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Abstract  
This study was carried out within the context of amenity migration addressed as a category of post-tourism 
movements group with a purposeful sample of 489 participants. The main purpose of this research is to explore the 
motivations of participants of different nationalities in Alanya by using a push and pull framework and to 
investigate the relationship between motivation and overall destination satisfaction. A quantitative research 
methodology was adopted, and the descriptive and explanatory research methods were used. The findings of this 
study indicated that pull and push motivations of participants differ according to country origin. Furthermore, the 
results revealed that push and pull motivations significantly influence destination satisfaction. Moreover, it was 
concluded that push motivation factors of Middle Eastern and Russian participants had a higher impact on 
destination satisfaction than European participants. Findings of the research were discussed along with their 
theoretical contributions and managerial implications. 
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Introduction 
The concept of international migration has had a major impact on societies around the globe (Massey 
et al., 1993), and it appears that it will go on to have further effects. In this context, there has been a 
significant rise in the number of empirical studies on international migration. One of the types of 
international migration is amenity migration, which has been experienced since the Second World War. 
It is a type of migration that is carried out to benefit from sociocultural and economic opportunities, as 
well as to relieve stress in the environment that individuals experience (Borsdorf, Hidalgo, & Zunino, 
2012). Socioeconomic reforms and improvements in working life after the Second World War had 
consequences that made it easier for people to settle in other countries. At the same time as the 
retirement length increased as a result of increased life expectancy (Commission of the European 
Communities, 1994), the increase in retirees’ savings in proportion to the improving economic 
conditions enabled individuals to prepare new strategies for their retirement (Williams, King, Warnes, 
& Patterson, 2000) and even opened up the way for retirees to continue their lives in areas that offered 
better environmental conditions (Rodriguez, Mayorales, & Rofo, 1998).  
 
Amenity migration also can be considered as a subcategory of the post-tourism movements (Bourdeau, 
2008). In tourism and migration studies, the pull and push motivation model is accepted as the 
dominant paradigm (Bansal, Taylor, James, 2005; Stimson & Minnery, 1998). The motivation factors of 
individuals who prefer a destination within the scope of amenity migration and the motivation factors 
of tourists who prefer the same destination for holiday purposes may be similar (Ruiz-Ballesteros & 
Caceres-Feria, 2016). Most people in both cases; is happy to be in places with natural, historical, cultural 
or attractions. One of the ways to achieve this is to go to these areas as a tourist. The other way is to live 
a longer life in these places with amenity migration. In fact, amenity migration has been conceptualized 
as “long-stay tourism” in some studies (Kummaraka & Jutaporn, 2011; Ono, 2008; Stedman, Goetz & 
Weagraff, 2006). This fact clearly affirms the close relationship between amenity migration and tourism. 
Also, it is known that tourist destinations are preferred for amenity migration in the future. Thus, visits 
to tourism destinations have seen as an effective factor in deciding on amenity migration (Williams et 
al., 2000). Satisfaction with holiday experiences significantly affects the revisiting of these destinations. 
(Kozak & Rimmington, 2000). These repeat visits to tourism destinations may lead to the decision to 
acquire a second residence there (Breuer, 2005; Williams et al., 2000). This may cause tourism 
destinations to become amenity migration destinations over time. 
 
The knowledge and experience gained with mass tourism after the 1950s, with the discovery of new 
habitats and the acquisition of secondary housing in these areas, laid the groundwork for an 
international migration of prosperity with a point of origin in tourism (Williams et al., 2000). The 
Mediterranean coast, in particular, has become an important secondary housing center due to factors 
such as hot climate conditions and rural and calm conditions compared to the crowded and 
industrialized cities in Europe. These secondary dwellings have also laid the groundwork for the start 
of international amenity migration over time (Gustafson, 2013; King, Warnes, & Williams, 2000). This 
mobility has gradually established the destinations of amenity migration along the Mediterranean coast 
(Gustafson, 2008; Mason, 2002). 
 
Turkey has been included in the list of countries that are frequently preferred by foreigners in the 
purchase of secondary housing, as well as Spain, Italy, and Portugal, as of the 2000s (Özerim, 2012). King 
et al., (2019) stated that international retirement migrations listed under amenity migration have shifted 
from destinations such as Spain and the southwest of France, which are traditional destinations, to new 
destinations, superseding traditional destinations. Many of the traditional destinations have become 
“saturated” with lifestyle and retirement migrants, with property prices increasing as a result. Thus, 
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countries such as Turkey, Morocco, Thailand, and Malaysia have become preferred countries for 
international retirement migrations (King, Cela, Morettini, & Fokkema, 2019).  
 
This study was carried out in Alanya, one of the most important destinations in Turkey’s tourism 
context. Alanya is one of the most important touristic regions of Turkey with its natural, historical, 
cultural, and gastronomic attractions (MasterCard, 2019). On the other hand, with its temperate climate 
conditions, improved economic opportunities, and multicultural structure, it is also a destination that 
has an important appeal for amenity migration. Alanya provides about 12% of Turkey’s tourism 
revenues. Meanwhile, a total of 6,186 people from 74 countries purchased real estate in Alanya in 2018. 
To date, 42,882 people from 90 countries have purchased real estate in Alanya, including 2019. In 2018, 
a total of 20,619 people from 112 countries obtained residence permits for Alanya (ALTSO, 2019). In 
short, Alanya is an important destination for both tourism and amenity migration in Turkey and the 
Mediterranean region. To this end, there are three main objectives of the research. The first objective 
was to explore amenity migrants’ motivations within the push and pull motivation framework. The 
study was focused on multiple nationalities. In this context, the second objective of the study was to 
determine important pull and push motivation factors by nationality. The third objective was to 
determine the effect of the pull and push motivations on overall destination satisfaction depending on 
the country of origin. In Turkey and other countries, a large number of studies have been carried out to 
determine tourists’ travel motivations and vacation satisfaction. However, despite the increasing 
number of foreigners settling in Alanya and purchasing housing in the context of amenity migration, 
no empirical research has been conducted to determine the motivational factors or the relationship 
between motivational factors and destination satisfaction, which influence the decisions of foreigners 
settling in Alanya. In terms of destination management and tourism marketing, it is very important to 
determine the factors that influence tourists’ choice of destination (Hsu, Tsai, & Wu, 2009). Motivation 
is defined as a driving force behind behavior that leads an individual to specific activities (Mook, 1996; 
Moutinho, 2000). It is necessary to understand the reasons for which individuals are migrating in order 
to fully understand the phenomenon of amenity migration in this respect. The study of the push and 
pull factors of amenity migration and destination satisfaction within the framework of country of origin 
is one of the unique aspects of this research. On the other hand, the analysis of destination satisfaction 
within the framework of push and pull factors will also provide practical information about the 
satisfaction of individuals participating in amenity migration to Alanya. The results of the study will 
guide decision-makers on destination marketing and policymakers and businesses operating in the real 
estate and housing sectors in their decisions on marketing, product, and service developments. 
 
