability of special needs services. While cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) was very
much concerned with these two factors, cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) was not.
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Table 5.11: Segment cluster differences for pull factors (activities)
Guest’s favourite activities

Spa/aroma therapy/massage

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster

Clusters differences detected

mean

1

2

3

4

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

3.25

3.42

3.80

1.71

4.19

All but 1-2 and 2-4

2.83

2.51

2.90

3.76

1.98

All but 1-2

2.90

2.74

2.84

4.28

1.44

All but 1-2

3.57

4.13

3.50

2.40

4.35

All but 1-4

2.85

2.81

2.55

4.43

1.32

All but 2-1

F (3,316) = 88.68, p < .001

Gym/fitness
F (3,316) = 37.79, p < .001

Water based activities
F (3,314) = 67.69, p < .001

Sun bathing
F (3,311) = 72.87, p < .001

Outdoor sports
F (3,313) = 88.86, p < .001
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Table 5.11 (cont.): Segment cluster differences for pull factors (activities)
Guest’s favourite activities

Yoga

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster

Cluster differences detected

mean

1

2

3

4

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

2.58

2.90

2.39

2.23

2.83

All but 3-2 and 4-1

2.96

3.78

3.66

2.01

1.98

All but 4-3 and 2-1

3.25

3.24

2.55

3.19

4.36

All but 3-1

2.83

3.00

2.58

1.69

4.35

All but 2-1

3.38

3.94

3.48

2.08

4.13

All but 2-1 and 1-4

F (3,312) = 11.29, p < .001
Meditation/spiritual activity
F (3,313) = 71.14, p < .001

Art/creativity activities
F (3,314) = 24.09, p < .001

Cuisine/cooking class
F (3,312) = 73.47, p < .001

Healthiness and beauty activities
F (3,313) = 57.88, p < .001

160

Table 5.11 (cont.): Segment cluster differences for pull factors (activities)
Guest’s favourite activities

Night life

Sample

Mean scores for each cluster

Cluster differences detected

mean

1

2

3

4

from post hoc test (Scheffe)

2.32

1.63

1.91

4.05

1.67

3 ≠ 1, 4, 2

2.44

2.03

1.72

4.27

1.67

3 ≠ 1, 4, 2

3.70

4.04

3.78

2.48

4.60

All but 2-1

3.88

3.80

3.44

3.91

4.56

All but 1-3

F (3,313) = 96.44, p < .001

Adventure activities
F (3,312) = 93.00, p < .001

Culture tours
F (3,312) = 82.71, p < .001

Nature tours
F (3,313) = 25.29, p < .001
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Table 5.11 summarises segment cluster differences for activities tourists are interested in
undertaking while staying at the resort. As can be seen, a significant one-way ANOVA
was achieved for each activity, and sig. values of all activities are less than .05. All pull
variables

(activities)

were

statistically

significant.

These

were

Spa/aroma

therapy/massage, Gym and fitness, Water based activities, Sun bathing, Outdoor sports,
Yoga, Meditation/spiritual activities, Art/creative activities, Cuisine and cooking class,
Healthiness and beauty activities, Night life, Adventure activities, Culture tours and
Nature tours. These results suggest that there are differences between clusters in the level
of desirability they nominate for each activity. However, it could not be determined
where those differences exist; it could be between any or all of the clusters. Therefore, a
post hoc analysis using Scheffe’s tests was used to detect exactly where the differences
were (see also the last column in Table 5.11).
5.5.2 Clusters explained by pull factors (activities)
5.5.2.1 Spa/aroma therapy/massage
Except for cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers), which gave a somewhat low score for the
Spa/aroma therapy/massage factor, all clusters were interested in these activities.
5.5.2.2 Gym and fitness
Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) was very interested in the Gym and fitness factor while
staying at a resort. Cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers)
were somewhat interested, but cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) were not at all interested in
the Gym and fitness factor.
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5.5.2.3 Water based activities
Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) had a keen interest in joining Water based activities; by
contrast, the other three clusters showed little interest in these activities.
5.5.2.4 Sun bathing
The Sun bathing factor was rated quite highly by all clusters, except cluster 3 (Challenge
journeyers).
5.5.2.5 Outdoor sports
Outdoor sports seemed not to be an attractive activity for the clusters, except cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers), who ranked the factor highly.
5.5.2.6 Yoga
All clusters gave quite low ratings to Yoga, and it seems not to be popular with tourists.
However, clusters 1 (Escaper tourists) and 4 (Spoil me travellers) gave the activity a
higher score than the sample mean.
5.5.2.7 Meditation/spiritual activities
Clusters 1 (Escaper tourists) and 2 (Conventional vacationers) sought Meditation/spiritual
activities.
5.5.2.8 Art/creativity activities
Tourists in all clusters, especially cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers), were eager to join in
Art/creativity activities, but those in cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) were not.
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5.5.2.9 Cuisine and cooking class
Similar to the Art and creativity activity factor, the Cuisine and cooking class factor drew
much attention from cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers).
5.5.2.10 Healthiness and beauty activities
Tourists in all clusters but cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) had a strong interest in joining
Healthiness and beauty activities.
5.5.2.11 Night life
Late evening entertainment seemed popular among cluster 3 members (Challenge
journeyers), who rated Night life rather high, while the three other clusters did not.
5.5.2.12 Adventure activities
Only cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) wished to join in Adventure activities.
5.5.2.13 Culture tours
All seemed to wish to join Culture tours, but cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) were least
interested.
5.5.2.14 Nature tours
All clusters were interested in Nature tours; they rated these activities highly.
5.5.2.15 Summary
In summary, favourite recreational activities differed among the clusters. Recreational
activities for this research were active or passive. Active recreational activities such as
Gym/fitness, Water based activities and Outdoor sports, including Adventure activities
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and Night life, were most likely to be favourites for cluster 3 members (Challenge
journeyers). On the contrary, a wide range of passive activities, such as Spa/aroma
therapy/massage and Sun bathing, tended to be preferred by clusters 1, 2 and 4. However,
there were differences between these three clusters. For example, while cluster 1 (Escaper
tourists) and cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) were interested in Yoga, cluster 2
(Conventional vacationers) were not. Further, while cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and
cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) were interested in joining Meditation, cluster 4
(Spoil me travellers) were not.
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Table 5.12: Segment cluster differences for their visiting experiences
Expectation, satisfaction
revisit intention and preference

Sample
mean

Mean scores for each cluster
1
2
3
4

Cluster differences detected
from post hoc test (Scheffe)

Rate compare to what was expected

3.02

3.00

2.94

3.03

3.15

4 ≠ 3, 1, 2

4.11

4.31

3.94

3.90

4.33

All but 3-2 and 1-4

3.51

3.77

3.82

2.54

3.95

3 ≠ 1, 2, 4

2.99

3.44

3.25

1.60

3.73

All but 2-1 and 1-4

F (3,313) = 7.96, p < .001

Overall satisfaction
F (3,316) = 11.45, p < .001

Intention to revisit
F (3,315) = 11.45, p < .001

Prefer spending time within resort
rather than going out
F (3,316) = 68.98, p < .001
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Table 5.13: Segment cluster differences for their views
Opinion toward role of hotel
in supporting community

Sample
mean

Mean scores for each cluster
1
2
3
4

Cluster differences detected
from post hoc test (Scheffe)

Strengthen cultural identity

3.87

3.82

4.30

3.08

4.37

All but 2-4

3.18

3.10

3.37

2.59

3.77

All but 1-2 and 2-4

3.98

4.09

3.99

3.62

4.26

3 ≠ 1, 2, 4

F (3,313) = 70.07, p < .001

Strengthen economy status
F (3,312) = 17.00, p < .001

Strengthen natural preservation
F (3,312) = 12.24, p < .001
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Tables 5.12 and 5.13 summarise segment cluster differences for different factors. A
significant one-way ANOVA was achieved for each feature. A post hoc analysis using
Scheffe’s tests indicated a number of statistically significant cluster group differences.
5.5.3 Clusters explained by various aspects
5.5.3.1 Overall expectation of the resort
All clusters showed positive endorsement of their expectation of the resort. Most rated it
as ‘same as I expected’, representing that the resort had delivered what they were looking
for. Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) tended to rate their expectation of the resort as
‘slightly better than expected’, representing that the resort had exceeded their expectation.
5.5.3.2 Overall satisfaction
Tourists in all clusters agreed that they had been satisfied with their holiday while staying
at the resort. Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) were most satisfied compared with other
clusters and had the highest mean scores for overall satisfaction.
5.5.3.3 Intention to revisit
Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) said they would probably not come back to the resort
next time, while the three other clusters said they would come back.
5.5.3.4 Prefer spending time within resort rather than going out
Cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) disagreed with the statement that they ‘prefer spending
time within resort rather than going out’. They were more likely to go outside the resort,
while the three other clusters tended to prefer spending their time within the resort.
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5.5.3.5 Role of hotel in supporting community: culture
Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) had the highest score on cultural identity, meaning that
they had strong opinions around resort hotels encouraging and strengthening the cultural
identity of the community around the resort site.
5.5.3.6 Role of hotel in supporting community: economy
Similar to the culture issue, cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) had the highest score on the
statement that resort hotels should support the economy of the community.
5.5.3.7 Role of hotel in supporting community: nature
Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) again had the highest score on the statement that resort
hotels should have a role in supporting the healthy nature of the community.
5.5.3.8 Summary
In summary, all clusters shared the view that resort hotels should be responsible for the
wellbeing of the local community on issues such as culture, the economy and nature.
Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) gave it the highest score on every issue, whereas cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers) gave it the lowest score.
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Table 5.14: Summary of characteristics of tourist segments
Characteristics

