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Abstract: 

There are three major objectives of this study: (1) to understand and 
explore the demographic characteristics and travelling behaviours of 
Thai Tourists; (2) to study the motivations of Thai Tourists who visited 
Luang Prabang; and (3) to investigate the Thai tourists’ satisfaction 
towards the destination. This study uses a ‘push and pull’ approach to 
find 23 push motivation factors and 22 pull motivation factors for 
travel. This study found that, firstly, the majority of Thai tourists were 
middle class, who came from the major cities of Thailand such as 
Bangkok, Chiang Rai, Chiang Mai and Khon Kaen. About half of the 
respondents were entrepreneurs and employees. Thai tourists 
preferred to travel with organized groups, friends, as a couple and 
with family members. They stayed in Luang Prabang between three 
and four days and spent relatively high amounts, approximately 1,950 
Baht (67 US$) and 1,507 Baht (52 US$) per day for accommodations 
and for food & drink, respectively. Almost all of the Thai tourists 
visited and were satisfied with visiting Wat Xieng Thong and the 
National Museum of Luang Prabang. Also, the activity that most of 
Thai tourist participated and felt most satisfaction in was almsgiving. 



Consequently, it is suggested that religious tourism (it is known as 
Buddhist tourism in Thailand) could be one of the potential tourism 
segments to draw Thai tourists into Luang Prabang. Secondly, Thai 
tourists strongly agreed that ‘doing and seeing destinations,’ ‘unique 
things’ and ‘going to places I have never visited’ are “knowledge 
seeking” factors which were the most important push factors causing 
them to visit Luang Prabang. These were followed by ‘unique or 
different ethnic minority or indigenous people’ and ‘experience a 
simpler lifestyle,’ which are “novel experience” factors. On the other 
hand, ‘historical, archeological buildings and places’ was the most 
important factor to motivate Thai tourists to visit Luang Prabang, 
followed by ‘friendliness, politeness and hospitality of local people,’ 
‘interesting rural countryside’ and ‘outstanding natural scenery and 
landscape.’ Furthermore, after their trip, Thai visitors felt high 
satisfaction. 
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1. Introduction 

The tourism industry is one of the most important and significant 
economic sectors in Laos as well as in Luang Prabang province. The 



European Union Council on Tourism and Trade presented a report 
titled ‘Laos: a Touristic and Cultural Paradise,’ proposing Lao PDR 
(Laos) as the winner of the council's world best tourist destination for 
2013. “Community based ecotourism is a way to share revenues and 
income, to support rural communities in prospering and presenting 
their foods and handicrafts to the world and provide a base for local 
development. Sharing tourism benefits all the population, and offering 
a kind of social tourism is a lesson that Laos is offering to the world,” 
the report explained (Vientiane Times, 2013). 

According to a Statistical Report on Tourism from the Ministry of 
Information, Culture and Tourism (MICT, 2013), the tourism sector 
contributed approximately US$514 million to the Lao economy in 
2012. This was a 26.4% increase over the previous year. The number 
of tourists reached 3,330,072 people in 2012, which was a 22.4% 
increase over the previous year. The share of Thai tourists was top, 
accounting for 58.2% of visitors (1,937,612 people), followed by 
Vietnamese at 21.2% (705,596 people) and Chinese at 10.5% 
(348,637 people). 

Luang Prabang is located in the central north of Laos. Around 400,000 
people live in Luang Prabang Province. In the 14thcentry, Luang 
Prabang became the capital of the Kingdom of Lan Xang, which was 
founded by King Fa Ngum (who gave the city its modern name, 
formerly Muang Sua). It is home to the most famous historic sites in 



Laos (Wat Xieng Thong, etc.), making it famous as a historical 
location with archeological buildings and a unique townscape. Many 
historic temples and Lao-French buildings remain as relics of this 
historical background throughout Luang Prabang. In addition to 
visiting the cultural heritage site of Luang Prabang, tourists can also 
visit the surrounding areas, which offer various attractions including 
caves, waterfalls and villages. Luang Prabang is also famous for the 
scenic mountains that surround the town, as well as for its 
multi-ethnic population, which comprises many different ethnic 
groups. 

Luang Prabang has been promoted as a tourist destination for two 
decades by the government of Laos. UNESCO also classified this 
town as a World Heritage site in 1995. The city’s popularity further 
increased when it was named by Wanderlust Magazine as the Top City 
for tourism in 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2012 respectively 
(Wanderlust Magazine, 2013). The result of this action is that Luang 
Prabang is now famous and visited by many tourists from around the 
world. Consequently, the number of foreign tourists has increased 
gradually since 2006. The number of foreign tourist arrivals to Luang 
Prabang increased consistently from 1997 to 2009, although the 
number of visitors did decrease slightly in 2003 and 2010. There were 
294,213 international tourists who visited Luang Prabang in 2012, 
which was a 7% increase over the previous year. Among international 
tourists, Thai tourists were top, accounting for 17.2% (50,636 people), 



followed by visitors from France (9.0%), the U.K (7.7%) and the U.S. 
(7.6%). Thus, Thailand is one of the leading generators of 
international tourism and Thai tourists are the major spenders in 
Luang Prabang, as well as in Laos as a whole. The number of Thai 
tourists visiting Luang Prabang has increased rapidly over the years, 
increasing by 68% in 2011. However, because of political protests in 
Thailand and global financial crisis, the number of travellers from 
Thailand decreased by 35.7% in 2010 (MICT, 2013). Consequently, 
understanding why Thai people travel, what factors influence their 
visit and what they think about Luang Prabang are of significant 
interest to the Lao government to maintain and increase the tourists 
from this lucrative market. 