Conceptual Framework 
Amenity Migration 
Amenity migration is a new type of migration that individuals with high levels of wealth do voluntarily 
to places where they think they will lead a better life (Benson & O’Reilly, 2009; Borsdorf et al., 2012; 
Moss, 2006; Spalding, 2013; Südaş & Mutluer, 2010). The concept of amenity migration is discussed 
under different concepts in different disciplines in the literature. Basically, most of the studies on 
“amenity migration” have been examined under the concepts of international retirement migration 
(Carlson et al., 1998; Cuba, 1991; Haas & Serrow, 1993; Hazelrigg & Hardy, 1995). The concept of amenity 
migration is also referred to as “lifestyle migration” (Benson & O’Reilly, 2009; Curry, Koczberski, & 
Selwood, 2001; McIntyre, 2009; Mitchell, 2004), “second residence” (Hall & Müller, 2004; Pitkänen, 
2008), and “long-stay tourism” (Kummaraka & Jutaporn, 2011; Ono, 2008; Stedman et al., 2006) by 
different scholars. 
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Amenity migration started to develop mass tourism activities (Williams et al., 2000). Tourism is related 
to amenity migration from another perspective (Sanchez, 2017). According to Hall and Williams (2002), 
there are two basic forms of tourism and immigration relationship: (1) consumption-led tourism 
migrations (e.g., retirement second home ownership). In this form, individuals settle in areas of high 
attraction, such as beaches and mountainous regions. (2) production-led tourism migration. In this 
form, individuals migrate to tourism regions to work or establish a business. In this study, we focused 
on amenity migration which is an example of consumption-led tourism migration in Hall and Williams's 
(2002) classification. The psychological and emotional attraction created by the possibilities of a city 
affects the desire of individuals to be in that city temporarily or permanently. People can visit these 
areas temporarily as tourists, or they can plan to establish a settled life (Kuentzel & Ramaswamy, 2005). 
On the other hand, touristic visits to these regions have an impact on the amenity migration decision. 
Therefore, tourism activity can be considered as the first stage of the amenity migration process (Nam 
& Sato, 2010). According to Borsdorf, Hidalgo and Zunino (2012) amenity migration process usually 
starts with a touristic trip to the region to immigrate. In line with this view, Stewart (2002) explained 
the process that started with tourism and ended with amenity migration in five stages: (1) Initial visit to 
area, (2) Repeat visits, (3) Rent a cottage, (4) Buy a second home (5) Migrate. 
 
The first amenity migrations in Europe started to take place from the cold northern countries of Europe 
to the warm southern countries, and over time, various destinations emerged in the southern countries 
of Europe (Gustafson, 2008; Mason, 2002). Remarkable and comprehensive studies on migration started 
to be carried out, especially in countries with a coast on the Mediterranean, after 1990 (King et al., 1998; 
Rodriguez et al., 1998; Warnes, King, Williams, & Patterson, 1999; Williams, King, & Warnes, 1997). On 
the European continent, countries bordering the Mediterranean such as Spain, Portugal, Italy, France, 
Greece, Croatia, and Turkey are among the popular countries in terms of amenity migration (Balkir & 
Kirkulak, 2007; Hoggart & Buller, 1995; King et al., 1998). There is a basic motivation of achieving more 
prosperous conditions in every sense at the basis of amenity migration (Sunil, Rojas, & Bradley, 2007). 
Persons within the scope of amenity migration migrate to another region of their own will, temporarily 
or permanently, without any obligation.  
 
This study was carried out in Alanya, one of the most important destinations in Turkey’s tourism 
context. The tourism sector has been the driving force of the Alanya economy. Alanya is also one of the 
major attraction center of amenity migration in Turkey. 42,882 people from 90 countries have bought 
houses in Alanya since the 90's (ALTSO, 2019). The phenomenon of amenity migration in Alanya dates 
to the early 1990s. After 1980, German tourists started to come to Alanya every year for holiday purposes 
and the number of tourists increased every year. German tourists got to know the city and local culture 
more closely as a result of their repetitive touristic trips to Alanya and started to buy secondary 
residences as of the second quarter of the 1990s. During this period, the city was nicknamed "Little 
Germany" and a TV series was broadcast under the name of "Germany-Alanya" on a national channel. 
Over time, people from different nations have bought housing in Alanya and have started to live in the 
region full time and periodically. In 2004, a foreigners' council was established within Alanya 
Municipality in order to find solutions to the problems of foreigners, to organize cultural, social and 
many activities. Also, foreigners living in Alanya have established churches for religious worship and 
opened businesses in many areas such as restaurants, bakeries, cafeterias and real estate agencies. In 
addition, special cemeteries were created by the municipality for foreigners in Alanya to carry out 
burials within the framework of their own beliefs. Alanya received foreign immigration from 
Scandinavian countries (Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland) in the early 2000s, from Russia since the 
middle of 2000, and finally from Iran and Arab countries after 2010 similar to German welfare 
immigration in the 1990s. 



Unguren et al. (2021) / European Journal of Tourism Research 28, 2811 

 

5 

 
 

Motivation Factors of Amenity Migration 
Motivation is briefly described as a driving force behind behavior that leads an individual to specific 
activities (Mook, 1996; Moutinho, 2000). Therefore, the concept of motivation in tourism and travel 
research has been one of the most frequently used concepts to understand tourist behavior. Theories 
are developed and empirical studies are carried out within the framework of the concept of motivation 
to understand where and why individuals travel (Albayrak & Caber, 2018; Wong et al., 2015; Wong et al., 
2017; Yousefi & Marzuki, 2012). In tourism and migration studies, the pull and push motivation model 
is accepted as the dominant paradigm. Essentially, this paradigm states that some negative factors in 
people’s place of origin have a push effect, while positive factors in their destination of migration also 
have a pull effect (Bansal et al., 2005; Stimson & Minnery, 1998).  
 