Cluster 1: Escaper
tourists

Cluster 2: Conventional
vacationers

Cluster 3: Challenge
journeyers

Cluster 4: Spoil me
travellers

Travel motivation

Escape from stress,
boredom everyday routine
life

Mixed reason: escaping
and seeking pleasure

Challenge/explore new
things

Relax with family and
reward themselves

Demographics

Slightly more males (52%)
Mostly aged 35–54 years
(working age range)
Well-educated
Couples with children
Mostly civil servants,
tradespersons and related
workers
Mostly European tourists

More males (62%)
Aged mainly 35–44 years
Non-tertiary education
Couples with children
Single parent (20%)
Mostly European tourists

Slightly more males
Younger age group (18–34
years)
Technical/vocational
education
Mostly single and students
Employed in clerical work
Mostly Australian tourists

Slightly more males
Older age group and many
retirees
Non-tertiary education
Couples with families
Self-employed and house
duties
Mostly American tourists

Travel behaviour

Relatively frequent visitors
Somewhat long stay (7–14
days)
Small group travellers
Adult travel party
Trust in word of mouth
Some manage travel with
assistance of travel agent
Big spenders

Moderately frequent
visitors
Not a long stay (around 10
days)
Big group travellers
Family trips
Rely on relatives/friends
for holiday information
Moderate spender

Least frequent visitors
Short-stay visitor (less
than 7 days)
Internet savvy
Rely on people close to
them for holiday
information
Light spenders

Most frequent visitors
Long-stay visitors
Travel with partners
Big spenders
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Table 5.14 (cont.): Summary of characteristics of tourist segments
Characteristics

Cluster 1: Escaper tourists

Cluster 2: Conventional
vacationers

Cluster 3: Challenge
journeyers

Cluster 4: Spoil me travellers

Important pull factors

Tranquility
Quality of services
Availability of staff speaking
their language
Well-trained staff

Friendliness/attitude of resort
staff
Availability of booking services
Availability of special needs
services

Availability of nearby
interesting places
Price level
Opportunity to mingle with
locals
Resort website

Cleanliness
Safety and security
Unique/exotic decorative style
Full range of amenities and
resort brand image

Favourite activity

Meditation/spiritual
Spa/aroma therapy/massage
Sun bathing
Healthiness/beauty

Similar to clusters 1 and 4

Gym/fitness
Water based
Outdoor sports
Night life
Adventure

Spa/aroma therapy/massage
Cuisine/cooking
Art/creativity
Culture tours
Nature tours

Overall expectation

Met expectations

Slightly lower than they had
expected

Met expectations

Slightly beyond what they
expected

Overall satisfaction & revisit
intention

Satisfied, with rather high
likelihood of revisit

Moderately satisfied, with high
likelihood of revisit

Moderately satisfied, with low
likelihood of revisit

Most satisfied, with high
likelihood of revisit

Time spent in resort

Slight preference to remain in
resort

Uncertain/neutral

Prefer going out

Prefer immerse within

Opinion about role of hotels
in supporting community

Moderate role

Moderate role

Limited role

Important role
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The key findings, gathered and presented in chronological order of the analysis, reported in
the research context of the research hypotheses established at the outset of the study, are
shown in Table 5.15.
Table 5.15: Summary of findings: whether the hypotheses are supported or rejected
Hypothesis

Results

H1 Tourists using resort accommodation can be segmented into various groups
based on psychographics (travel motivations).

Supported

H2 There is a difference among segments in relation to pull factors.

Supported

H3 There is a clear distinction between the activities engaged in by different Supported
segments of tourists.

To sum up, four clusters derived from factor and cluster analysis can be identified according
to distinct travel motivations (push factors). Travel motivations (push factors) differ between
clusters. This result supports the hypothesis that ‘Tourists using resort accommodation can be
segmented into various groups based on psychographics (travel motivations)’ (H1). The
post hoc analysis of the cluster differences (pull factors, including activities the tourists
indulge in) also provided some very interesting insights, so the expanded cluster profiles can
reasonably be described. There were significant differences in pull factors and activities
among the tourist segments. Regarding pull factors and activities, cluster 4 (Spoil me
travellers) was to some extent similar to cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and cluster 2
(Conventional vacationers) but very different from cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers). Active
pursuits were a favourite for cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers), while passive activities such as
spa or massage, and spiritual and creativity activities, were of interest to the others.
The results support the hypotheses H2 and H3, that ‘There is difference among segments in
relation to pull factors’ and ‘There is a clear distinction between the activities engaged in by
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different segments of tourists’. Additionally, the results obtained from part 4 of the
questionnaire regarding tourists’ satisfaction and their intention to revisit show that, among
those tourist segments who were satisfied with the resorts, only cluster 3 (Challenge
journeyers) had a tendency not to state that they would revisit, while the other three clusters
indicated that there was a high chance they would come back to the resort when they next
visit Thailand. This result suggests that not every tourist segment is a loyal customer;
therefore, resort hotel businesses should target the particular groups of customers to take
advantage of their loyalty. The results obtained and interpreted through the various statistical
procedures reported in this chapter will be discussed in Chapter 6 in order to guide resorts in
their market targeting and positioning.
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Chapter 6.