 

Figure 1: Thai Tourists Arrivals in Luang Prabang, 2005-12; source: 
MICT (2013). 
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Year Rank Country Visitors Year Rank Country Visitors 

2007 1 Thailand 31,911 2010 1 Thailand  26,569 

 2 UK 21,255  2 UK 22,622 

 3 USA 18,096  3 France 22,369 

 4 Australia 14,978  4 USA 21,185 

 5 France 14,902  5 Germany 16,372 

2008 1 Thailand 32,482 2011 1 Thailand 44,656 

 2 UK 22,237  2 France 25,991 

 3 USA 21,859  3 UK 21,091 

 4 France 20,602  4 USA 18,516 

 5 Canada 17,928  5 Germany 17,706 

2009 1 Thailand 41,361 2012 1 Thailand 59,636 

 2 UK 28,470  2 France 26,436 

 3 USA 25,913  3 UK 22,584 

 4 France 19,507  4 USA 22,415 

 5 Canada 19,128   China 19,894 

 5 China      

Table 1: Origin of Tourists Visiting Luang Prabang; source: MICT 
(2013). 

There are some studies related to Thai tourists that set a precedent for 
this case study. For example, Chartrungruang and Mitsutake (2007) 
studied before- and after- travel images of Sapporo and its hot springs 
from the viewpoints of Thai tourists. Witchu and Kullada (2011) also 
studied the motivation and behaviour of Thai outbound tourists to 



Europe. However, the number of empirical studies focused on Thai 
outbound tourists is still limited. There are many unknown points due 
to a lack of studies on the characteristics, motivation and satisfaction 
of Thai tourists travelling to Laos and to other locations. Consequently, 
this study aims to fill the gap regarding empirical data on motivations 
and satisfaction of Thai tourists who visit Luang Prabang, including 
recommendations for improvement as an essential theme. 

There are three major objectives of this study: the first is to 
understand and explore the demographic characteristics and travelling 
behaviours of Thai tourists. The second is to study the motivations of 
Thai tourists who visited Luang Prabang. The third is to investigate 
the tourists’ satisfaction with the destination. The results of the study 
will be beneficial to tourism managers and authorities of Laos and to 
other countries hoping to attract Thai tourists, allowing them to know 
what Thai tourists think about Luang Prabang and aiding in 
understanding more the strong and weak points of Luang Prabang as a 
tourist destination. Also, it will improve knowledge about how to 
protect and develop tourism in Luang Prabang to make it a more 
attractive destination so it can maintain and attract more tourists from 
Thailand and from other countries. 

 

 



2. Literature Review 

2.1. Characteristics and Travelling Behaviours of Thai 
Tourists 

Chartrungruang and Mitsutake (2007) studied the promotion of 
tourism between Japan and Thailand. This study focused on Thai 
tourists visiting Sapporo, Hokkaido in Japan, in particular its hot 
spring sites. This study assessed the before-and after-travel images of 
Sapporo and its hot spring sites from the viewpoints of prospective 
and present Thai tourists. Their travel satisfaction assessment was also 
conducted as a section in the after-travel image assessment. The 
sample in the study included two sample groups: Thai tourists 
departing to Sapporo and Thai tourists after their trips there. 
Quantitative and qualitative methodologies, questionnaires and 
in-depth interviews, were used for the image assessment. The study 
indentified the target market group profile of Thai tourists for Sapporo 
and its hot spring sites. Also, it proposed how to improve the 
destinations to meet Thai tourists’ perceptions, how to attract more 
new Thai tourists and how to find the right marketing strategies and 
activities to approach them. 

Witchu and Kullada (2011) used a “push and pull” approach to 
identify the characteristics of Thai outbound tourists and to investigate 
the motivation and behaviour of those tourists when visiting Europe. 
The study found and recommended that (1) Thai tourists are very 



aware of and influenced by the desire to experience European 
landscapes; and (2) Thai tourists demand experiences related to 
exploring new things. This study suggests that, in order to increase 
efficiency in marketing European destinations for Thai tourists, 
marketing teams should focus on the beauty of the landscape. 

Putachote (2013a) studied “Thai Tourist Behavior in Night Markets in 
Luang Prabang Lao”. The purposes of this research were (1) to study 
Thai tourist behaviour in night markets in Luang Prabang, (2) to 
examine factors influencing Thai tourist purchase decisions. Data was 
collected from 385 Thai tourists who visited Luang Prabang. The 
results of this study revealed that the majority of respondents were 
female, aged 30-39 years old, had at least a high school education, 
were married and were entrepreneurs with an income of 
15,001-20,000 Baht per month. The majority of Thai tourist purchases 
were souvenirs, local handicrafts, clothing and cotton. The main 
reason for buying was gifts and for the purchaser; Thai tourists were 
very important in all factors of the marketing mix. 

Putachote (2013b) also studied “Tourist Behavior Selection 
Accommodation in Luang Prabang Laos.” The objective of this 
research was to study tourists’ behaviour in selecting accommodation 
in Luang Prabang and the influence of factors such as gender, age, 
education, occupation and income on the perceived importance of 
marketing variables in the selection. Data was collected from 385 



tourists who visited Luang Prabang. The majority of tourists were 
females, who came from Thailand, France, Japan, China and the USA. 
They reserved rooms by telephone; stayed in median price hotels 
between 3-4 nights per time and spent US$101-150 per day. The 
factors influencing tourists’ selection of accommodation in Luang 
Prabang were price, place, promotion and others. Education and 
occupation were significantly different and influential in the selection 
of accommodation in Luang Prabang. 

2.2. Motivations and the Push-Pull Approach 

Popular motivation theories in U.S. tourism management literature are 
expectancy theory and Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs (Kim, 
2000). The expectancy theory of motivation has been refined and 
expanded by Deci (1975) and Deci and Ryan (1987). According to 
Deci and Ryan (1987), motivation is formed by autonomous initiation 
or self-determination of behaviour and is expected to lead to 
personally satisfying experiences. 