In his study titled “A Theory of Migration,” Lee (1966) addressed the factors that cause migration. 
According to this theory, both the place of origin and the destination have push and pull factors. It is 
accepted that there are four main factors related to migration in this theory: geographic origin, factors 
related to the geographic destination, intervening obstacles, and personal factors. According to Lee 
(1966), every act of migration involves an origin, a destination, and a set of intervening obstacles 
entering between these two. These three factors can be observed. For example, for most people, warm 
climate is a positive factor, while cold climate is a negative factor. However, some factors may be positive 
or negative according to the person’s individual circumstances. Intervening obstacles refers to the 
obstacles in this process. These obstacles may be actual physical barriers to migration, as well as legal 
barriers such as migration legislation. Additionally, there are important personal factors in migration. 
These factors relate to individuals’ personality traits, intellectual levels, knowledge of their origin and 
destination, and assessment approaches (Lee, 1966). 
 
Haas and Serow (1993) revealed the amenity migration process model. In this model, various sources of 
information are influential, with push and pull factors taking an important role in the decision to 
migrate to a new destination (Carlson et al., 1998). In the light of past experiences (childhood home, a 
destination of a positive vacation experience, etc.), individuals make a decision to migrate by evaluating 
the factors that push them from the environment they live in and the pull factors that they will acquire 
through migration (climate, low living costs, low population, opportunity for a prosperous, higher-
quality life, etc.), together with their ideas and dreams. As a result of the experiences in the migrated-
to destination, in time, individuals’ bond with that society increases. If what is thought and imagined 
before migration coincides with the facts, people continue to live there; otherwise, the decision to 
migrate is taken again, and the process returns to the beginning (Haas & Serow, 1993). 
 
Various studies in the literature have been reviewed to determine the main push and pull factors in 
migration, and some push and pull factors determined by evaluating the data obtained from these 
studies are presented in Table 1. The obtained factors were grouped according to their qualities, and it 
was seen that these factors could be grouped under five categories. Research results acquired within the 
scope of amenity migration reveal that different push and pull motivation factors affect migration 
decisions. The results of the research on the subject are discussed in detail in the discussion section, 
along with the results of this research. 
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Table 1. Push and Pull Factors of Amenity Migration 
Dimension Push factors (origin) Pull factors (destination) 

Economic Bad economic conditions Good economic conditions 

Poor working conditions Good working conditions 

Low-income opportunities High-income opportunities 

Unemployment Employment opportunities 

Expensive living conditions Cheap living conditions 

Low level of welfare High level of welfare 

Real estate purchasing difficulties Real estate purchasing opportunities 

Famine Abundance 

Employment opportunities Good retirement opportunities 

Poor retirement opportunities   

Sociocultural 
and political 

Discrimination (political, religious, ethnic, 
other) 

Equality (political, religious, ethnic, etc.) 

Poor safety and security High safety and security 

Religious difficulty and pressures Religious freedom 

Political difficulties and pressures Political freedom 

Political instability Political stability 

Social tensions Social peace 

Government regulations/restrictions Cultural attractions 

  Social and cultural amenities 

Environmental Ecological challenges Ecological advantages 

Declining natural resources Abundant natural resources 

Poor climatic conditions Good climatic conditions 

Desertification Physical environment and nature 
opportunities 

Natural disasters Opportunities for outdoor recreation 

Land shortage   

Personal Lack of personal development opportunities Personal development opportunities 

Health risks Health opportunities 

Being away from loved ones 
Insufficient educational opportunities 
Recreational inadequacies 
Desire to get away/escape 
Feeling lonely 
Concerns about crime 
Quality of medical care 
No close friends in the area 
Change in marital status 
Despair about the future 

Being with loved ones 
Prospects for the future 
Recreational facilities 
Relaxing retirement 
Social and physical activity opportunities 
Adventure 
Prestige 
Rural life opportunities 
Good educational opportunities 

Demographic Population growth and crowding Crowd-free environment 

Over-urbanization Rural attractions 

Traffic Marriage 

Source: Compiled from Carlson et al. (1998); Chang et al. (2014); EUC (2000); Kainth (2010); Massey et al. (1993); 
Rodriguez et al. (1998); Segaran & Yahya (2018). 

 
 
Methodology 
Measures 
A quantitative research methodology was adopted for the current study. The descriptive and 
explanatory research methods were used at the same time to achieve the objective of the research. In 
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this context, descriptive research’s aims are to determine amenity migrants’ motivations within the 
push and pull motivation framework. Despite the increasing popularity of Turkey in terms of 
international amenity migration, there has been no study on foreigners’ motivations to prefer Alanya. 
The second step in the research, which has an explanatory nature, attempts to determine the effect of 
push and pull motivation factors on destination satisfaction in the context of amenity migration by 
country. 
 
The current study used questionnaires as a data collection tool. The questionnaire consisted of three 
sections. In the first section, there were questions to determine the participants’ nationality, occupation, 
age, years of residence in Alanya, and preferred season to live in Alanya. In the context of amenity 
migration, the second part of the questionnaire included questions for determining the general 
destination satisfaction based on pull and push motivation factors that affect foreigners living in Alanya 
at a certain time of the year. The questions in the second part of the questionnaire were formed as a 
result of three stages. In the first stage, a draft scale was created by using the studies of Wong and Musa 
(2014, 2015), King et al. (2019), Casado-Diaz (2006), Carlson et al. (1998), Pickering et al. (2019), and 
Lipkina (2013). For the content validity of the scale, the opinions of five academicians who are experts 
in their fields were consulted. The content validity ratio and index were used to evaluate the expert 
opinions properly. As a result of the experts’ content validity analysis, six items were removed from the 
draft scale. In the second stage, the scale, which was prepared in Turkish, was translated into English, 
German, Russian, and Arabic by advanced language users. Checking for consistency, the questionnaire 
was translated back into Turkish by professional translators. As a result of the cross-checks, it was 
observed that the questionnaire provided integrity of meaning and uniformity. In the third stage, a pre-
test study of the prepared scale in four different languages was carried out with 24 people from four 
different nationalities that were not included in the study sample. In the pre-test study, the question of 
“annual income” in the first part of the questionnaire was excluded from the final scale, as the majority 
of respondents did not want to respond to this question. As a result of the pre-test study, it was seen 
that all the items in the form were understood well. The third part of the questionnaire consisted of 
statements aimed at measuring destination satisfaction. The destination satisfaction scale consisting of 
three statements was adapted from Özyurt et al. (2018) and Yoon and Uysal (2005). The questionnaire 
items in the second and third parts were designed with a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 
(totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The research data were collected by a convenience sampling 
method with non-probability sampling techniques. The data were collected from April to November 
2019 from the members of the Alanya Foreigners Assembly, members of foreign national associations 
in Alanya, and customers from five different real estate companies that sell houses to people of different 
nationalities. During the research, the questionnaire forms were distributed to 850 potential 
respondents, 507 of which were returned. Since 18 of them were not completely filled out, they were not 
evaluated, and as a result, the research data were obtained from 489 respondents. 
 