Discussions, Recommendations and Conclusions

6.1 Discussion
Prior to discussing the research findings in relation to resort hotel tourist segments, it is
necessary to look at and discuss how travel motivations in terms of push factors can be
categorised, because these factors were used as the clustering base of this study.
6.1.1 Discussion of travel motivation (push and pull factors)
Several researchers have attempted to determine what motivates people to travel, and they
always come up with subtle differences resulting from the differences of their study contexts
and research focuses. For example, Crompton (1979) identified seven psychological reasons
forming push factors: escape from a perceived mundane environment, exploration and
evaluation of self, relaxation, prestige, regression, enhancement of kinship relationships, and
facilitation of social interaction. On the other hand, Pearce (1993) proposed five elements:
relaxation, stimulation, relationships, self-esteem and development, and fulfilment. More
recent research regarding the analysis of the push and pull travel motivations, such as that of
Kim et al. (2003a), categorised tourist push factors into four domains: family togetherness
and study, appreciating natural resources and health, escaping from everyday routine and
adventure, and building friendship. Mohammad and Som (2010) classified eight factors:
fulfilling prestige, enhancing relation, seeking relaxation, enhancing social circle, sightseeing
variety, fulfilling spiritual needs, escaping from daily routine and gaining knowledge.
The results of the present study reveal that three categories of push factors—Challenge
journey, Escape trip and Simply relax vacation—were essential motivations of tourists
visiting resort hotels in Thailand. As mentioned earlier, results may vary from one study to
another as contexts differ. In spite of the fact that there is a difference in the number of
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extracted push factors (i.e., Crompton identified seven; Pearce, five; Kim et al., four;
Mohammad and Som, eight; and this study, three), classified categories of extracted push
factors from five studies are the same in terms of being intrinsic motivations, and all are
based on the intangible desire of the individual traveller.
Push factors can be classified into two broad but concise reasons, as proposed by Iso-Ahola
(1982). Iso-Ahola points out that there are two motivational forces that influence tourists: (1)
the desire to leave the everyday environment behind and (2) the desire to obtain
psychological rewards through travel in a contrasting environment. This corresponds with the
arguments of Krippendorf (1987), who claims that relaxation and escape motivations are the
two most basic psychological drives for tourists. Hence, tourists always decide to travel when
there is a need to escape or to find relaxation in another territory or country. Similar to
Dann’s (1977) findings, two discrete reasons to explain why people travel are anomie and
ego-enhancement. The first refers to the desire to get away from all the mundane activities of
normal life. The second is the need to self-fulfil one’s life in some way and to be recognised
as a result of travel experience.
The findings of this study are consistent with those of previous studies. That is, the critical
ingredient of the push factors included two forces: to leave (to escape from mundane affairs)
and to obtain (to take pleasure in something from travelling).
In addition to understanding the reasons behind why tourists go on holiday (push factors), it is
important to understand what affects the tourists’ vacation destination choices (the pull
factors drawing tourists to choose a particular resort). It is difficult to respond to tourists’
needs and wants, and to assess the extent to which products and services at the resort can
match their motivations, unless priority is given to examining these motivations.
Traditionally, pull factors are related mainly to the attractiveness of a given destination. The
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push factors are both tangible characteristics, such as nature resources, accommodation and
recreational facilities, and intangible characteristics, such as destination image. As stated
earlier, pull motivations indicate how the destination is attractive to potential customers. The
destination choice process is related to the tourists’ assessments of the destination’s attributes
and their perceived utility values. The assessment is always different from one tourist to
another. The underlying assumption of this study was that tourist segments would be
motivated by different pull factors. This study confirms that each resort’s attributes, facilities
and services are assessed and valued differently by each distinct segment. Moreover,
according to Andreu et al. (2006), as far as pull factors are concerned each tourist segment
prefers different vacation activities when deciding on their destination. As with previous
works, such as that of Gitelson and Kerstetter (1990), Froucot (2005), Hu and Yu (2006),
Huang and Sarigöllü (2007), Molera and Albaladejo (2007) and Park and Yoon (2009), the
findings of this study reveal that tourists in different segments prefer to join different types of
activities when staying at resorts. Cluster 1 (Escaper tourists), cluster 2 (Conventional
vacationers), and cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) generally preferred non-active pursuits, while
cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) clearly preferred active pursuits.
Motivations, or the reasons for choosing a particular destination (resort), can have valuable
implications for resort hotels as destination choices. Identifying tourists’ motivations may
facilitate the identification of their guests’ profiles, for example, their sociodemographics,
behaviours and preferences. This is a concrete and practical reason to explore the
determinants of tourist motives and differences among tourist segments.
6.1.2 Discussion of resort tourists’ segmentation
Different studies have used different segmentation approaches to resolve some marketing
issues facing today’s tourism industry. The purpose of this study was to gain a better
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understanding of resort hotel tourists visiting Thailand, in order to match marketing strategies
to appropriate tourist segments. The study takes a useful approach that can assist marketers to
effectively identify valuable segments.
Four distinct segments, or clusters, were identified on the bases of their travel motivations
(push factors): Escaper tourists, Conventional vacationers, Challenge journeyers and Spoil me
travellers. These identified segments were profiled with respect to demographics and triprelated behaviours. Each of these segments was then compared in terms of the pull factors
which influenced their choice of resort, the resort activities they hoped to indulge in while
staying in the resort, and their opinions of the resort on a number of issues (e.g., their overall
expectation, satisfaction and intention to revisit the resort). Rich profiling of segments
enables resort management to develop effective marketing plans through the selection of
suitable target segments, product/services design and communication strategy. The expanded
segment profiles can now be described. An illustration of how this rich, practical, operational
information (see Table 5.14) is translatable into strategy is then discussed.
6.1.2.1 Discussion of cluster 1 (Escaper tourists)
The first and largest segment, Escaper tourists, represents 28.12% of all resort visitors. These
visitors have strong motivations related to getting away from routine life and work pressures.
Their main reasons for travel are to Get away from home, Escape from routine life, Seek
release from the workplace and Seek a peaceful life. These motivations show their need to
break out; hence this segment is labelled Escaper tourists.
Regarding demographics and trip-related characteristics, resort tourists belonging to the
Escaper tourist segment are predominantly well-educated and in the working age range. They
might hold a high-ranking position or have a high level of responsibility in their workplace.
At the same time, a majority of cluster members are couples with children. Responsibility at
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work and parental roles may cause stress; consequently, they want release from such
pressures. Leisure travel is one way to escape from routine life and take a rest.
While most are couples with children, when making overseas trips—in this case to
Thailand—they are not likely to travel with their children. They may travel in large groups,
made up primarily of adults. This is possibly because taking care of children while on holiday
is considered a hassle for them.
They are not new to resorts: nearly half claimed that they had come to resorts in Thailand
three times in the past three years. Seemingly, they are familiar with resort accommodation.
They are not very much interested in adventure and active pursuits. Moreover, they
demonstrate a narrow range of interests in a variety of activities provided by resorts, except
Meditation/spiritual activities, Sun bathing, and Healthiness and beauty activities. This cluster
comprises regular visitors who are quite familiar with staying in resorts, and who might have
had the chance to experience these activities several times before, meaning they are less eager
to participate in them.
Escaper tourists indicate that tranquility and quality of resort services are very important pull
factors, showing that they seek a peaceful atmosphere at the resorts they stay in. These factors
are not a concern of cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers).
Interestingly, Escaper tourists are very concerned about the Availability of staff who speak
their language. This might mean that they view language differences as a barrier to happiness
while relaxing at resorts. If resort staff can speak their language, they can enjoy their holiday
without any difficulties.
Overall, the Escaper tourists look most like cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) in terms of
demographics. One important difference in their trip-related characteristics is who they are
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travelling with (trip participants). During their vacation, Escaper tourists are child-free,
whereas Conventional vacationers have children to look after, which may lead to significant
differences in their travel behaviours.
Concerning pull factors impacting on their choice of resorts, Escaper tourists are more like
cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers). However, they seem slightly more difficult to please. This is
due to their travel motivations being related to escape factors, so activities offered by the
resort cannot easily be linked to the benefit sought. It is difficult to know exactly what they
are really looking for, particularly in terms of preferred activities. People who are travelling
with the reason of escaping may seek release, but release can be pursued in many different
ways. The results suggest that Escaper tourists do not like their trips to be filled with
activities, as they did not indicate that they were interested in many activities, and that
probably reflects the real nature of this cluster. It is possible that Escaper tourists were
interested in activities that were not included in the questionnaire. These insights need to be
more closely examined so that there is a clearer understanding of what this cluster requires of
the resorts they stay in. Consequently, the results of further examination could indicate where
resorts could adjust their products and services to better serve this type of tourist.
This cluster resembles the ‘escaper seekers’ in the study by Andreu et al. (2006), who studied
British tourists visiting Turkey on the basis of their motivations to travel. Based on their
findings, getting away is a very important travel motivation for this cluster. Moreover,
Escaper tourists and escaper seekers have similar demographic characteristics; for example,
they are in a working age range and stay relatively longer than any other tourist groups.
However, they are dissimilar in aspects such as gender proportion. The escaper seekers group
contained around five times as many females than males, but the Escaper tourists of this study
are gender balanced.