Many tourism researchers base their theoretical background on 
Maslow’s five-stage hierarchy of needs theory. Maslow’s theory offers 
one systematic approach to motivational structure (Jang & Cai, 2002). 
Dann (1977) proposed two factors as travel motives: anomie and 
ego-enhancement. Both of these proposed motives were viewed as 
push factors. Dann (1977) also noted push factors and pull factors in a 
travel decision. The push factors are internal to individuals and install 



a desire for people to want to travel. The pull factors are external to 
individuals and affect where, when and how people travel, given the 
initial desire to travel. Thus, people travel because they are pushed by 
their internal force and pulled by external forces such as destination 
attributes. It is usually accepted that push factors must be present 
before pull factors can be effective. 

McIntosh and Goeldner (1984) summarize previous studies on travel 
motivation, separating them into four categories: (1) physical 
motivators, including those related to physical rest, participation in 
sports, need for recreation at a beach and those motivations directly 
connected with a person’s bodily health; (2) cultural motivators 
concerning the desire to gain knowledge about other countries in term 
of cultural activities; (3) interpersonal motivators, including a desire 
to meet new people, visit friends or relatives, get away from routine 
conventions of life or to make new friendships; and (4) status and 
prestige motivators, related to self-esteem and personal development. 

Jang and Cai (2002) suggests that although a complex of motives was 
uncovered in previous research, the push and pull typology is an 
appropriate approach to study travel motivation. Jang and Cai (2002) 
used a push and pull approach to identify key motivational factors that 
have significant effects on destination choice. “Knowledge seeking” 
and “cleanliness & safety” were perceived as the most important push 
and pull factors respectively. The results of logistic regression 



analyses showed that the British tend to visit the U.S. for “fun & 
excitement” and “outdoor activities,” Oceania for “family & friend 
togetherness” and Asia to seek a “novel experience.” 

2.3. Satisfaction 

Satisfaction can be seen as a tourist’s post-purchase assessment of the 
destination (Oliver, 1980; Wang & Hsu, 2010). Wang and Hsu (2006) 
explains that customer satisfaction can significantly influence the 
operation performance of enterprises. With proper assessment tools, 
we can precisely assess customer satisfaction of the provided products 
or services and further improve products and services to meet 
customer expectations. When assessing customer satisfaction, there 
are generally two methods: (1) single item: having a single item to 
assess the overall satisfaction. We can understand the results after 
customers use the product studied as the single satisfaction item; and 
(2) multiple items: measuring individual satisfaction of products with 
a general scale and summing up for the overall satisfaction. Taking a 
customer’s satisfaction as an overall concept is important and this 
variable was used to assess customer satisfaction in the study. 

Dunn and Iso-Ahola (1991) studied the motivation and satisfaction 
dimensions of sightseeing tourists. For this purpose, 225 people were 
tested for motives before a day’s tour and for their satisfaction after it. 
The results indicated a considerable similarity between motivation and 
satisfaction dimensions, with “knowledge seeking,” “social interaction” 



and “escape” emerging as important motives and causes of 
satisfaction. This similarity led to a very high overall satisfaction with 
the tour. A group of tourists who came together by chance scored 
significantly higher on the knowledge-seeking motive and on five 
satisfaction dimensions than did the regular tour group and the 
convention group. 

Kao et al. (2008) studied the motivations of Taiwanese visitors to 
Australia and investigated the satisfaction they received from their 
visit. The study used a push and pull approach to find 17 push 
motivations and 18 pull motivations for travel. ‘Travelling around the 
world’ was found to be the most important push factor, while 
‘sunshine and scenery’ was regarded as the most important pull factor. 

2.4 Luang Prabang Tourism 

UNESCO (2004) examined the impact of tourism on the culture and 
environment of Luang Prabang and provided guidelines for 
indentifying and measuring the types of impacts (both positive and 
negative) that tourism has on the town’s heritage. In addition, 
UNESCO (2004) suggested how to derive an overall strategy that 
manages tourism in Luang Prabang in such a manner that tourism 
becomes a positive force for heritage conservation as well as 
contributing to the improvement of the quality of life of the town’s 
inhabitants. Phommavong et al. (2008) attempted to identify how to 
quantify service quality by using the SERVQUAL gap model (Q = 



P-E) and also to compare service delivery of major hotels and 
guesthouses in Luang Prabang province. Somsamone (2010) used a 
qualitative approach to investigate the current state of tourism and 
tourism development in Luang Prabang. She found that the facilities 
and the quality of services provided to tourists does not meet 
international standards and are still limited due to a lack of human 
resources, specifically people who have knowledge and capacity 
working in the tourism sector. Thus, she suggests that it is necessary 
to have qualified staff to manage businesses related to tourism. 

Southiseng and Walsh (2011) affirmed that significant increases in 
tourists’ arrivals to Luang Prabang have provided opportunities to the 
residents of Luang Prabang to earn income and increase their 
knowledge and levels of experience. However, the study argues that 
substantial gains were not sustainable due to the lack of qualified 
labour to supply the booming sectors. To propose guidelines for 
sustainable tourism development in cultural heritage sites, Chansone 
(2009) studied the existing management system the world cultural 
heritage site at Luang Prabang and assessed the community 
participation in tourism development. The study found that the 
involvement of local residents in tourism development in terms of 
participation in planning, activities, decision making and benefits 
were at the ‘fair level,’ which indicated that the community 
participation and partnership among all stakeholders in this world 
heritage site was not sufficient. 