Data Analysis 
Before the research data could be analyzed, the suitability of the data to multivariate statistical studies 
was tested. Firstly, lost values, extreme outliers, and normal distribution were controlled for. No more 
than 5% data loss was detected in the data set, and these results showed there was no data loss. Next, 
extreme outlier analyses were carried out. Univariate outliers were evaluated with boxplots, and 
multivariate outliers were evaluated with Mahalanobis analysis. After the extreme outliers analysis, no 
extreme values could be determined. Multiple correspondence analysis was applied to better 
understand the similarities or differences of the participants according to their nationalities. Differences 
analysis was carried out. The effect of pull and push motivational factors on destination satisfaction in 
the context of country of origin was tested by hierarchical regression analysis. 
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Results 
Sample Characteristics 
The research was conducted with the participation of 489 people. Table 2 contains the general 
characteristics of the participants in the research. Participants in the study were evaluated in three 
groups according to their country of origin. The first group consists of participants from different 
European countries (Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, 
and the UK). This group is called “European Countries” and accounts for 42% of the total participants. 
The second group consists of participants who were citizens of the Russian Federation, making up 34% 
of the total participants. The third group consists of participants from Middle Eastern countries such as 
Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Iran, and Kuwait. This group is named “Middle Eastern Countries” and accounts 
for 24% of the total participants. 
 
Table 2. Description of the Participants (n = 489) 

 n % 

Country Group   
European Countries 206 42 
Russian Federation 166 34 
Middle Eastern Countries 117 24 

Gender   
Female 157 32 
Male 332 68 

Age   
30–39  119 24 
40–49  193 40 
50 years and over 177 36 

Occupation   
Retired 183 38 
Private Sector Employee 99 20 
Self-employed 207 42 

Years of residence in Alanya   
1–3  94 19 
4–6  147 30 
7–9 66 14 
10 years and over 182 37 

Preferred Season   
Spring 144 29 
Summer 218 45 
Autumn 127 26 

 
Multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) was applied to better understand how the main characteristics 
of the participants in the study were distributed according to their nationalities and these 
characteristics’ similarities or differences according to the participants’ nationalities. MCA is an 
explanatory multivariate analysis technique that transforms a data matrix into a special type of graphical 
representation. In MCA, the categorical data are shown on the graph so that the participants’ similarities 
and differences are easily and accurately understood. According to the multiple correspondence 
analysis graph in Figure 1, it is understood that the basic characteristics of foreigners in Alanya in the 
context of amenity migration differ significantly according to nationality. In this context, it is indicated 
that people coming from European countries were retirees 50 years old and over, usually resided in 
Alanya during the autumn months, and had lived in Alanya for 10 years or longer. The newest and 
youngest group in Alanya was the citizens of Middle Eastern countries, who were in the 30–39 age group, 
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had their own business in their country, had lived in Alanya for 1 to 3 years, and generally preferred to 
live in Alanya during the spring months. The participants who came to Alanya from Russia were in the 
40–49 age group, had lived in Alanya for 5 years on average, and generally preferred the summer 
months; some of them had their own business in their country, and some were private-sector 
employees. 

 
Figure 1. Characteristics of Foreigners Living in Alanya 

 
In general, the oldest participants (50 years old and above) were from European countries, and the 
youngest participants (30–39 years) were from the Middle Eastern countries. It was determined that the 
occupations of the participants differed by their countries of origin. Participants from European 
countries constituted retirees, while participants from Middle Eastern countries and from Russia 
constituted persons who were self-employed in their country and those who work in the private sector 
in their country. In the current research, there were no participants from Russia or Middle Eastern 
countries who had retired and settled in Alanya. The duration of the participants’ stay in Alanya differed 
according to their country. While the majority of participants from European countries had been living 
in Alanya for 10 years or more, participants from Russia and the Middle East had recently settled in 
Alanya. The participants’ preferred season to reside in Alanya also differed by their nationality. 
Participants from European countries generally preferred to live in Alanya during the autumn months, 
while Russian participants mostly preferred to live in Alanya during the summer months, and 
participants from Middle Eastern countries preferred to live in Alanya during the spring months. 
 
 
 



Exploring the effect of push and pull motivation factors on destination satisfaction: Empirical evidence from amenity migration perspectives 

10 

 

 
Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
To achieve the first objective of this study, which was to identify amenity migrants’ motivations, the 
items of the push and pull motivation were analyzed separately by exploratory factor analysis (EFA). In 
order to analyze the validity of the structure of the scale, EFA first examined the correlation matrix 
among all the items and checked whether there were significant correlations. The analysis results 
suggested that there were significant relationships that were suitable for factor analysis of items. The 
acquired Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) values (Pull Factor=0.901; Push 
Factor=0.898) showed that the data were suitable for factor analysis (Hair et al., 2010). Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity values (Pull Factor: χ2(325)=10.372, p=0.000; Push Factor: χ2(153)=8.693, p=0.000) were found 
to be statistically significant, indicating that significant factors or variables could be derived from the 
research data. As a result of the applied factor analysis, it was determined that the items under each 
factor on the scales were over 0.50-factor load values. These findings suggest that the data could be 
subjected to factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis of 26 pull motivation items was conducted, 
and eight factors were identified. These eight factors explained 69.91% of the total variance. Eighteen 
push motivation items were factor analysed, and six factors were obtained that explained 68.79% of the 
variance in motivation. The factors were named according to the items that they contained.  
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
To ensure the validity of the measurement model, convergent and discriminant validity was evaluated 
by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). While Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) provides information 
about the numbers of factors required to represent the data, in Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) the 
number of factors required in the data can be specified and which measured variable is related to which 
latent variable (Castro & Ferreira, 2018). According to the CFA results in Table 3, all standardized factor 
load values for the scale items were above 0.70. All of the scale items had high t values and were loaded 
into the corresponding latent variable in a statistically significant way (p<0.05). The goodness of fit 
statistics of the overall model (χ2=1715,667, df=725, χ2/df=2,366, p < 0.000, RMSEA=0.053, CFI=0.951, 
IFI=0.952, NFI=0.919, RFI=0.904) suggest an acceptable model. Skewness and kurtosis values were 
calculated to determine the normality of distribution. The skewness and kurtosis values (between +1.5 
and -1.5) for the scale items are in line with the assumption of multivariate normality (George & Mallery, 
2010). 
 