180

6.1.2.2 Discussion of cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers)
Cluster 2, Conventional vacationers is made up of visitors who have multiple motivations to
travel. They are motivated not only by escape factors but also by rest and relaxation variables.
Challenge factors of the journey are also included in their motivations. Various key factors
push this group to travel.
Cluster 2 (n = 87 or 27.18%) is primarily made up of males who are in the age range 35 to 44
years. As with cluster 1 (Escaper tourists), the majority are couples with children; unlike
cluster 1, they are more likely to travel with family, including children.
In comparison with cluster 1 (Escaper tourists), Conventional vacationers are not long-stay
visitors—possibly because they tend to travel with their children, so they might not be able to
manage a mutually convenient time for travel. Another possibility is that they are young
professionals who tend to have hectic work schedules which may affect their vacation time.
Apart from family vacationers, there are many single parents (nearly 20%) in this cluster.
These respondents may travel alone with children, so they could be an important subgroup of
this segment.
Regarding important pull factors, cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) indicated that they
would like to avail themselves of special needs services. These could involve services for
children. They place importance on Friendliness/attitude of resort staff. Again, this could be
related to travelling with children. This is possibly because they are focused on the wellbeing
of the family (particularly of the children) while holidaying in resorts. They want to enjoy
time to themselves while they are on vacation, with the security of knowing that their children
are being well taken care of by others. In this case, it is essential that resorts place importance
on the Friendliness/attitude of staff.
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Additionally, Conventional vacationers are looking for resorts that provide booking services,
such as for car rental, day tours or shows. They might plan to visit, or join in an activity,
somewhere outside the resort area—this cluster travels with children, who normally need
frequent and stimulating outside activities, such as amusement parks, boat rides, bike rentals,
beach and island visits, fish-feeding events, snorkelling, aquariums and lots of snacks.
Therefore, they are interested in using resort services to facilitate travel outside the resort.
This is consistent with the fact that they prefer not to immerse themselves within the resorts
rather than go out. They do not show as much support for the issue as do the Escaper tourists
(cluster 1) and the Spoil me travellers (cluster 4).
The activities preferred by cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) during their stay at the resorts
include Spa/aroma therapy/massage, Sun bathing, Meditation/spiritual activities, Healthiness
and beauty. For those travelling with children, it is not easy to participate in these activities
unless their children are being cared for by others. Travelling with children may limit a
tourist’s participation in activities—resorts should take this into consideration.
Similar to cluster 1 (Escaper tourists), cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) found the resort
met their expectations. This finding is consistent with the related question about whether they
were satisfied with the resort—they were. This could be a reflection of the high standards of
service provided by Thai resorts.
Conventional vacationers are family-oriented people who travel with their family, including
children, and resemble the ‘Active conventionalists’ in Inbakaran et al. (2011). However, this
comparison is based only on the demographics profile; travel motivation in terms of push
factors was not covered by Inbakaran et al. (2011).
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6.1.2.3 Discussion of cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers)
The third cluster, made up of Challenge journeyers, is distinctly different from the other three
segments in terms of push factors and demographics profiles. The cluster is made up of single
people in the 18–24 years age range, with a balance of males and females. This cluster’s
prime motivation for travelling is to seek challenging experiences in new destinations. They
like to learn and explore new things, and they most desire to be themselves while on holiday.
They believe that travelling to a new and interesting place is one way to make an impression
on people. These characteristics are normally found in that age group.
Additionally, when choosing resorts to stay in, one of the biggest concerns to Challenge
journeyers is price. A substantial portion of students are in this cluster, which might explain
why this cluster spends less on accommodation and other travelling costs (mostly less than
10,000 baht, around US$300 a day). Hence they could be considered price-conscious guests
unwilling to pay high prices. As students or young workers, they are likely to have financial
constraints. International tourists from the United States and Canada spend a lot of money on
their flights alone, which could also explain their financial constraints during their stay.
One of the most significant findings is that, even though they indicate they are generally
satisfied with their resort stays, Challenge journeyers appear not to intend to revisit. They
claimed that on their next trip to Thailand they would probably not come back to the same
resort. The reason for that may be that the major characteristic of this cluster is their desire to
seek new challenges.
In short, the Challenge journeyers are the youngest cluster, they spend less money than the
other three clusters, and they seem to be the least likely to revisit a resort. This group is
similar to ‘a variety seeker’ in the work of Huang and Sarigollii (2007), which also consists of
a higher percentage of students and self-employed workers. However, this comparison is
183

limited in focus to only some demographic characteristics, so Challenge journeyers and
variety seekers may be different in many other ways. The biggest difference between the
studies is the nationality and destination of the respondents—variety seekers were identified
in a study which focused on American and Canadian tourists to the Caribbean, while
Challenge journeyers are among international tourists visiting Thailand.
6.1.2.4 Discussion of cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers)
Cluster 4, Spoil me travellers, comprises resort visitors who are middle-aged or in late
adulthood. Those who have reached retirement age (65 and up) represent a large proportion of
this segment; as a result, this segment has the highest average age. Their main purpose for
travel is to rest and relax with family. In addition, they consider travelling to be selfrewarding, and that it enhances their desire to be physically/mentally active.
Cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) have longer and more frequent holidays than the other three
segments, thanks to the availability of time and money. This is perhaps a result of their
occupations—most are self-employed and many are retirees. They are big spenders who
would revisit the resort. For all the reasons mentioned, it is fair to claim that this cluster
includes the most valuable guests.
Members of this cluster show great attention to detail. While they state numerous pull factors
as their main concerns when choosing the resort to stay at, they place emphasis on
Cleanliness, and Safety and security as the most important factors.
Spoil me travellers indicated an interest in participating in many activities, especially
Spa/aroma therapy/massage, Sun bathing, Art/creativity activities, Cuisine and cooking
classes, and Healthiness and beauty activities. They were not interested in activities related to
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Outdoor sports and adventures. This cluster is similar to the Escaper tourists and
Conventional vacationers but very different from the Challenger journeyers.
This group has strong opinions regarding the role of resort hotels in supporting the strength of
the community around the resort site. Again, this is also characteristic of Escaper tourists and
Conventional vacationers, but it is different with Challenger journeyers, who do not care
much about this matter.
Spoil me travellers immerse themselves in the resorts. If they are retirees, many may be of
limited mobility. This could be the reason they want the resorts they choose to have a full
range of amenities and facilities, and recreational activities.
In terms of needs from their resort stay in general, the Spoil me travellers have many
similarities with cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) but are
different from cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers). This group appears to be like the ‘veterans’
proposed by Sharma (2008). However, several dissimilarities are evident due to the different
focuses of the studies—the Sharma study focused on domestic tourists as resort guests in
Australia, while the present study focused on international tourists as resort guests in
Thailand.
6.1.2.5 Overview of clusters
The analysis of resort tourist segmentation reveals that cluster 1 (Escaper tourists) and
cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers) are tourists in the same age range (between 35 and 54
years). This result leads to further discussion regarding a priori versus posteriori segmentation
(i.e., demographic versus psychographics segmentation).
Any segmentation approach that produces a valuable grouping of tourists is a legitimate
segmentation approach. However, it is important to know that the resulting segments
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represent managerially useful groupings rather than obvious natural segments in the
marketplace. While a priori segmentation is based on the discretionary selection of variables,
posteriori segmentation can be based entirely on empirically delineated segments. The
outcome is therefore much more in-depth (Mazanec 1992; Smith 1995; Formica and Uysal
1998). In this case psychographics segmenting helps resort hotel operators to gain more
insight about tourists than does ordinary demographics segmentation (e.g., segmenting
tourists by age group).
The current study found that tourists who are in the same age range but have different push
factors (i.e., cluster 1, Escaper tourists and cluster 2, Conventional vacationers) respond in
different ways to different travel situations. Escaper tourists prefer peaceful trips without
children, while Conventional vacationers prefer to have their children as travel companions
while on holiday. Consequently, Spoil me travellers may require different resort pull factors,
while Escaper tourists want tranquility factors, and Conventional vacationers seek conditions
that suit the family. This insight would not have been made if demographics segmenting
alone had been employed, and it will help resort hotels to acquire more insight into their
guests’ needs and to meet those needs. Demographics segmentation by age group segregation
may not have revealed this insight in the way that psychographic segmentation as utilised in
this study did.
6.1.3 Discussion of tourists’ reflections on experiences (satisfaction and loyalty)
Visitors’ reflections on their resort experiences allow the resorts to better understand their
customers. Much previous research showed that there is a positive and linear relationship
between customer satisfaction and loyalty. That is, a satisfied customer is likely to be a loyal
customer. This study did not investigate the critical relationship between tourists’ satisfaction
and loyalty. Those two variables, especially loyalty, were explored so as to understand how
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distinct segments responded to resort stay experiences. This study found that, although every
segment was satisfied with the resort they stayed in, their responses regarding loyalty to the
resort were different.
Customer satisfaction is not a particularly reliable indicator of a customer’s future action
(Stauss & Neuhaus 1997). It is not necessarily the case that a segment with a high satisfaction
level will always return to the same resort. The current study shows that although cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers) claims they were satisfied with the resort they stayed in, they would
not return to the same resort for their next visit to Thailand. Bigne et al. (2005) hold that, with
regard to the tourism sector, it is difficult to measure loyalty on the basis of repeat purchases
because consumption is infrequent and customers may prefer to visit new places. Even for
clusters which had high satisfaction levels (clusters 1, 2 and 4), the assertion that they would
come back would not guarantee their return. This could be explained by Reichheld’s (1993)
suggestion that customers who are satisfied with a service will switch companies if they see a
better alternative elsewhere. Similar to the tourism service sector, tourists would not prefer to
revisit a destination, even when they were satisfied with their previous experiences. They
would prefer to visit more and different destinations instead of visiting the same place again.
There are numerous alternatives in the world; similarly, many choices are available in
Thailand.
The clusters’ responses in this area may also be explained by Plog’s psychocentric and
allocentric model. According to Plog (1997), psychocentrics are those who actively seek out
the exotic or ‘untouched’ destinations. Tourists in cluster 3 (Challenge journeyers) are
considered to be this type of tourist. They love to try new things, they do not like things being
organised or planned, they do not return to the same destination and they like being
adventurous. On the contrary, allocentrics are tourists who like things to be planned, and they
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are afraid to take risks, so they often travel to places they are familiar with. The other three
segments (Escaper tourists, Conventional vacationers, Spoil me travellers) tend to fall into
this type. Consequently, allocentric tourists will show more loyalty to resorts.
6.2 Recommendations for Thai resort businesses
The major focus of this study was to investigate the travel motivations of resort clientele, to
segment the clientele based on those motives, and to distinguish the differences, if any,
between segments in order to suggest recommendations for resort management and
marketing.
Recommendations are at the macro and the micro levels. For resorts on the verge of starting
up, repositioning or rebranding, the macro-level recommendations may be useful. On the
other hand, if the resort knows a specific type of tourists they would like to target, or what
types of tourists already visit their resort, and they are satisfied with their current positioning,
then they can pursue the micro-level recommendations.
6.2.1 Macro-level recommendations
Macro-level recommendations provide guidelines on a broad level. They look at the overall
picture. For this study, macro-level recommendations are mainly related to choosing the right
target market. It is unlikely that one resort hotel would be able to satisfy all four clusters:
even with an understanding of the particular needs of each segment, it would be difficult to
provide all the services required across all four clusters.
Based on the findings, the needs of clusters are immensely different, particularly cluster 3
(Challenge journeyers) and cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers). The interactions between groups
can also have an impact of their resort holiday experience. That is, the younger group’s needs
may clash with the older group’s requirement for an atmosphere of peace and tranquility.
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There are two points worth noting: spending and length of stay. First, among clusters, the
Challenge journeyers contribute the least to the tourist business, as they do not pay as much
for accommodation and other related expenses while travelling. Aside from paying less, they
are also short-stay visitors and not loyal guests. Moreover, this group appears not to be as
interested in what the resorts have to offer in terms of facilities and utilities. On the contrary,
they are more likely to be interested in attractions outside the resorts. For Challenge
journeyers, the resort might just be a place to sleep and bathe while on holiday rather than a
place to experience. Because the normal concept of a resort hotel is that of a place for
relaxation and recreation, this cluster may not be the right target market for a resort business.
On the other hand, the findings show that Spoil me travellers contribute most to the resort
business. They spend a large amount of money and stay longer than guests from any of the
other segments. More importantly, they are more likely to spend their time within resorts, so
resorts must perform their functions well. They are considered a profitable segment. This
study suggests that cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers) would have the most potential as a cluster
to target. Several researchers (e.g., Bai et al. 2001; Horneman et al. 2002; Jang & Wu 2006)
postulated that the senior travel market will become more important and have a profound
impact on the hospitality and tourism industry in the next decade because of its size and
potential for growth.
According to the World Tourism Organization (WTO 2001), one of the 2020 future market
trends will be an increase in the number of elderly tourists. This trend is also true for
Thailand; an increasing number of senior tourists are coming to Thailand. The Thai Farmers
Research Center (1999) revealed that the number of inbound tourists aged between 55 and 65
had expanded rapidly. Additionally, the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), the state
agency in charge of promoting Thailand’s tourism, regularly launches marketing campaigns
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and travel activities to attract new markets. The international seniors travel market, and health
and wellness, are new targets (TAT 2012). More recently, the World Economic Forum on
East Asia 2012 reported that Thailand had successfully emerged as a regional medical centre
and become a popular medical tourism destination, attracting visitors from all over the world.
The Thai resort industry could take advantage of this opportunity, with government support.
Medical tourism is becoming a potential area of interest for this cluster. However, besides
considering signs of growth and support from the government, in determining whether a
segment is worthy of being a target market resorts also need to consider many other issues,
such as whether they have the necessary skills, knowledge and expertise to service the
segment. Resort hotels may have to ask themselves whether targeting that segment helps
them meet their mission. However, marketing to a segment should not extend too far beyond
the resort’s business direction.
6.2.2 Micro-level recommendations (applied for operational marketing strategies)
Micro-level recommendations provide a detailed outline of marketing mix practices.
6.2.2.1 Recommendations for targeting cluster 1 (Escaper tourists)
Further research will help gain a better understanding of people who have escape factors as
their travel motives and the kinds of services they really want from resort hotels. However,
some recommendations can also be made at this stage.
Escaper tourists use pleasure travel as a way to Get away from home, to Seek release from
work pressures, to Escape from routine life, and to Seek a peaceful life. Resorts could
promote ‘getaway’ holidays, with the theme of getting away from the everyday routine.
Resorts positioned as ‘hideaways’ filled with unique retreat programs could attract this
segment.
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Apart from those travelling with a big group, there are couples in this segment. When
developing programs aimed at this segment, it is important to keep in mind that many of them
(a quarter) are couples travelling together. Resorts should have activities designed and suited
for couples to join.
This segment is looking for a peaceful life while holidaying at resorts. Resorts should focus
on creating an atmosphere of peace and tranquility for their guests. It may not be easy to
manage this when all types of visitors gather in the same area. There should be an exclusive
zone (a hideaway zone) located in a peaceful area and available only for this type of visitor,
to allow them to enjoy their privacy while on holiday. This special zone should include highstandard services with multilingual staff. A premium could possibly be charged for this
segment, who are likely to be willing to pay more for exceptional services.
Because this group seeks advice from travel agents, resorts should build close ties with those
travel agents who cater to this segment.
Message themes delivered to this segment should reflect serenity, present a picture of
happiness in a tranquil resort, and focus on the segment’s travel motivations. A peaceful life
is what they are looking for while on holiday.
6.2.2.2 Recommendations for targeting cluster 2 (Conventional vacationers)
Cluster 2 is made up of family-oriented visitors. These people tend to select resorts that allow
the parents to relax and enjoy themselves, and that also provide activities suitable for
children. When targeting this segment resorts should consider the children who are visiting.
Entertainment for children is important to this group when they are choosing a resort to stay
at. Resorts may position themselves as ‘family friendly’ by either adjusting their existing
offerings or creating new services and activities to suit a whole family.
191