Phosikam (2010) studied the significant factors influencing 
international tourists’ decision-making to visit the town of Luang 
Prabang and the role of the town’s World Heritage status on 
international tourists’ decision to visit Luang Prabang. Semone (2012) 
noted that tourism in Laos is a relatively new phenomenon that 
commenced in earnest in the late 1990s. A decade later, the country’s 
tourism portfolio is dominated by region-specific visitors originating 
from neighbouring China, Thailand and Vietnam, who generally tend 
to come in large numbers, are relatively low spenders and register a 
short average length of stay. 

As mentioned earlier, although there have been several studies related 
to tourism in Luang Prabang, most of these previous studies focused 
on human resources or labour and tourism in Luang Prabang. 
However, the number of empirical studies about foreign tourists who 
visit Luang Prabang is still limited. By gathering and analyzing data 
about foreign tourist who visit Luang Prabang, this research marks the 
first step in the essential filling in of this hole in empirical data. 

3. Explanation of Data and Research Methodology 

This study uses a ‘push and pull’ approach to find 23 push motivation 
factors and 22 pull motivation factors for travel. The target population 
of this study was Thai tourists who traveled to Luang Prabang 
province. The questionnaires were translated into the Thai Language 
from English. The survey was conducted in March 2013. A 



convenience sampling method was applied to identify respondents. 
Once respondents agreed to participate in the survey, the purpose of 
the survey was explained and a self-administered questionnaire was 
distributed to them for completion. A pilot test with 10 tourists was 
conducted first. Data was collected from 136 Thai tourists who had 
already stayed more than one day in Luang Prabang. 

The questionnaire consisted of four sections: tourist demographics, 
behaviours, tourist motivations, and tourist satisfaction. A Likert scale 
was applied as an analytical tool to explain data from the 
questionnaires. Specifically, a five point Linkert–type scale was used 
to analyze tourist motivations (push and pull factors) and tourist 
satisfactions. Each motivation push and pull factor and satisfaction 
item was measured using a five-point scale, with 1 indicating least 
significance (satisfaction), 2 little significance (satisfaction), 3 
moderate significance (satisfaction), 4 much significance (satisfaction), 
and 5 most significance (satisfaction). To interpret the data, class 
intervals were set. This was accomplished by first calculating class 
width. Class width was calculated by dividing the range (maximum 
level minus minimum level) by the number of classes. 

Class widthMaximum−Minimum
Number of Classes

 = 5−1
5

 = 0.80 

According to these criteria, the class intervals for the factors were set 
as follows: 



     Average points 1.00 – 1.80 = least significance (satisfaction) 
     Average points 1.81 – 2.60 = little significance (satisfaction) 
     Average points 2.61 – 3.40 = moderate significance 
(satisfaction) 
     Average points 3.41 – 4.20 = much significance (satisfaction) 
     Average points 4.21 – 5.00 = most significance (satisfaction) 

Furthermore, this study used 17 items to assess satisfaction. However, 
we do not sum up individual satisfaction (each satisfaction item) for 
overall satisfaction. Thus, a single item also will be used to assess 
overall satisfaction. Additionally, multiple linear regression analysis is 
applied to determine the satisfaction factors of Thai tourists visiting 
Luang Prabang. 

4. Empirical Results and Discussion 

4.1 Demographic Characteristics and Behaviours of 
Respondents 

The demographic characteristics and some behaviours of respondents 
are shown in Table 2. 44% of respondents were males and 56% were 
females. In terms of age, the largest group of travellers consisted of 
tourists between 31 and 40 years of age (44.1%), followed by the 
group of between 41 and 50 years of age (22.8%) and the group of 
between 20 and 30 years of age (22.1%). The marital status of the 
respondents was single (50%), followed by married (44%) and other 



(widowed or divorced) (6%). The education level of the participants 
were undergraduate (52.9%), graduate (Master’s/PhD) (26.5%), 
vocational school (5.9%) and high school (5.9%). Most respondents 
confirmed that they had a high educational background, with 79% of 
them completing at least a college degree. 

27.5% of the respondents came from Bangkok, followed by Chiang 
Rai (9.6%), Chiang Mai (8.8%) and Khon Kaen (7.4). Most 
respondents lived in major cities of Thailand such as Bangkok and the 
cities in north and northeast Thailand which are close to Laos as well 
as to Luang Prabang province. Most respondents were first time 
visitors to Luang Prabang (83.8%). In terms of occupation, there were 
employees (both public and private sector) (27.9%), entrepreneurs or 
business people (19.9%), students (8.8%), retired (2.9%) and others 
(housewife, unemployed, etc.) (39.0%). The annual income of 
respondents was less than US$5,000 (or about US$417 per month) 
(36.0%), between US$5,001-15,000 (or about US$418-1,250 per 
month) (43.6%), between US$15,001-35,000 (or about 
US$1,251-2,917 per month) (17.6%), and more than US$35,000 
(3.7%). Thus, the majority (61.3%) of Thai tourists were middle class 
people who earn between US$5,000-36,000 per year.1 

The length of stay of respondents were one day (0.7%), two days 
(15.44), three days (38.3%), four days (27.9%) and more than four 
                                                   
1  Bank of Thailand, 1US$ = 29.07 THB at 10:20 UTC, April 15, 2013, available at 
http://www.bot.or.th/english/Pages/BOTDefault.aspx.  

http://www.bot.or.th/english/Pages/BOTDefault.aspx


days (17.6%). Thus, the majority of respondents stayed in Luang 
Prabang between three and four days (66.3%). Most respondents 
confirmed that their objective of visiting Luang Prabang was a 
‘vacation holiday’ (74.3%), followed by ‘meeting/seminar’ (11.0%) 
and ‘business purpose’ (3.6%). The majority of respondents had 
decided to visit Luang Prabang less than three months in advance 
(55.1%). 