Table 3. Overall Reliability of the Constructs and Factor Loadings of Indicators 

Pull Factors Standardized 
Loadings 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

AVE CR MSV ASV 

Factor 1: Affordable Cost  0.929 0.819 0.931 0.256 0.151 
Lower cost of host destination in comparison with an 
alternative destination 

0.961      

Affordable housing price 0.879 

Affordable cost in the host destination 0.872 

Factor 2: Warm Climate and Local Culture  0.824 0.662 0.907 0.623 0.177 
Warm climate in the host destination 0.878      

Health issues related to climate 0.852 

Sea, sand, sun 0.809 

Friendly characteristics of the locals 0.771 

Hospitality of local people 0.751 

Factor 3: Healthcare and Medical Facilities  0.959 0.891 0.961 0.289 0.127 
Easy access to health services 0.974      

Adequate healthcare facilities 0.965 

Quality of medical care 0.891 
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Factor 4: Ease of Transportation  0.887 0.725 0.887 0.393 0.234 
Transportation opportunities for the city 0.877      

Easy access all year round 0.869 

Easy access by air 0.806 

Factor 5: Amenities  0.878 0.710 0.880 0.116 0.016 
Sports, recreation, and cultural activities in the host 
destination 

0.904      

Beautiful natural environments 0.841 

Accessibility of shopping malls, schools, sports 
centers, etc. 

0.779 

Factor 6: Investment and Business Opportunities  0.896 0.743 0.897 0.387 0.293 
Business contact opportunities 0.884      

Business opportunities 0.860 

Investment opportunities 0.842 

Factor 7: Ease of Getting Residence  0.905 0.762 0.906 0.387 0.315 
Ease of obtaining a visa 0.879      

Ease of bureaucracy 0.876 

Ease of purchasing housing for foreigners 0.863 

Factor 8: Positive Holiday Experience  0.808 0.593 0.813 0.254 0.143 
Positive vacation experience in the host destination 0.811      

Comparisons of host destination to other destinations 0.790 

Previous tourism experiences 0.705 

Push Factors Standardized 
Loadings 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

AVE CR MSV ASV 

Factor 1: Cold Climate  0.911 0.851 0.945 0.623 0.200 
The dream of living in a warm climate and by the sea 0.950      

Cold climate 0.931 

Health issues related to climate 0.885 

Factor 2: Cost of Living  0.943 0.776 0.912 0.253 0.113 
Economic conditions 0.897      

Cost of living in the home county 0.895 

High cost in the home destination 0.850 

Factor 3: Environmental Conditions  0.916 0.829 0.936 0.560 0.257 
Seeking a quiet life  0.918      

Population density 0.916 

Traffic congestion 0.897 

Factor 4: Political-Economic Instability and Social 
Problems 

 0.945 0.859 0.948 0.465 0.259 

Economic instability in the home country 0.947      

Increasing social problems in the home country 0.939 

Political instability in the home country 0.894 

Factor 5: Limited Business and Investment 
Environment 

 0.956 0.880 0.956 0.383 0.211 

Limited employment opportunities 0.942      

Search for new investment opportunities  0.938 

Seeking partnership 0.934 

Factor 6: Health Problems  0.878 0.710 0.880 0.501 0.230 
Spouse health issues 0.880      

Getting away from a stressful environment 0.831 

Personal health issues 0.815 

 

In order to test the structural validity and reliability of the scales, convergent validity and discriminant 
validity values needed to be examined, as well as the goodness of fit indices. Convergent validation 
points out that items related to variables are related to one another and the factor they constitute. The 
convergent validity, CR (construct reliability), and AVE (average variance extracted) values of the scales 
were calculated (Table 3). For convergent validity, all CR values for the scales are expected to be greater 
than the AVE values, and the AVE value is expected to be greater than 0.5. In the current study, the AVE 
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and CR values of the scales were found to be above 0.50, and at the same time, the CR values were 
greater than the AVE values. These results reveal that the variables involved in the research have 
convergent validity. The MSV (maximum shared variance) and ASV (average shared variance) values 
are shown in Table 3 to test the discriminant validity of the scale. For discriminant validity, MSV and 
ASV values are expected to be lower than AVE values (Hair et al., 2010). When the MSV and ASV values 
in Table 3 are examined, it is seen that they are smaller than the AVE values. It is observed that the scale 
has convergent validity and discriminant validity within the framework of these obtained values. 
 
Push and Pull Motivations by Nationality 
One-way ANOVA was applied to determine whether the participants’ motivational factors 
demonstrated a significant difference according to nationality. According to the one-way ANOVA 
results in Table 4, it is indicated that the participants’ motivations differed significantly in terms of both 
pull and push factors by their country of origin. In terms of pull motivation factors, the most influential 
factors on European participants were “Warm Climate and Local Culture” (M=5.91) and “Positive 
Holiday Experience” (M=5.51), followed by “Healthcare and Medical Facilities” (M=5.17), “Ease of 
Transportation” (M=5.08), and “Amenities” (M=4.72). The “Cold Climate” (M=6.13) factor, which 
includes issues such as health problems caused by climate and the desire to move away from a cold 
climate, was the strongest push motivator factor that influenced European participants’ decision to 
come to Alanya in the context of welfare migration. Russian participants stated that all pull motivation 
factors except “Healthcare and Medical Facilities” (M=3.48) had an effect on their decision to come to 
Alanya. The most powerful push motivation factors that influenced the Russian participants’ decision 
to come to Alanya were “Cold Climate” (M=6.02), “Cost of Living” (M=5.63), “Limited Business and 
Investment” (M=4.81), and “Political-Economic Instability and Social Problems” (M=4.77). 
 
There are three main pull motivation factors that affected the decisions of the participants from the 
Middle Eastern countries to come to Alanya in the context of amenity migration: “Investment and 
Business Opportunities” (M=5.42), “Ease of Getting Residence” (M=5.38), and “Affordable Cost” 
(M=5.34). Alanya’s investment opportunities and economic attractiveness and the fact that it is easier 
to obtain a visa there than other destinations constituted the strongest pull motivational factors for 
participants from Middle Eastern countries. The push motivation factors that had an effect on the 
Middle Eastern participants were “Political-Economic Instability and Social Problems” (M=5.74), 
“Limited Business and Investment Environment” (M=5.69), and “Cost of Living” (M=4, 66) factors. 
These effective push factors are related to economic, social, and political issues, like the pull 
motivational factors. 
 