To persuade this type of visitor to stay at a resort, this study suggests that it is necessary to
communicate that the resort is a safe place for the family. Resorts should show a high degree
of concern for safety, particularly in all of the leisure products that are oriented towards
family and children. The message must focus on the comfort of the family and options for
both children and adults in a safe environment.
This group is not considered as a big spending group compared with Escaper tourists and
Spoil me travellers. Furthermore, they are not long-stay visitors (around 10 days). Perhaps
travelling as a whole family means they need to stick to a strict budget and time plan. Special
room rates for the whole family group, especially in the summer, could appeal to this
segment.
Resorts should arrange special offers for solo parents, who are a subgroup of this segment, for
a better chance of attracting this market. For example, resorts may waive the single
supplement when solo parents share a room with their children, or offer discounted child
rates.
Based on the findings, cluster 2 (Conventional travellers) were the only respondents who
stated that their expectations of the resort were not met. This could relate to the services at the
resort not being suitable for their family. Therefore, it is recommended that resort hotels
review and improve their services in order to raise the satisfaction levels of this familyoriented cluster.
6.2.2.3 Recommendations for targeting cluster 3 (Challenging journeyers)
These tourists were looking for something extraordinary. Resorts which are interested in
attracting guests from this cluster need highly innovative ideas around special products and
services in order to draw them back as return guests.
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These resorts may decorate guest rooms in different themes, such as ‘happy birthday’, ‘good
old days’ or ‘future world’. Visitors should be offered rooms with new, different decorative
styles for every future visit. This may improve the resort’s chance of obtaining returning
guests. Moreover, resorts may exercise marketing programs by introducing an attractive
campaign to encourage a high rate of return for guests in this cluster. For example, a ‘take one
for your collection’ campaign may allow guests to take one item from a guest room at the
resort, such as a pillowcase, towel or blanket—which is normally not permitted when leaving.
These items will become more special, and deserve to be part of a souvenir collection, if the
guest’s name is on it. Those Challenger journeyers will have an impressive story to tell others
about their trip, and this could be the magnet drawing them to return.
Challenge journeyers are interested in joining physical activities such as Gym/fitness,
Outdoor sports and Adventure activities. Although they rated these activities highly,
traditional forms may no longer be interesting. They may need something more attractive and
innovative to be added. To satisfy this segment, resorts are required to create and develop
activities in a modern way. Resort managers should bear in mind that, while those guests are
looking for challenges, they also want to impress others. This type of guest is also urged on
by self-esteem or self-actualisation. Any activity offered to them must serve that need.
Resorts could, for example, encourage and organise competitions instead of just allowing
guests to join freely on their own. This may encourage more participation. However, this
cluster is cost-conscious; in order to save guests’ money, any events must be free of charge.
One of the interesting findings is that this cluster is interested in joining Nature tours. They
also placed emphasis on seeing interesting places near resorts, which reflects their interest in
exploring destinations around resort areas. They intend to travel outside the resort, rather than
simply rest and relax within the resort. Therefore, apart from focusing on creating new
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challenges and experiences within their own property, the resorts could attract guests by
offering activities outside the property which would not be organised by the resort itself. It
would be advantageous for resorts that are located in adventure tourism environments or
exotic locations to cater to this cluster. Collaboration between resorts and local tourism
businesses should become a chief consideration for resorts.
This cluster was the only one that enjoyed mingling with local people. Resorts could offer
package tours which include options that allow guests to actively participate in local
activities, or offer several activities that bring the guests in contact with the natural
environment around the resort site. In this way, resorts do not need to invest enormously in
their own recreational facilities—this would be helpful for small resorts with limited financial
resources.
Challenge journeyers tend to travel with friends. This implies that they want to have fun with
people of the same age and interests. At the same time, there are many who travel alone.
Resorts could take advantage of this characteristic by making an effort to create a friendly and
interactive atmosphere. For example, a message board could be posted so tourists can share
their experiences and even find travel partners, for those travelling alone.
As Challenge journeyers are price conscious, resorts should offer a certain degree of comfort
with lower, affordable prices. Off-season packages with discounts or breakaway packages for
school holidays may be attractive. Short-break packages are appropriate, because this
segment tend to take short stays of not more than a week.
Most Challenger journeyers use the internet for resort information; they emphasise the pull
factor Easy access to resort website. Assuming they make resort reservations from resort
websites, a dedicated website to promote a variety of resort activities and destinations from
the resort could be designed specifically for them. The website would also contain
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information about local people, the beautiful natural environment surrounding the resort, and
nearby interesting places. Furthermore, resorts may benefit from taking advantage of social
networking. Considering the age bracket, this cluster has a tendency to include people who
use social media, so clients from this cluster will be attracted by resorts that connect with
them through modern channels such as Facebook or Twitter. For example, resorts may
organise a Facebook fan club, where resort guests can get recommendations and testimonials
from former guests and arrange meetings for the next time they visit.
6.2.2.4 Recommendations for targeting cluster 4 (Spoil me travellers)
To attract guests from this cluster, resorts will need a marketing and management focus that
differs from those aimed at other clusters. Members of this cluster can easily be canvassed by
resorts that can provide senior-friendly resort recreational products. Many retirees belong to
this segment; thus, landscape design should take the elderly into account. Moreover,
healthcare services for elderly people may be needed.
This group has a high tendency to be the most loyal to the resorts, as evidenced by their resort
visitation history and their intention to revisit. They are patrons who state that they will visit
the resort again. Resorts will find it easy to reach these guests with an effective customer
database management system. It is worthwhile for resorts to build and develop a large, solid
customer base. Resort hotels may exercise customer relationship management (CRM)
strategies such as loyalty programs and membership concepts that offer privilege benefits,
which should be used to keep guests coming back and to encourage them to recommend the
resort to others. It is very important to these people that they feel special. For example, resorts
can make customers feel different and superior to other guests by allowing them to choose
reward nights without a blackout date or to upgrade to a better room—for example, from a
garden view room to a beachfront zone.
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Unlike Challenge journeyers, Spoil me travellers are not price sensitive. The members of this
cluster mentioned that resort brand image and reputation had made an impact on their
decision. Resorts may include corporate social responsibility (CSR) as part of their branding.
Resort businesses can apply CSR in various ways. For example, resorts can support the local
economy by establishing partnerships with area farmers, by buying products from local
producers whose products are organic, and by promoting these businesses to resort guests.
This will satisfy Spoil me travellers, whose members are likely to be health concerned. In
addition, a resort may position itself as an eco-resort and offer ecological niche products to
attract this cluster. Importantly, resorts must consider how to convey their message to their
customers; they need skills to develop an effective communication style which reaches its
target. The publicity message must focus on the welfare of locals in the rural community.
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Table 6.1: Summary of marketing strategies focused for each segment
Cluster
Escaper tourists