The respondents who travelled alone were only 10.3%; most of the 
respondents travelled with others, including with organized groups 
(29.4%), with friends (23.5%), as a couple (16.9%) or with family 
members (12.5%). The respondents confirmed that they found 
information about Luang Prabang through various sources such as 
magazines (20.6%), newspapers (5.1%), the website of Lao National 
Tourism Administration (14.7%), guidebooks (10.3%), tourism fairs 
(15.4%), word of mouth (14.7%), T.V (16.9%), friends or relatives 
(22.1%), social media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) (10.3%) and the 
internet (58.1%).Thus, the majority of Thai tourists found information 
about Luang Prabang through the internet (58.1%). However, the 
percentage of those using the website of the Lao National Tourism 
Administration was low (14.7%). Also, the respondents spent 
approximately 1,950 Baht (US$67) and 1,507 Baht (US$52) per day 
for accommodations and for food & drink, respectively. 

 



Places and Activities No. 

visited 

% Level of 

Satisfaction  

Std. 

Deviation 

Xiengthong Temples 129 94.9 4.62 0.627 

National Museum 127 93.4 4.57 0.649 

Phousy Stupa 120 88.2 4.46 0.732 

Tham Ting Cave 90 66.2 4.20 0.889 

Khouangsy Waterfall 104 76.5 4.50 0.724 

Sae Waterfall 60 44.1 4.12 0.958 

Night market 115 84.6 4.25 0.747 

Alms giving 110 80.9 4.45 0.736 

Elephant riding 59 43.4 3.95 1.057 

Traditional dance 57 41.9 3.89 1.096 

Other 37 27.2 3.97 1.092 

Table 2: Major Activities and Places which Thai tourists visited and 
enjoyed; source: Original Research 

Note: The level of Satisfaction ranking was based on a mean from 1 to 
5 (1 = least satisfaction to 5 = most satisfaction) 

As shown in Table 2, 94.9% of respondents visited Wat Xieng Thong 
(or Xieng Thong Temple), which is the symbol of Luang Prabang. It 
was the most visited place and generated the most satisfaction for Thai 
tourists (mean = 4.62). This was followed by the National Museum of 
Luang Prabang (93.4%), Phousy Stupa (88.2%), Night Market 
(84.6%), Khouangsy Waterfall (76.5%), Tham Ting Cave (66.2%) and 



Sae Waterfall (44.1%). Furthermore, the activity in which most 
respondents participated and felt most satisfaction was alms-giving 
(80.9%). 

4.2. Motivation Push and Pull Factors 

4.2.1. Motivation Push Factors 

As shown in Table 3, ‘doing and seeing destination’s unique things’ 
was the most important among all the push factors (mean = 4.44), 
followed by ‘going places I have never visited’ (4.41), ‘unique or 
different ethnic minority or indigenous people’ (4.40), ‘experience a 
simpler lifestyle’ (4.35), ‘desire to try something new’ (4.34), 
‘opportunity to increase one’s knowledge’ (4.33), ‘experiencing a new 
and different lifestyle’ (4.28) and ‘meeting new and different people’ 
(4.24). The push factors that were indicated at the ‘much important’ 
level included, ‘visiting places I can talk about when I get home’ 
(4.15), ‘trying new food’ (4.10), ‘going to a place my friends have not 
been’ (4.03), ‘just relaxing’ (4.03), ‘having fun and being entertained’ 
(4.02), ‘finding thrills and excitement’ (3.92), ‘meeting people with 
similar interests’ (3.88), ‘being together as friends’ (3.74), ‘escape 
from the routine/ordinary’ (3.67), ‘getting away from a busy job’ 
(3.62), ‘getting away from the demands of jobs’ (3.61) and ‘being 
together as a family’ (3.49). Also, the ‘doing nothing at all’ (3.17), 
‘indulging in luxury’ (3.07) and ‘visiting friends and relatives’ (3.03) 
factors were at the ‘moderate significance’ level. 



4.2.2 Motivation Pull Factors 

On the other hand, as shown in Table 4, among the pull factors, the 
respondents felt that the ‘historical, archeological buildings and places’ 
was the most important factor (4.57) to motivate them to visit Luang 
Prabang. This was, followed by ‘friendliness, politeness and 
hospitality’ (4.52), ‘interesting rural countryside’ (4.47), ‘outstanding 
natural scenery and landscape’ (4.43), ‘nice weather’ (4.38), ‘visits to 
appreciate natural ecological sites’ (4.37), ‘Lao ethnic diversity’ 
(4.29), ‘environment quality, air, water and soil’ (4.29), ‘exotic 
atmosphere’ (4.29) and ‘peaceful and personal safety’ (4.27). The 
following factors were indicated as being at the ‘much significance’ 
level: ‘the best deal I could get’ (4.10), ‘destination that provides 
value for holiday money’ (4.08), ‘standard of hygiene and cleanliness’ 
(4.03), ‘public transportation such as airlines, etc.’ (4.00),  
‘availability of pre-trip and in-country tourist info’ (3.97), 
‘inexpensive restaurants’ (3.97), ‘local cuisine’ (3.93), ‘activities for 
the entire family’ (3.60), ‘outdoor activities (variety activities)’ (3.58), 
‘primitive outdoor camping’ (3.56) and ‘nightlife and entertainment’ 
(3.50).  