Table 4. Pull and Push Motivational Differences Depending on Nationality 

 Europe 
(a) 

Russian 
Federation (b) 

Middle East 
(c) F p 

Post-Hoc 
Tests 

Pull Factors M sd  M sd  M sd 

Warm Climate and Local Culture 5.91 0.399 5.96 0.437 3.33 0.685 739.394 0.000 ac, bc, ca,b 
Positive Holiday Experience 5.51 0.431 5.14 0.82 4.09 0.899 153.388 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 

ca,b 
Healthcare and Medical Facilities 5.17 1.087 3.48 0.849 4.24 0.986 134.978 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 

ca,b 
Ease of Transportation 5.08 0.414 4.29 0.637 3.92 0.847 302.221 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 

ca,b 
Amenities 4.72 0.743 4.78 1.153 4.48 0.97 3.69 0.026 bc, cb 
Affordable Cost 3.92 1.156 5.2 1.286 5.34 0.809 83.713 0.000 ab,c, ba, ca 
Investment and Business 
Opportunities 

3.05 0.637 4.97 0.722 5.42 0.57 636.777 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 
ca,b 
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Ease of Getting Residence 2.54 0.425 4.81 0.775 5.38 0.492 1138.853 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 
ca,b 

Push Factors  m sd m sd m sd F p 
Post-Hoc 
Tests 

Cold Climate 6.13 0.871 6.02 0.418 2.77 0.762 946.012 0.000 ac, bc, ca,b 
Environmental Conditions 5.42 0.728 3.6 0.58 3.3 0.711 499.184 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 

ca,b 
Health Problems 5.08 0.671 3.28 0.902 3.11 0.674 362.902 0.000 ab,c, ba, ca 
Cost of Living 3.98 0.794 5.63 0.727 4.66 0.774 211.687 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 

ca,b 
Political-Economic Instability and 
Social Problems 

3.36 0.94 4.77 0.601 5.74 0.926 326.589 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 
ca,b 

Limited Business and Investment 
Environment 

2.99 1.051 4.81 1.249 5.69 0.994 251.21 0.000 ab,c, ba,c, 
ca,b 

 
Push and Pull Motivations’ Relationship with Destination Satisfaction 
The regression analysis results in Table 5 reveal that pull and push motivation factors have an effect on 
destination satisfaction in the context of country of origin. Motivational factors showed the strongest 
impact on overall destination satisfaction among the participants from Middle Eastern countries. Table 
5 shows that 61.1% of the variance in overall destination satisfaction of Middle Eastern participants could 
be explained by their pull and push motivation factors [F(14–102)=14.316; p<0.05]. Six motivation factors 
had an effect on destination satisfaction in the regression model. The most influential pull factors on 
destination satisfaction were (a) “Investment and Business Opportunities” (β=0.612), followed by (b) 
“Political-Economic Instability and Social Problems” (β=0.483), (a) “Ease of Getting Residence” 
(β=0.427), (b) “Limited Business and Investment Environment” (β=0.225), (a) “Ease of Transportation” 
(β=0.193), and (b) “Health Problems” (β=0.174).  
 
Table 5. Influences of the Pull and Push Motivation on Destination Satisfaction Depending on Country of 
Origin 

 Northern Europe Russia 
 

Middle Eastern Countries 
 

 B SE β t B SE β t B SE β t 

(Constant) 3.030 1.653  1.832 13.123 2.357  5.568* 9.238 1.723  5.361* 

Ease of Getting Residence (a) 0.048 0.119 0.022 0.398 0.006 0.093 0.005 0.066 0.940 0.141 0.427 6.649* 

Investment and Business 
Opportunities (a) 

0.081 0.110 0.056 0.736 0.145 0.109 0.103 1.332 1.165 0.138 0.612 8.460* 

Healthcare and Medical 
Facilities (a) 

0.066 0.066 0.078 0.996 0.162 0.091 0.136 1.775 0.116 0.089 0.105 1.296 

Ease of Transportation (a) 0.065 0.132 0.029 0.495 0.076 0.112 0.048 0.680 0.247 0.098 0.193 2.506* 

Positive Holiday Experience (a) 0.084 0.124 0.039 0.675 0.179 0.084 0.145 2.122* 0.080 0.078 0.066 1.018 

Affordable Cost (a)  0.039 0.059 0.050 0.673 0.149 0.062 0.190 2.396* 0.117 0.082 0.087 1.431 

Amenities (a) 0.023 0.074 0.018 0.304 0.185 0.073 0.212 2.542* 0.016 0.072 0.014 0.220 

Warm Climate and Local 
Culture (a) 

1.165 0.133 0.506 8.739* 1.291 0.151 0.558 8.565* 0.101 0.099 0.064 1.024 

Limited Business and 
Investment Environment (b) 

0.003 0.057 0.003 0.048 0.225 0.061 0.278 3.687* 0.245 0.072 0.225 3.402* 

Political-Economic Instability 
and Social Problems (b) 

0.069 0.055 0.070 1.251 0.488 0.126 0.291 3.868* 0.566 0.078 0.483 7.223* 

Cold Climate (b)  0.403 0.061 0.382 6.645* 0.610 0.185 0.252 3.294* 0.058 0.097 0.041 0.599 

Cost of Living (b) 0.035 0.069 0.030 0.507 0.126 0.089 0.091 1.422 0.113 0.093 0.081 1.216 

Environmental Conditions (b) 0.141 0.074 0.111 1.906 0.469 0.126 0.269 3.721* 0.094 0.098 0.062 0.960 

Health Problems (b) 0.027 0.086 0.020 0.313 0.008 0.075 0.007 0.110 0.280 0.121 0.174 2.322* 

 R2= 0.481 Ad. R2=0.443 
F=12.662* 

R2= 0.454 Ad. R2= 0.403 
F= 8.951* 

R2= 0.663 Ad. R2= 0.616 
F= 14.316* 

*p < 0.05; (a) Pull Motivation Factor; (b) Push Motivation Factor 
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Among European participants, 44.3% of the overall destination satisfaction was explained by pull and 
push motivation factors [F(14–191)=12.662; p<0.05]. Pull and push motivation factors constituted 40.3% of 
their overall destination satisfaction. It was determined that there are two motivation factors that 
affected the destination satisfaction of European participants: (a) “Warm Climate and Local Culture” 
(β=0.506) and (b) “Cold Climate” (β=0.382). According to this result, it is suggested that European 
participants’ destination satisfaction was completely affected by climate characteristics. Among Russian 
participants, 40.3% of destination satisfaction was explained by pull and push motivation factors [F(14–

151)=8.951; p<0.05]. According to the results in Table 5, eight motivation factors had an effect on the 
Russians’ satisfaction: (a) “Warm Climate and Local Culture” (β=0.558), (b) “Political-Economic 
Instability and Social Problems (β=0.291), (c) Limited Business and Investment Environment” (β 
=0.278), (d) “Environmental Conditions” (β=0.269), (b) “Cold Climate (β=0.252), (a) “Amenities” 
(β=0.212), (a) “Affordable Cost” (β=0.19), and (a) “Positive Holiday Experience” (β=0.145). 
 