Product/
service offering
Unique retreat
programs

Pricing/
promotion
High-priced, skim
pricing

Channel/
distribution
Close ties with
travel agents

Message theme

Special room
rates for the
family group

Travel agents

A safe place for
the family, a
family-friendly
place, with
interesting places
nearby

Develop online
channels (i.e., a
resort website,
social
networking)

Opportunity to
see local life, the
beautiful natural
environment and
nearby interesting
places

Word of mouth
distribution

Very comfortable
eco-resort

A serene and
tranquil resort

Peace and
tranquility
atmosphere
In-pair activities
for couples
Multilingual staff
Conventional
vacationers

Activities for the
whole family
Booking services
(i.e., car rental,
day tours, shows)
Friendly staff

Challenge
journeyers

Innovative ideas
around
product/service
offerings

Special offers for
solo parents
Discounts for
child rates
Valuable price
Short-break
package

Nature and
adventure tours
Spoil me
travellers

Senior-friendly
recreational
product
Exclusive feeling

High-priced,
prestige pricing,
loyalty/frequency
program price

Socially
responsible
products

6.3 Recommendations for future researchers
This research presents segmentation and profiling of resort hotel tourists visiting Thailand.
The clustering of travel motivation (push factors) proved to be a viable means of segmenting
the market and provided some useful findings. However, a few limitations and weaknesses
were observed, which were clearly declared in section 4.7, Limitations and weaknesses of
overall approach. Importantly, mentioning other limitations and weaknesses may benefit
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future researchers. The following recommendations are made to counter the major drawbacks
of the study.
This researcher did not undertake the primary data collection personally. As declared earlier
in section 4.4.3, Distributing and collecting questionnaires, the participating resort hotels did
not allow the researcher to approach their guests directly; instead, resort staff managed the
process and left the questionnaires in guest rooms, lobbies and other places. Such an approach
would have had negative results for the study; without resort staff encouragement, resort
guests would never be expected to fill in survey questionnaires. This researcher tried to
reduce this foreseen consequence by seeking assistance from resort hotel management to
assign resort hotel staff to help. Consequently, the various resort staff undertook datagathering for the study. This issue should be taken into consideration by future researchers.
One possible way to enable future researchers to get more accurate research results could be
to employ a mixed-method approach. A qualitative approach, such as resort management
interviews, may be used. This may increase the chance of successful personal primary data
collection.
This study investigated travel motivations, and it was conducted on tourists who were using
Thai resort hotels. Therefore, to provide more insight into the Thai context, it is
recommended that future studies examine motives (push factor variables) that are more
specific to the Thai context rather than being as general as this research was.
Experiences of the visit and response to customer satisfaction and loyalty were part of the
conceptual framework formulated for this study. There is a need for more comprehensive
understanding of these two concepts, particularly in terms of segment characteristics.
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6.4 Conclusion
This study began with a research agenda focusing on the segmentation of characteristics of
resort hotel tourists who visit resorts in Thailand. Much research, undertaken from a variety
of perspectives, exists on tourist segments. However, a small number of studies related to
resort hotel tourists, particularly resort hotel tourists travelling in Thailand. This is in spite of
the fact that Thailand is a member of Southeast Asia, a region considered to be an emerging
global tourism destination. Moreover, Thailand is the region’s primary travel destination;
millions of travellers come to visit year after year. The number of tourists to Thailand is
second only to Singapore. This is the reason Thailand was chosen as the study country. Resort
hotel tourists, rather than other types of tourists, were chosen as the study unit because this
study was focused on tourists whose main reason for travel was recreation. Thus, the type of
tourist selected for study was limited to the resort hotel accommodation type.
Resort businesses with knowledge of segmentation can target the segments that best suit their
business, and position themselves as attractive to their selected targets. Without segmentation,
they will not be able to devise an appropriate marketing mix for the target market.
Particularly, in Thailand there is little evidence that resort hotel businesses do research or
employ these concepts effectively or consistently. In preparing for this study, this researcher
visited many resort hotels as prospective participants. It was surprising to find that many of
the hotels were nearly identical in terms of their offerings and attributes. All looked
essentially the same, without distinguishing features that might set them apart from their
competitors.
More sophisticated knowledge of resort tourist segments will assist and guide resort hotels in
Thailand with planning and implementing their marketing strategies. The market can be
divided primarily into geographic, demographic, behavioural and psychological segments.
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Using only one criterion, such as the psychological dimension, as the clustering base does not
allow complete profile identification of segments; therefore, demographics and tourist
behaviour have also been used to enrich the profiling of tourists. In order to achieve the
segmenting task, factor and cluster analyses were conducted. Three travel motivation factors
were extracted: Escape trip factors, Challenge journey factors and Simply relax vacation
factors. Four segments, or clusters, emerged and were profiled as Escaper tourists,
Conventional vacationers, Challenge journeyers and Spoil me travellers.
The clusters differed significantly in their travel motivations (push factors) and reasons for
choosing the resort (pull factors). Escaper tourists made up the largest segment and seemed
focused on enjoying their chosen resort’s tranquility and a peaceful atmosphere. They tended
to travel in groups; however, they were also likely to be part of an adult travel party with no
children. Activities related to finding and discovering inner peace were attractive to them.
The Spoil me traveller was the smallest but highest spending cluster. They scored highly on
most of the reasons (pull factors) for choosing the resort and strongly supported the role of
hotels in supporting the local community. They are considered meticulous guests.
Conventional vacationers, whose travel motives combined multiple reasons (Escape factors,
Challenge factors and Simply relax factors), are likely to be family oriented. They appear to
be focused on what the resort has to offer in terms of facilities for their family. Challenge
journeyers not only are the customers least likely to return to the resort but also spend the
least. Most of their pull factor scores were consistently lower than the average of the total
sample, indicating that the available resort facilities were of little interest. The study revealed
that not every segment is a high spender or a loyal customer.
Useful resort tourist information has been gathered through this study, and previous studies,
that can help resorts to pinpoint the types of resort products and services that suit the
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identified resort guest segments. However, this study has focused exclusively on Thailand’s
unique environment. This limitation may prevent the generalisation of its findings to other
populations. The need for further research remains. Future research should study the
relationship between the two dimensional factors, pull and push factors. Using pull factors
(resort attributes) to segment tourists in combination with push factors (motivations for
travel) will produce a better understanding of the interaction between the push and pull
motivations for psychographic segmentation. Lastly, the difference between Asian tourists
and Western tourists, as seen from their different cultural realms, is another interesting area
for future study.
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Information Sheet for Hotels
Project title:
Understanding Resort Hotel Clientele
Through Segmentation: A study of Thailand
Researcher:
Ms. JirapornChomsuan, PD Student
Phone: +66(0)81 710-4510
Email: Aa.Chomsuan@canberra.edu.au
jchomsuan@yahoo.com
Supervisor:
Professor Deborah Blackman, the Director Graduate Research Office
Phone: +61(0) 6201 5076
Email: Deborah.Blackman@canberra.edu.au