 

 

 



Ranking Push Factors Mean Std. D 

1 Doing and seeing destination’s unique things 4.44 0.748 

2 Going places I have never visited 4.41 0.802 

3 Unique or different aboriginal or indigenous people 4.40 0.743 

4 Experiencing a simpler lifestyle 4.35 0.801 

5 Desire to try something new 4.34 0.742 

6 Opportunity to increase one’s knowledge 4.33 0.789 

7 Experiencing a new and different lifestyle 4.28 0.766 

8 Meeting new and different people 4.24 0.873 

9 Visiting places I can talk about when I get home 4.15 0.830 

10 Trying new foods 4.10 0.815 

11 Going to a place my friends have not been 4.03 0.926 

12 Just relaxing 4.03 0.860 

13 Having fun and being entertained 4.02 0.847 

14 Finding thrills and excitement 3.92 0.869 

15 Meeting people with similar interests 3.88 1.004 

16 Being together as friends 3.74 0.966 

17 Escape from the routine/ordinary 3.67 1.148 

18 Getting away from a busy job 3.62 1.186 

19 Getting away from the demands of jobs 3.61 1.089 

20 Being together as a family 3.49 1.310 

21 Doing nothing at all 3.17 1.177 

22 Indulging in luxury 3.07 1.323 

23 Visiting friends and relatives 3.03 1.327 

Table 3: Push Motivation Factors; source: Original Research 



Ranking Pull Factors Mean Std. D 

1 Historical, archeological buildings and places 4.57 0.568 

2 Friendliness, politeness and hospitality 4.52 0.67 

3 Interesting rural countryside 4.47 0.658 

4 Outstanding natural scenery and landscape 4.43 0.731 

5 Nice weather 4.38 0.736 

6 Visits to appreciate natural ecological sites 4.37 0.743 

7 Lao ethnic diversity 4.29 0.842 

8 Environment quality, air, water and soil 4.29 0.715 

9 Exotic atmosphere 4.29 0.794 

10 Peaceful and personal safety 4.27 0.75 

11 The best deal I could get 4.10 0.737 

12 Destination that provides value for holiday money 4.08 0.785 

13 Standard of hygiene and cleanliness 4.03 0.870 

14 Public transportation such as airlines, etc 4.00 2.697 

15 Availability of pre-trip and in-country tourist info 3.97 0.879 

16 Inexpensive Restaurants 3.97 0.912 

17 Local cuisine 3.93 0.923 

18 Activities for the entire family 3.6 1.037 

19 Outdoor activities (Variety activities) 3.58 1.039 

20 Primitive outdoor camping 3.56 1.144 

21 Nightlife and entertainment 3.50 0.99 

22 Ease of driving on my own 3.38 1.153 

Table 4: Pull Motivation Factors; source: Original Research 



4.3. The Satisfaction of Thai Tourists 

Table 5 shows the mean of overall satisfaction, intention to return and 
recommendation to other tourists who might visit Luang Prabang. 
After their trip, most Thai visitors felt high satisfaction. The 
respondents marked ‘overall satisfaction’ most often (4.48). Also, the 
respondents indicated that ‘intention to return’ was likely (4.52). 
Moreover, the respondents would recommend Luang Prabang to 
others (4.46). 

No. Items Mean Std. Deviation Level 

1 Overall Satisfaction 4.48  0.596 most 
satisfaction 

2 Intension to Return 4.52  0.667 very likely 

3 Recommendation to 
Others 

4.46  0.676 strongly 
recommend 

Table 5: Overall Satisfaction, Intention to Return and 
Recommendation to Others; source: Original Research 

Note: Overall satisfaction ranking was based on mean from 1 to 5 (1= 
least satisfaction to 5 = most satisfaction), intention to return was 
based on mean scores from 1 to 5 (1 = unlikely to very likely), and 
recommendation to other was based on mean scores from 1 to 5 (1 = 



strongly not recommend to 5 = strongly recommend). 

Additionally, Table 6 shows the satisfaction of Thai tourists towards 
each item related to tourism in Luang Prabang. The most satisfactory 
attribute was the ‘residents’ amity and hospitality’ (4.37). Moreover, 
Thai tourists were satisfied with the ‘preservation of traditional daily 
life’ (4.34), ‘preservation of townscape’ (4.32), ‘service quality of 
guided tours’ (4.31), ‘quality of tour guides in communication’ (4.27) 
and ‘service quality of tour agencies’ (4.26). The following items 
were indicated as being at the ‘much satisfaction’ level: ‘service 
quality of accommodation’ (4.12), ‘service quality of restaurant’ 
(4.07), ‘cleanliness of the city’ (4.02), ‘variety of souvenir products’ 
(3.96), ‘travel costs’ (3.96), ‘easy access to tourism sites’ (3.94), 
‘price of souvenirs’ (3.79), ‘transportation’ (3.78), ‘information centre’ 
(3.77) and ‘entrance fees’ (3.76). By contrast, ‘public toilets’ (3.36) 
was the only ‘moderate satisfaction’ item for Thai tourists who visited 
Luang Prabang. 

Table 7 indicates the results of the regression analysis between overall 
satisfaction and each satisfaction item to explain which items will 
have statistically significant effects on the overall satisfaction of Thai 

tourists. ‘Service quality of tour agencies’ (p ≤ 0.01) had the greatest 
positive impact on overall satisfaction, followed by ‘cleanliness of the 

city’ (p ≤ 0.05), which suggests that the overall satisfaction will 
increase when Thai tourists are satisfied with these two items. 