Discussion 
Since the Second World War, European countries with a Mediterranean climate, such as Spain, Italy, 
and Portugal, have been frequently preferred in the context of amenity migration. In the 2000s, 
countries like Turkey, Morocco, Thailand, and Malaysia started to become the preferred countries for 
amenity migration (King et al., 2019; Özerim, 2012). Bourdeau (2008) considered amenity migration as 
a subcategory of the post-tourism movement group. In a sense, tourism behavior paves the way for 
amenity migration. Migration researchers have revealed relationships between tourism and amenity 
migration (Williams et al., 2000). In this context, Turkey is one of the world’s most important countries 
in terms of mass tourism destinations, and the number of tourists who choose Turkey is increasing 
every year. The constant preference of tourists who come to Turkey on a mass scale as a vacation 
destination has made them familiar with Turkey. At the same time, Turkey has made several legislative 
changes in line with the integration process into the European Union. In this context, especially in 2003, 
a large increase in foreigners’ interest in Turkey was observed after the legal regulation that facilitated 
foreigners’ purchasing of Turkish property (Südaş & Mutluer, 2008). The process of migration starts 
after a tourist trip, then continues with purchasing a property in that region, and finally ends with 
settling on a seasonal or permanent basis. Understanding travel behavior is critical to the tourism 
sector. 
 
Understanding behavior requires understanding the motivation of travel in a sense. Motivation and 
satisfaction issues constitute the basic structures of tourism behavior. It is therefore important to 
examine both motivations and satisfaction (Wong et al., 2017). Hence, the aim of this study was to 
determine the push and pull motivation factors of participants in the context of amenity migration and 
to empirically investigate the effect of motivation factors on destination satisfaction. 
 
Push and Pull Motivations of Amenity Migrants 
In terms of destination management and tourism marketing, it is very important to determine the 
factors that influence tourists’ choice of destination (Hsu et al., 2009). Different motivational factors 
are encountered with regards to the reasons people turn to amenity migration (O’Reilly, 2007; Wong et 
al., 2017). Amenity migration, which is directly linked to tourism, differs due to both its causes and 
consequences and the demographics of migrants. This research’s results showed that pull and push 
motivations dramatically change depending on the country of origin, at least in the context of amenity 
migration to Alanya. However, the research findings revealed that all pull and push motivation factors, 
albeit at different levels, had a strong effect on the participants’ decision to choose Alanya. 
 



Unguren et al. (2021) / European Journal of Tourism Research 28, 2811 

 

15 

 
 

It was understood that the climate and culture motivation factor had a strong impact on the decisions 
of European and Russian participants to choose Alanya, while it did not have an impact on Middle 
Eastern participants. When the research on this subject is reviewed, it is seen that the climate and 
culture factor has an important effect on migration decisions. This finding on climate and cultural 
conditions coincides with the findings of the study of Casado-Diaz et al. (2004). A study of northern 
European migrants in the Costa del Sol, Spain’s popular and populous tourist destination, concluded 
that migrants emigrated primarily because of their climate, then because of the Mediterranean way of 
life (rich cuisine, drinking, calm, and natural life) and healthy living. In a study on Spain, Algarve, 
Tuscany, and Malta on retiree migration in Europe, King et al. (1998) determined that climatic 
conditions strongly affected destination preference decisions. Rodriguez (2001) identified climatic 
conditions as the primary cause of migration in their study of retirement migration to Spain. Balkir et 
al. (2008) also concluded that the first reason retirees preferred Turkey was the climatic conditions in 
the Antalya sampling. Retirees believe that warm climates contribute positively to their health and that 
these climates enable them to participate in more social activities outside the home. 
 
As a result of the research, it was determined that the positive vacation experience factor is an important 
pull motivation factor that affects the migration decision. Tourism experience plays an important role 
in migration decisions (Williams et al., 2000). Although tourism travel for entertainment and recreation 
is generally planned as a round trip, it may sometimes lead to re-visiting or buying a second residence 
as a result of satisfying one’s environmental and spatial needs. Vacation satisfaction with the destination 
significantly affects the re-visiting of the destination (Kozak & Rimmington, 2000). According to the 
findings obtained in the research, the positive vacation experience was a factor in amenity migration, 
especially for Europeans and Russians who had been on vacation in Alanya intensively since the 2000s. 
In a study by Williams et al. (2000) conducted on retirees who had migrated to Tuscany, Malta, Costa 
del Sol, and Algarve, retirees were associated with the places they had migrated to in the past for reasons 
of tourism, business, or family/childhood relationships. This finding suggests once again that the 
findings obtained are in line with the literature. In addition, in a study conducted by Nagatomo (2008), 
a significant relationship was found between tourism and decision-making in the migration of Japanese 
migrants from Japan to Austria. 
 
Ease of transportation is particularly an important pull motivation for European participants while it is 
relatively important for participants from Russia and the Middle East countries. The sophistication of 
the transportation facilities plays a critical role in ensuring a town’s connection to the world. It is not 
possible for unattractive and inaccessible tourism regions to be considered a sustainable product. 
Especially in the present day, when the concept of time and space has changed considerably, people 
want to easily and quickly reach places where they can spend enjoyable time. Especially, foreigners who 
settle in vacation villages want to spend a certain part of the year in their home countries and often 
travel to meet their families and relatives. Therefore, the improved transportation infrastructure of the 
town where they have settled is seen as a pull factor. 
 
In this research, it was determined that the healthcare and medical facilities factor had a strong effect, 
principally on European participants’ choice of Alanya. The healthcare and medical facilities factor is 
thought to be directly related to age, as the European participants also constituted the participants with 
the highest average age (50 years old and more). Health-related factors are often among the reasons 
that push or pull retirees to live abroad for a better life. It was stated that German retirees prefer the 
Canary Islands to eliminate existing diseases (Breuer, 2005). South Asian countries such as Singapore, 
Thailand, and Malaysia became the center of attraction for retirement migration, particularly with their 
investments in health tourism since the late 1990s (Gibler et al., 2009; Ono, 2008; Wong & Musa, 2014). 
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The pull factors of affordable cost, investment opportunities, and the ease of getting residence and the 
push factors of political-economic instability and social problems and limited business and investment 
opportunities were determined to have a strong influence on participants’ choice of Alanya, especially 
that of Russians and Middle Easterners. This can be explained by the fact that these participants were 
young and because of their political and economic conditions. These motivation factors did not have a 
significant effect on European participants’ preferences. Explanations from the literature include that 
immigrants from Europe decide to migrate primarily in search of comfort and amenities, and that 
economic reasons are pushed into the background (Breuer, 2005). However, there are also studies that 
show that the affordable cost factor also affects Europeans’ migration decisions. Puzzo (2007) 
determined that British migrated to the quiet French countryside primarily to escape their busy lives. 
Additionally, it was revealed that the low cost of living in the region was an important factor on their 
migration decisions. Williams et al. (1997) revealed that there are three main reasons for retirement 
migration from Northern European countries to Southern European countries, first among which are 
economic factors, since the housing prices in Southern Europe are more affordable, and these countries 
have lower living costs. 
 