Dear Sir/Madam,
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Miss
JirapornChomsuan, who is currently a DBA candidate (the degree of Doctor of Business
Administration) in the Faculty of Business and Government, University of Canberra,
Australia, and a lecturer in the Faculty of Business Administration, Dhurakij Pundit
University, Thailand. This information sheet describes the project. Please read this sheet
carefully before you agree to participate. If you have any questions about the project, please
ask either the researcher or the project supervisor.
Who is involved in this research project? Why is it being conducted?
The proposed research investigates resort hotel tourist’s travel motivation (why, where and
how they make a trip and choose an hotel to visit) in order to classify the visitors into
homogeneous group, then to determine their profiles, level of satisfaction during their visit,
including their intention to revisit. Your establishment has an accommodation where
multinational visitors choose to stay; therefore, it is a great honor and pleasure to invite your
hotel to participate in this study. This research is being conducted as a part of a higher degree
and has been approved by the University of Canberra Human Research Ethics Committee.
What is the aim/purpose of the research?
To better understand resort hotel clientele by clustering those on the basis of their similar
characteristics and comparing these clusters in terms of selection reasons based on travel
motivations, satisfaction levels on resort hotel’s attributes and their intention to revisit.
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What are the possible benefits associated with hotel?
Gaining invaluable insights of characteristics of current patrons, it is useful to develop
sustainable resort tourism products that suit well each market segments. This study would
serve and guide hotels with the information that could help to improve hotel’s future
products/services. I will provide you with a summary copy of the results.
If you agree to participate, what will you are required to do?
If you were to participate in this study, initially you would be required to place questionnaires
in guest rooms, the lobby and check in/out desks. I ask that you leave them for a while until
visitors have completed them. After that please collect them and put them in the prepaid
attached envelope. However, the best way for them to be returned to me would be discussed
later if you agree to participate.
What are the risks or disadvantages associated with participation?
There are no risks or disadvantages associated with participation. The hotel will not be
identified in any manner if you decide to participate in the study.
What will happen to the information by which hotel’s guest provided?
The information your guest provides will remain anonymous throughout the study as they are
not identified in any manner. The research data will be coded by the researcher and kept
secure at University of Canberra for a period of 5 years before being destroyed. The results of
this study will be disseminated in the thesis and in papers for publication and conference
presentation. Any information that they provide can be disclosed to a third party only if (1) it
is to protect them or others form harm, (2) a court order is produced, or (3) they provide the
researcher with written permission.
What are your rights?
Being involved in this study is voluntary; therefore the hotel or the participants have the right
to withdraw from the research at any time.
Who should you contact if you have any questions?
If you have any questions about this research, either now or in the future, please feel free to
contact either myself the researcher, Ms Jiraporn Chomsuan or my supervisor, Professor
Deborah Blackman
What other issues should you be aware of before deciding whether to participate?
We believe that there are no ethical issues that you should be concerned about
Yours Sincerely
JirapornChomsuan
Researcher
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Information Sheet for Participants
Project title:
Understanding Resort Hotel Clientele
Through Segmentation: A study of Thailand
Researcher:
Ms. JirapornChomsuan, PD Student
Phone: +66(0)81 7104510
Email: Aa.Chomsuan@canberra.edu.au
jchomsuan@yahoo.com
Supervisor:
Professor Deborah Blackman, the Director Graduate Research Office
Phone: +61(0)2) 62015076
Email: Deborah.Blackman@canberra.edu.au

Dear Sir/Madam,
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Miss
JirapornChomsuan, who is currently a DBA candidate (the degree of Doctor of Business
Administration) in the Faculty of Business and Government, University of Canberra,
Australia, and a lecturer in the Faculty of Business Administration, Dhurakij Pundit
University, Thailand. This information sheet describes the project. Please read this sheet
carefully before you agree to participate. If you have any questions about the project, please
ask either the researcher or the project supervisor.
Who are invited to take part in this research?
Tourists who are visiting resort hotels in Thailand, the study include both domestic and
overseas visitors who are over 18 years.
What is the project about and why you have been approached?
This project investigates resort tourist’s travel motivation in order to cluster them, then to
determine the visitors’ profile, level of satisfaction during their visit, as well as their intention
to revisit. As you are resort visitors, you have been randomly selected to participate in this
study.
If you agree to participate, what will you be required to do?
If you were to participate in this study, you would be required to complete the attached
questionnaire which will take you approximately 10 minutes.
What are the risks or disadvantages associated with participation?
There are no risks or disadvantages associated with participation. You are not being identified
in any way and your views will remain anonymous. The information you provide will only be
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seen by the researcher and the project supervisor. If you are unduly concerned about your
response to any of the questionnaire items or if you find participation in this study distressing,
you can immediately stop participation.
What are the benefits associated with participation?
There are no immediate direct benefits to the participants; however the findings derived from
the results of this study will help improve future products and services provided by the resort
industry. Hence, visitors will have more to enjoy other next visit.
What are your rights as a participant?
You have the rights to withdraw your participation at any time, without prejudice, the right to
have any unprocessed data withdrawn and destroyed, provided it can be reliably identified
and provided that so doing does not increase the risk to you. You also have the right to have
any questions answered at any time.
What other issues should you be aware of before deciding whether to participate?
We believe that there are no ethical issues that you should be concerned about.

Yours Sincerely

JirapornChomsuan
Researcher
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Part 1Please indicate your view if the factor below is the main reason that push you to travel (for

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral/
Uncertain

Agree

Reason
Escape from routine life
To try new food
Seeking new experience
Enjoy novelty life
Spending time with family/friends
Reward myself
Visiting new places
Seek release from work pressure
Get away from home
Seek fun and enjoyment
Explore different life style
Meet new people
Sounds impressive to others
Gain an exciting experience
Discovering myself
To find thrills
To learn new things
To physically/mentally relax
Indulge in luxury lifestyle
Being physical active
Be myself/Being free to act I like to do
To experience different culture
Seek peaceful life

Somewhat
agree

this trip to Thailand)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Part 2Decision on accommodation is an important step when planning holiday, some listing of

Cleanliness
Safety and Security
Unique, exotic decorative style
Tranquility and privacy atmosphere

Unimportant

Somewhat
unimportant

Neutral

Reason

Somewhat
Important

Important

the resort hotel attributes /offerings that you may consider when choosing the resort. Please
indicate how level of important each characteristic is by placing a tick (/) in the space provided.

1.
2.
3.
4.
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Unimportant

Somewhat
unimportant

Neutral

Somewhat
Important

Important

Reason

Availability of staff speaking your language 5.
Availability of nearby interesting place
6.
Price level
7.
Distance from CBD
8.
Friendliness/attitude of resort staff
9.
Interesting and easy access to resort website 10
Quality of services at the resort
11
Well-trained staff
12
Opportunity to mingle with locality
13
Brand image/ resort reputation
14
Full range of amenities/facilities
15
Availability of recreational activities ( Sport and
entertainment)
16
Availability of Booking services: e.g. local tour,
car renting
17
Availability of Special needs facility: e.g.
disabled facilities, baby sitting services
18.

