
Volume 22, 2021 – Journal of Urban Culture Research

Abstract
The basic purpose of this paper was to assess the visitor’s willingness to pay (WTP) 
and also explore the factors which play an important role for visit urban tourism 
(UT). The Lahore is the multicultural city of Pakistan which has many beneficial 
activities for entrepreneurs as well as for the tourists. Data of 250 tourists were 
collected through well pre paired questionnaire and this data were used in the 
final analysis. The most useful technique contingent valuation method (CVM) with 
dichotomous choice question (yes/no) was used to estimate the tourists’ WTP. Two 
models were used in the estimation one binary regression and other was ordinary 
least square (OLS). The findings showed that majority of the tourists were willing 
to pay for UT, and also acknowledged that tourists were interested to get good 
memories, experience and knowledge through this visit; Tourist’s income was 
positive and significant determinant factor of UT, total cost was the main concern 
for the visitors, therefore they were negatively related with WTP. Findings of this 
study recommended practical implications for stakeholders.
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Introduction
The cities are the most important component of urban and cultural tourism in 
Pakistan. These cities influx visitors tend to be concentrated in urban tourism cen-
ters, which overlap unevenly with cultural centers. The most of these centres are 
protected under each country’s rules & regulations. Moreover, many of them have 
been included in the United Nations educational, scientific and cultural organiza-
tion (UNESCO) List of World Heritage Sites. In these cases, the dialogue employ 
the definition of “Groups of Buildings” as defined in the Convention Concerning 
the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972) and, specifically, 
urban buildings corresponding to “historic cities” (1987 Operational Guidelines for 
the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention). The face “historic urban 
landscape” was coined recently, a term that has become preserved in institutional 
doctrine on heritage based on the Vienna Memorandum (2005) and the object of 
a specific UNESCO Recommendation (2011). The Preservation of historical build-
ings and sites are vital to uphold and conserve a nation’s history and heritage 
sites (Mahirah et al., 2020).The Lahore is the witness of history that how the rulers 
changed his identity over the time, “Jain, Hindu, Buddhist, Greek, Muslim, Afghan, 
Sikh and the British. The Lahore became a multicultural city of Pakistan due to 
these reasons. Lahore is also the 2nd largest city of Pakistan. During the Mughals 
Empire (1524 to 1752) Lahore reached at its peak of architectural glory, they gave 
many finest architectural and monuments. In the last two decades Pakistan faced 
many terrible terrorists’ attacks in all over the cities, which affected the Lahore 
as well. Therefore tourists’ appearance in Pakistan decreased by large numbers as 
compare to the past numbers. Lahore holds a massive attraction for the tourists 
(i.e. national and international). Culture heritage is an inspiring factor in people’s 
travel and affects tourism in both positively and negatively ways (Dora, 2012). In 
modern era tourism has been increased both nationally and internationally for 
experiencing a different culture and history (Stoep, 1996). They see the large num-
bers of people as congestion, since it has a negative effect on their quality of life, 
especially in the area of public order (anti-social behavior, people’s safety, noise, 
dirt, lack of access for ambulances, etc.). Problems with overcrowding in public 
spaces result in the loss of residential attractiveness in the Lahore which is losing 
residents while increasing its focus on urban tourism.

Figure 1. Badshahi Mosque & Royal Fort (Lahore, Pakistan): Source, Author. 
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Urban Tourism And Cultural Heritages
Urban tourism is also called city tourism; usually every country has some main 
cities which used as an urban tourism. There are several definitions of UT, but ac-
cording to World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), a type of tourism which takes 
place in urban space. UT includes heterogeneous range of cultural, architectural, 
social, technological, natural experiences, educational reasons, festivals and 
events, and products for leisure and business. A culture shows how nations act 
together (i.e. Traditions, folklore, knowledge and language), heritages concern our 
past history, present and future (i.e. buildings, historical structure, monuments, 
landscapes, artifacts, books and documentation; Hardy 1988 and Millar (1989). UT 
have a significant inspiration on people’s attitude, actions at the level of the both 
the individual and society. Urban Cultural tourism includes visiting historic or 
archeological sites, visiting festivals, watching conventional dances or ceremonies, 
or simply shopping for handcrafted talent. The tourists carried different activi-
ties when they visit urban places like, visit to buildings within a city, art galleries, 
museums, temples, skyscrapers, historical buildings, parades, concerts, festivals 
and protests etc. In the same way, there is a correlation between city tourism and 
shopping tourism, especially for people from smaller towns or countryside, who 
takes advantage of sightseeing while shopping. There is a substantial flow of visi-
tors and day/night trippers inspired or motivated by cultural and factors and in-
terested in historic heritage and/or contemporary culture and urban space. These 
flows coexist with tourists with local and more heterogeneous intentions. Tour-
ists’ enjoyment through the collection of new information before to travel, their 
interest, customs, acquaintances with language, lore of other nations, motivation 
of travel, cultural history, architecture of the destination and area of outstanding 
beauty, mostly all these elements who encourage the tourists to visit a destina-
tion (Tigu & Arsene, 2008). Although some cities have been receiving visitors for a 
long time, urban tourism really started to emerge in the 1990s. During these years, 
tourism industry growing rapidly, tourism took on a high-profile role on the urban 
agenda and tourism research rediscovered the cities. This was a period of major 
studies on urban tourism, which usually included specific chapters on the impact 
of tourism on the city (Page, 1995; Law, 2002).