The Effect of Push and Pull Motivation Factors on Destination Satisfaction 
Motivation, an important determinant of tourism behavior, has been widely researched by academics 
since the 1940s. In particular, the motivation–satisfaction relationship has been a popular research 
interest of many academics because, in tourism and travel literature, motivation has been used as an 
effective variable of direct tourist satisfaction (Albayrak & Caber, 2018). At the same time, destination 
satisfaction is the most important achievement of a destination (Yoon & Uysal, 2005), however there is 
no consistency when measuring tourist satisfaction. Many studies gathered tourist evaluation of 
destination attributes to understand their satisfaction and/or destination performance (Nghiêm-Phu, 
2017). The success and sustainable management of a destination depend on tourists’ satisfaction with 
that destination (Rasoolimanesh, Jaafar, Marzuki, & Abdullah, 2018). As a result, policymakers need to 
place a high emphasis on tourist satisfaction in order to successfully market a destination (Wong et al., 
2017). 
 
As a result of the research, it was determined that pull and push motivation factors positively affect 
destination satisfaction. However, the effects of pull and push motivation factors on destination 
satisfaction differ according to the country of origin. It was concluded that only climate- and culture-
related motivation factors affected the destination satisfaction of European participants. On the 
destination satisfaction of Middle Eastern participants, factors related to climate and culture had no 
significant effect. It was concluded that the motivational factors affecting the destination satisfaction of 
participants from Middle Eastern countries were mainly related to economic and political factors. It was 
determined that economics, politics, climate, culture, and amenities affected the destination 
satisfaction of Russian participants. 
 
According to these results, the main factors affecting the destination satisfaction of Middle Eastern and 
Russian participants were based on the economic and political pull and push factors, while factors 
including climate and cultural dimensions affected the destination satisfaction of European 
participants. It was concluded that the push motivational factors of Middle Eastern and Russian 
participants had a higher impact on destination satisfaction than those of European participants. In a 
study on international retired migrants in Malaysia, Wong et al. (2017) determined that push and pull 
motivation factors had an effect on overall satisfaction. At the same time, Wong et al. (2017) found that 
push motivation factors had a stronger impact on the overall satisfaction. As a result of the research 
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conducted by Carlson et al. (1998) on the factors affecting retirement migration to Idaho, it was 
determined that pull factors were more important than push factors in retirees’ migration decisions. 
 
Conclusion 
According to the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, 2019) and Ministry of Culture 
and Tourism Republic Turkey (MCT, 2020) statistics’, Turkey is among the first ten countries in the 
world most tourist arrival. This data reveals that Turkey is an internationally popular tourism 
destination. Various studies revealing the relationship between tourism and amenity migration 
(Williams et al., 2000; Kuentzel & Ramaswamy, 2005; Willams & Gill, 2006; Ruiz-Ballesteros & Caceres-
Feria, 2016) point out that popular tourist destinations have the potential to turn into amenity migration 
destinations over time. Alanya, as one of the tourist destinations most visited in Turkey, is moving 
towards becoming a popular destination in terms of amenity migration. In this research, it is aimed to 
analyse the push and pull motivation factors of foreigners from different nations residing in Alanya and 
to examine the relationships between their motivation factors and destination satisfaction.  
 
It was determined that the motivation of the participants to choose Alanya differs according to their 
countries. As a result of the research, it has been determined that the factors related to climate, 
improved health services, positive holiday satisfaction experience previously spent in Alanya, ease of 
transportation, social and cultural activities are the factors that affect the decision of European 
participants to prefer Alanya. Moreover, pull factors such as affordable cost, investment opportunities, 
ease of obtaining a visa and push factors such as political economic instability and social problems, 
limited business and investment have been strong influence on participants from Russia and Middle 
East countries. In general, it is concluded that the motivation factors that affect the participants from 
Russia and Middle East countries to prefer Alanya are related to economic, social and political issues. 
Another intense result obtained in the study is related to the relationship between pull and push 
motivation factors and general destination satisfaction. According to the findings, pull and push 
motivation factors diversify according to the nationality and positively affect destination satisfaction. It 
was concluded that only climate and culture-related motivation factors were effective on the destination 
satisfaction of European participants. It has been determined that the motivation factors that affect the 
destination satisfaction of the participants from the Middle Eastern countries are mainly related to the 
economic and political factors. It has been detected that the factors of economic, political, climate, 
culture and amenity opportunities are effective on the destination satisfaction of the Russian 
participants. 
 
Managerial Implications and Limitations of Study 
In this study, the causes of amenity migration and destination satisfaction were evaluated using 
quantitative research methods in the context of push and pull factors. Although Alanya is a developing 
destination in terms of amenity migration in the Mediterranean region, it was seen that there had been 
a very limited number of studies about the region. In terms of destination management and tourism 
marketing, it is very important to specify the factors affecting tourists’ destination selection (Hsu et al., 
2009). Therefore, the study contributes to the literature about the Alanya region on a theoretical level. 
The study revealed valuable findings by addressing the destination preferences of individuals who come 
to Alanya within the framework of amenity migration in terms of push and pull factors. To this end, the 
research shows the importance of motivation, which is an effective force behind the behavior of amenity 
migration. The research also contributes to the literature in the fields of both geography and sociology 
in terms of addressing the reasons that people migrate towards amenities separately for each country. 
In particular, the findings of the relationship between push factors and destination satisfaction can 
provide practical contributions and ideas for local government policies to sustain the urban satisfaction 
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of the migrants in Alanya. Tourism marketers and destination managers need to understand tourists’ 
expectations, as competition is intensifying in the tourism sector. The research findings additionally 
reveal that destination management and marketing activities in the context of amenity migration 
should be conducted differently according to each country and culture. The results of this study provide 
useful information to policymakers, local governments, and especially businesses operating in the real 
estate and construction sector in designing effective destination management and marketing strategies. 
The limitation of this study is that the participants’ motivations were considered only under the pull 
and push motivation theory. Other research can be carried out in the future with different theories of 
motivation. 
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