Part 3 while staying at the resort, what are your preference recreational activities that you would

Spa / aroma therapy/massage
Gym and fitness
Water based activities
Sun bathing
Outdoor sports
Yoga
Meditation/spiritual activity
Art /creativity activities
Cuisine/cooking class
Healthiness and Beauty activities
Night life e.g. Pub/bar
Adventure activities
Culture tours
Nature tours
Others (please specify)

Not at all
desirable

Not very
desirable

Neutral

Activities

Somewhat
desirable

Very
desirable

like to engage? Not necessary that this resort offers those activities. Please indicate your
response by placing a tick (/)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
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Part 4
Please indicate your opinion/ how you feel by tick the choosing
1. How does this resort in general, rate compared to what you expected?
a. Much better than I expected
b. slightly better than I expected
c. Same as I expected
d. slightly worse than I expected
e. Much worse than I expected
2. Overall, you are satisfied with your holiday in this resort.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

3. You prefer spending time within resort rather than going out.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

4. You would come back to this resort next time.
Definitely Probably
Yes
Yes

Neutral

Probably Definitely
No
No

why…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
5. To what degree do you believe resort hotels should encourage local community to
strengthen their own cultural identity, economy status and natural preservation.
Important

Somewhat
important

Neutral

Somewhat
unimportant

Unimportant

Cultural identity
Economy status
Natural preservation

Part 5 Questions about you
1. What is your gender
a. Male

b. Female

2. What is your age group
a. 18- 24
d. 45-54

b.25-34
e.55-64

c. 35-44
f. 65 up
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3. What is the highest level of education you have attained
a. primary
b. secondary
c. technical/vocational
d. bachelor
e. master
f. doctoral
4. Please circle the category that best describe your family household
a. Single
b. single with children
c. Couples
d. couples with children
5.
a.
d.
g.
J.

What is your occupation
Self-employed
Trade and related workers
Student
Others (specify)

6.
a.
e.
h.

What is your nationality
European
b. American
Chinese
f. Japanese
Others(specify)

b. Civil servant
e. Clerical
h. housework

c. Service workers
f. Skilled workers
i. Freelance

c. Thai
g. Indian

d. Australian

7. How many times have you visited a resort hotel in Thailand for the past 3 years
a. Once
b. Twice
c. Three times
d. Four times
e. Five times
f.
f. More than five
8. How long is your current stay at this resort
a. Less than a week
b. 7-10 days
d. More than 14 days
9. Who are you travelling with
a. Alone
d. family adults (no children)
f. friends no children

c. 11-14 days

b. partner
c. family including children
e. family and friends including children
g. work colleagues
h. tour group

10. Where do you get the information about this resort
a. Travel agencies
b. Friends/relatives
i. Internet
e. Magazines

c. Business associates
f. others (specify)

11. How much do you spend a day during visiting the resort (including accommodation cost)
a. Less than 10,000 baht
b. 10,001-15,000 baht
c. 15,001-20,000 baht
d. 20,001-25,000 baht
e. 25,001-30,000 baht
f. more than 30,000

Thanks for your valuable time
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Appendix C
SPSS Results
Appendix C.1
Communalities
Initial

Extraction

Escape from routine life

1.000

.662

To try new food

1.000

.345

Seeking new experience

1.000

.608

Enjoy novelty life

1.000

.468

Spending time with

1.000

.397

Reward myself

1.000

.513

Visiting new places

1.000

.570

Seek release from work

1.000

.850

Get away from home

1.000

.848

Seek fun and enjoyment

1.000

.238

Explore different life style

1.000

.709

Meet new people

1.000

.502

Sounds impressive to

1.000

.631

Gain an exciting experience

1.000

.731

Discovering myself

1.000

.796

To find thrills

1.000

.668

To learn new things

1.000

.687

To physically/mentally relax

1.000

.616

Indulge in luxury lifestyle

1.000

.512

Being physical active

1.000

.613

Be myself/being free

1.000

.668

To experience different

1.000

.631

1.000

.632

family/friends

pressure

others

culture
Seek peaceful life

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

239

Appendix C.2
Rotated Component Matrix

a

Component
1

2

3

Discovering myself

.850

-.269

.046

Gain an exciting experience

.831

-.159

.163

To find thrills

.774

-.268

-.040

Seeking new experience

.762

-.172

.080

Be myself/being free

.759

-.295

-.087

To learn new things

.745

.354

-.049

Visiting new places

.737

-.085

-.100

Sounds impressive to

.719

-.153

.332

Indulge in luxury lifestyle

-.660

.172

.215

Being physical active

-.657

.430

.069

To physically/mentally relax

-.608

.490

.131

Reward myself

-.590

-.063

.433

Enjoy novelty life

.532

-.431

-.046

Seek peaceful life

-.523

.458

-.396

Seek release from work

-.127

.823

-.403

.048

.801

-.457

-.150

.714

-.360

.216

-.678

-.053

-.288

.521

.265

.195

-.123

.840

-.272

-.120

.733

others

pressure
Get away from home
Escape from routine life
Meet new people
Spending time with
family/friends
Explore different life style
To experience different
culture
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Appendix C.3
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Appendix C.3 (cont.)

242

Appendix C.3 (cont.)
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Appendix C.4
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square

.926
3755.866

df

136

Sig.

.000
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Appendix C.5
Anti-image Correlation
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Appendix C.6

Rotated Component Matrix

a

Component
1

2

3

Gain an exciting experience

.819

-.154

-.218

Discovering myself

.785

-.182

-.386

Seeking new experience

.781

-.115

-.160

Sounds impressive to

.775

-.259

.008

Be myself/being free

.712

-.133

-.381

Visiting new places

.707

.063

-.272

To learn new things

.688

.380

-.132

To find thrills

.685

-.143

-.438

Enjoy novelty life

.591

-.288

-.163

Get away from home

.009

.930

.104

-.166

.892

.165

Escape from routine life

-.182

.800

.127

Seek peaceful life

-.552

.581

.098

Spending time with

-.085

.269

.727

Reward myself

-.394

-.366

.606

Being physical active

-.518

.261

.589

To physically/mentally relax

-.492

.288

.573

others

Seek release from work
pressure

family/friends

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Appendix C.7

Communalities
Initial

Extraction

Escape from routine life

1.000

.690

Seeking new experience

1.000

.649

Enjoy novelty life

1.000

.459

Spending time with

1.000

.608

Reward myself

1.000

.657

Visiting new places

1.000

.578

Seek release from work

1.000

.850

Get away from home

1.000

.876

Sounds impressive to

1.000

.668

Gain an exciting experience

1.000

.741

Discovering myself

1.000

.799

To find thrills

1.000

.682

To learn new things

1.000

.635

To physically/mentally relax

1.000

.653

Be myself/being free

1.000

.670

Seek peaceful life

1.000

.651

Being physical active

1.000

.684

family/friends

pressure

others

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Appendix C.9

Final Cluster Centres (Two Clusters)
Profile

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

.2136

–.24515

Escape trip

–.27876

.31992

Simply relax vacation

.66147

–.75914

Challenge journey

Cluster 1 is far from profile 2 (–.28), but similar to profile 3 (.66) and slightly similar to
profile 1 (.21). This means that tourists in cluster 1 tend to be most influenced by the Simply
relax factor, and at the same time a little influenced by the Challenge journey factor.
Cluster 2 is far from profile 3 (–.76) and slightly far from profile 1 (–.25) while not very close
to profile 2 (.32). Tourists in cluster 2 seem to be slightly influenced by the Escape trip factor,
however the level of influence is not of a very high degree.
Running a two-cluster solution did not provide a good interpretation; it demonstrated only
one reasonable cluster.

Final Cluster Centres (Three Clusters)
Profile

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Challenge journey

.69096

–.66487

.02236

Escape trip

.59345

.90822

–1.05160

Simply relax vacation

.80709

–.45914

–.20369

Cluster 1 is similar to all profiles (.69, .59, .80), meaning that members of this cluster are
motivated on their vacation by Escape from routine life, Simply relax and Challenge journey.
Cluster 2 is similar to profiles 2 (.91), but dissimilar to profiles 1 (–.66) and 3 (–.46). Tourists
in cluster 2 are solely influenced by escape factors when making their decision to travel.
Cluster 3 is very far from profile 2 (–1.05) and not close to profiles 3 (–.20) and 1 (.02).
The results of the three-cluster solution were similar to those of the two-cluster. That is, it did
not present a meaningful cluster.
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