Ranking Items Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Level of 

Satisfaction 

1 Residents’ amity and hospitality 4.37 0.799 Most 

2 Preservation of traditional daily 

life 

4.34 0.763 Most 

3 Preservation of townscape 4.32 0.768 Most 

4 Service quality of guided tours 4.32 0.725 Most 

5 Quality of tour guides in 

communication 

4.28 0.736 Most 

6 Service quality of tour agencies 4.27 0.745 Most 

7 Service quality of accommodations 4.12 0.829 Much 

8 Service quality of restaurants 4.07 0.753 Much 

9 Cleanness of the city 4.02 0.833 Much 

10 Variety of souvenir products 3.96 0.919 Much 

11 Travel cost 3.96 0.837 Much 

12 Easy access to tourism sites 3.94 0.873 Much 

13 Price of souvenirs 3.79 0.961 Much 

14 Transportation 3.78 0.86 Much 

15 Information centre 3.77 0.926 Much 

16 Entrance fees 3.76 0.962 Much 

17 Public toilets 3.36 1.035 Moderate 

Table 6: Satisfaction of Thai Tourists towards Each Item Related to 
Tourism in Luang Prabang; source: Original Research 

However, ‘preservation of townscape,’ ‘preservation of traditional 



daily life,’ ‘service quality of accommodation,’ ‘service quality of 
restaurants,’ ‘service quality of guided tours,’ ‘quality of tour guide in 
communication,’ ‘variety of souvenir products,’ ‘price of souvenirs’, 
‘residence’s amity and hospitality,’ ‘travel cost,’ ‘entrance fees,’ 
‘information centre,’ ‘transportation,’ ‘easy access to tourism sites’ 
and ‘public toilets’ did not have statistically significant effects on the 
overall satisfaction of Thai tourists. It means that these items or 
factors may be important in attracting Thai tourists to visit Luang 
Prabang but they did not have effects on the overall satisfaction of 
Thai tourists directly. 

5. Discussion 

Based on the results of this study, we found that ‘doing and seeing 
destination’s unique things’ and ‘going places I have never visited,’ 
which are so-called “knowledge seeking” factors, were the most 
important push factors attracting Thais to visit Luang Prabang, 
followed by ‘unique or different ethnic minority or indigenous people’ 
and ‘experience a simpler lifestyle,’ which are so-called “novel 
experience” factors. These results are consistent with the study by 
Witchu and Kullada (2011), who suggested motivators that pushed 
Thai tourists away from their homes were (1) discovering a new place, 
(2) discovering different cultures and lifestyles, (3) enriching oneself 
intellectually, (4) increasing knowledge and (5) desire to try 
something new. 



No. Items Beta t Sig. 

1 Preservation of townscape 0.231 1.696 0.093 

2 Preservation of traditional daily life -0.196 -1.461 0.147 

3 Service quality of accommodations 0.106 0.966 0.336 

4 Service quality of restaurants 0.076 0.697 0.487 

5 Service quality of guide tour -0.246 -1.916 0.058 

6 Service quality of tour agencies 0.481 3.727 0.000* 

7 Quality of tour guide in communication -0.106 -0.873 0.385 

8 Cleanliness of the city 0.225 2.339 0.021* 

9 Variety of souvenir products 0.043 0.355 0.724 

10 Price of souvenirs 0.077 0.686 0.494 

11 Residence’s amity and hospitality 0.093 0.873 0.385 

12 Travel cost 0.044 0.402 0.689 

13 Entrance fees -0.015 -0.119 0.906 

14 Information centre 0.058 0.483 0.630 

15 Transportation -0.034 -0.279 0.781 

16 Easy access to tourism sites -0.003 -0.024 0.981 

17 Public toilets -0.065 -0.561 0.576 

 (Constant) 2.1355 5.788 0.000* 

 R square 0.4227   

 Adjusted R square 0.3310   

 F 4.6095   

Table 7: Results of the Regression Analysis between Overall 
Satisfaction and Each Satisfaction Item; source: Original Research  



Note: (1) Dependent Variable is Overall Satisfaction.  

(2) * indicates statically significant difference between groups at 

p-value ≤ 0.5. 

Consequently, it may be concluded that Thai tourists demand 
experiences related to exploring new things such as a desire to travel 
abroad because they want to discover new places, experience different 
cultures and lifestyles, to enrich themselves intellectually, increase 
their knowledge and because they want to try something new. 

On the other hand, a major reason for Luang Prabang attracting so 
many tourists is that it is home to the most famous historic site in Laos. 
Owing to Luang Prabang being famous for its historical, archeological 
buildings and townscape, not surprisingly, ‘historical, archeological 
buildings and places’ was the most important factor among all the pull 
factors, followed by ‘interesting rural countryside’ and ‘outstanding 
natural scenery and landscape.’ However, the ‘local cuisine,’ ‘variety 
of activities, including outdoor activities,’ ‘nightlife and entertainment’ 
were not important factors to pull Thai tourists to visit Luang Prabang. 
These factors are thus still weak points of Luang Prabang. 

The results of this study also found that, in the case of Luang Prabang 
province, foreign tourists came from various countries around the 
world. Indeed, many tourists that come to Luang Prabang are not just 
from neighbouring countries with easy access to the town. However, 



30-50% of the visiting tourists came from Thailand, whose tourists 
were middle class who earn between US$5,000 and 36,000 a year. 
Also, they stayed in Luang Prabang between three and four days and 
spent relatively highly, approximately 1,950 Baht (US$67) and 1,507 
Baht (US$52) per day for accommodations and for food & drink, 
respectively. Thus, this information updates the study by Semone 
(2012), which noted that “tourism in Laos is a relatively new 
phenomenon that commenced in earnest in the late 1990s. A decade 
later, the country’s tourism portfolio is dominated by region-specific 
visitors originating from neighbouring China, Thailand and Vietnam 
who generally tend to come in large numbers, are relatively low 
spenders and register a short average length of stay.” 

Additionally, among all pull factors, the ‘friendliness, politeness and 
hospitality of local people’ was also one of the most important factors 
to motivate and satisfy Thai tourists who visit Luang Prabang. 
Furthermore, after their trip, Thai visitors felt high satisfaction. In 
particular, the ‘residents’ amity and hospitality’ and ‘preservation of 
traditional daily life’ were the items receiving highest levels of 
satisfaction. This indicates the importance of community participation 
in tourism development in a world cultural heritage site like Luang 
Prabang. 

In this regard, this study confirmed the findings of previous research, 
particularly Chansone (2009), who suggested that “Sustainable 



tourism development should give greater priority to community 
participation in sustainable tourism development” and that “The local 
tourism sector should provide more in the area of education and 
training local residents that should focus on tourism knowledge, 
English skills for tourism, being a good host community to tourists, 
and provide more awareness and understanding of sustainable tourism 
development to the local community.” 

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

According to the results of our study, the following can be concluded: 
Firstly, the majority of Thai tourists were females. The largest group 
of travellers consisted of tourists between 31 and 40 years of age. 
Most respondents confirmed that they had a high educational 
background. Most of the visiting Thai tourists mainly came from the 
major cities of Thailand. About half of them were entrepreneurs and 
employees. The majority of Thai tourists were middle class. 

They learned of and found information about Luang Prabang through 
various sources and the majority of the Thai tourists confirmed that 
they received information about Luang Prabang through the internet. 
However, the percentage of those using the Lao National Tourism 
Administration website was low. Thus, in order to promote Luang 
Prabang and increase tourists from Thailand and other countries, Lao 
tourism managers and authorities should improve the website as well 
as information available on the internet. 



Instead of travelling alone, Thai tourists preferred to travel with 
organized groups, friends, as a couple and with family members. 
Almost all Thai tourists visited, and were satisfied with visiting, Wat 
Xieng Thong and the National Museum of Luang Prabang. Also, the 
activity that most of Thai tourists participated in and felt most 
satisfaction with was almsgiving. Consequently, it is suggested that 
religious tourism (it is known as Buddhist tourism in Thailand) could 
be one of the potential tourism segments to draw Thai tourists into 
Luang Prabang. 

Secondly, based on the results of this study, we found that Thai 
tourists strongly agreed that ‘doing and seeing destination’s unique 
things’ and ‘going places I have never visited,’ which are so-called 
“knowledge seeking” factors, were the most important push factors 
causing Thais to visit Luang Prabang, followed by ‘unique or different 
ethnic minority or indigenous people’ and ‘experience a simpler 
lifestyle,’ which are so-called “novel experience” factors. As a result, 
relevant stakeholder, for instance the tourism authority and the local 
communities, should actively protect and preserve the uniqueness of 
Laos as well as that of local traditional activities and culture such as 
dresses, rituals and handicrafts as tools for attracting visitors and 
generating more income from the tourism sector. 

On the other hand, a major reason for Luang Prabang attracting so 
many tourists is ‘friendliness, politeness and hospitality of local 



people,’ as well as ‘interesting rural countryside’ and ‘outstanding 
natural scenery and landscape.’ In particular, the ‘friendliness, 
politeness and hospitality of local people’ was a very important factor 
to motivate and satisfy foreign tourists who visited Luang Prabang. 
Furthermore, after their trip, Thai visitors felt high satisfaction. The 
‘residents’ amity and hospitality’ and ‘preservation of traditional daily 
life’ were the most highly ranked satisfaction items. This indicates the 
importance of community participation in tourism development in a 
world cultural heritage site like Luang Prabang. Consequently, in 
order to develop and promote sustainable tourism, the government or 
tourism authority should consider how to involve local communities 
in planning and managing sustainable tourism development. Also, the 
government should provide more in the area of education and training 
for local communities that should focus on the importance of local 
culture, environment protection, knowledge and skill for tourism 
business, being a good host community to tourists and providing more 
awareness and understanding of the importance of sustainable tourism 
development to the local communities. 

However, the ‘local cuisine,’ ‘variety of activities, including outdoor 
activities,’ ‘nightlife and entertainment’ factors are thus still weak 
points of Luang Prabang. As a result, tourism managers, relevant 
authorities and local communities should make greater efforts to 
create and promote various activities and local cuisine to motivate 
more foreign tourists to visit. If done successfully, tourists will stay 



longer and pay more, which will help the tourism sector in Luang 
Prabang develop constantly, increase employment and generate 
income. 

Thirdly, Thai tourists were satisfied with the ‘preservation of 
traditional daily life,’ ‘preservation of townscape,’ ‘service quality of 
guided tours,’ ‘quality of tour guide in communication’ and ‘service 
quality of tour agencies.’ In contrast, the ‘public toilets’ were 
perceived as being the least satisfactory attribute among 17 items for 
Thai tourists who visited Luang Prabang. In order to improve the 
quality of services so as to maintain and increase more tourists from 
Thailand and other countries, the Lao tourism managers and 
authorities should quickly address this problem by increasing the 
number and cleanliness of public and private toilets in the tourism 
sites, bus terminals, restaurants and elsewhere. 

Furthermore, in order to increase overall satisfaction for Thai tourists, 
tour agencies should maintain or improve their service quality. Also, 
tourism managers, relevant authorities and local communities should 
focus on the beauty of the townscape and on the destination’s 
uniqueness by preservation of the ‘natural, cultural and historical 
environment’ and ‘cleanliness and safety.’ In particular, ‘historical, 
archeological buildings and places,’ which is the most important 
factor to motivate Thai tourists visit Luang Prabang, should be 
preserved and better maintained. 



7. Limitations of the Study 

This research has unavoidably suffered from some limitations during 
data collection and analyzing. Firstly, due to lack of cooperation from 
some tour guides, obtaining access to Thai visitors was a big issue. 
Some of the tourists refused to complete the questionnaires. Also, due 
to the limitations of time and budget of our research team, the sample 
size achieved for this research was relatively small. Secondly, this 
study focused only on the characteristics of Thai visitors and Luang 
Prabang province. It did not study purchasing behaviour of Thai 
tourists more generally. 
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