The aim of the paper is to study the socio-economic characteristics of the tourists, 
tourist’s pre and post tour analysis regarding urban tourism and cultural heritage 
and their Willingness to pay for these visits. 

Research Methodology
The work explored in this paper by well prepared qualitative and quantitative 
questionnaires. The questionnaire was developed in the English with the help 
of literature and well reputed researcher of the tourism filed. The main purpose 
of the pre-testing was to allow respondents to sophisticate the divisions of the 
main research session, provide clarification for Willingness to pay estimates and 
confusion or field survey problems (Halstead et al., 1991; Ransom and Rees et 
al., 2010). The interviews were conducted in both languages (i.e. English &Urdu). 
The questions were presented directly to respondent in order to minimize the 
misunderstandings with the questionnaire. The tourists WTP and their attitude 
were tackled in terms of three different aspects: tourists’ socio-economic charac-
teristics, which covered a detailed description of (Gender, Age, education, income 
level, occupation and their family size); the second part of the questionnaire 
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was consisted on tourists’ pre and post visit attitude and the last one covering 
for WTP in the form of (yes/no) and a series of monetary values were given. A 
sample of 250 tourists was interviewed in the second quarter of 2020. The selec-
tion of the respondents were based on approaching every tenth person going back 
to home after completion the visit, most of the respondents were targeted at the 
exit point. Data collection were placed 11am to 2pm or from 4pm to 7pm every 
day. This study employed contingent valuation method (CVM). Contingent valua-
tion method brings out market valuation of a non-market good to compute total 
preservation value. CVM has been used which contains both constituents of use 
and non-use (Echeverria, 1995; Mahboob et al., 2020). CVM was used for gathering 
the data of tourist’s willingness to pay for visitation of urban spaces and cultural 
heritage. Dichotomous-choice questions were included in the survey by presenting 
contributors with a contingent market value. The exceptional feature of dichot-
omous-choice questions is that respondents are asked if they would pay a flat 
sum of money for the item being evaluated or not, responses taken as dependent 
variable (yes” or no”) (Carson, 2000). Tourist’s WTP were estimated through two 
different models, the binary logistic regression and OLS. A wide range of research-
ers have been performed (Mahboob et al., 2020). This model was chosen due to its 
capability to pact with a dichotomous explained variable and deep-rooted theo-
retical background (Alberini, 1995 and Kannien, 1995). Meleddu and Pulina (2016) 
investigated the individual’s willingness to pay for tourism and used it on quanti-
tative data and applied logistic model.

Model Specifications 
In this study we used two different models as given below, first equations used for 
flat sum of money which asked to the tourists that how much you are willing to 
pay for this visit (i.e. 20, 50 or 100 PKR. Moreover, the second equation are based on 
binary logistic model, where the respondents showed their interest either they are 
willing or not (Yes-No). Both models’ equation given below respectively:

Yi1 = βo + βi1Di1 + βi2 Xi1 + βi3Xi2 + βi4Xi3 + βi5Xi4 +εi      (A)

Where Yi1, is the flat sum of money in PKR; Dependent variable (DV) of the Ordi-
nary Least Square (OLS) model; this is a simple linear regression model and other 
Independent Variables (IVs) of this model are showed with Xi1, Xi2, Xi3 and Xi4. 
To interpret the results; βo, βi  are used as an intercept and coefficients of the OLS 
model respectively, while Di1 is a dichotomous variable of the model which is hav-
ing the values in the form of (0 & 1). Below is the second equation (B)

Yi2 = bo + biDi1 + biXi1 + μi      (B)

Where Yi2, is the Dependent Variable (DV) of the Binary logistic model; the inde-
pendent variables of this model shown with Xi1, and To interpret the results; bo, bi 
are used as an intercept and coefficients of the binary logistic model respectively, 
while Di1 is a dichotomous variable of the model which is having the values in the 
form of (0 & 1).

Yi2 = Dichotomous Variable (Yes/No)
Xi = Independent Variables like age, income, total cost and distance
εi & μi = Error Terms of the models. 
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The survey data were used to analyze the socio-economic characteristics of the 
tourists through MS Excel and the econometrics techniques were applied to esti-
mate the WTP of the tourists through statistical package (SPSS).

Findings and Analysis
The results of the tourist’s socio-economic characteristics given above in figure 2; 
the male tourists were in higher numbers 60% as compare to female 40%. Nunkoo 
and Gursoy, 2012) estimated that females’ tourists do less support to tourism 
rather than males. As for concern to age level, the most of the tourists were in the 
age of 16 to 25 years, and other tourist’s age (years) were 32%, 12% and 16% re-
spectively according to their distribution, majority of the students who came there 
were studying in the colleges (56%). In addition, higher level of education tourists 
have positive attitude for tourism (Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996). Over 56% 
were married and 44% were single. The categories according to their occupation, 
a high percentage were students, public servants, 20% self-employed or privately 
working and 28% were not working 16%. Students founded more interested in 
visitation of urban places and cultural heritages. According to income level most 
of the tourists 48% were belonging to middle class, were belong to higher income 
level, income level is a key determinant of this study because income level play an 
important role in tourists WTP.

Figure 2. Socio-Economic characteristics of the tourists.

Tourists pre-visit analysis on urban tourism given in figure 2. Majority of the visi-
tors 60% gathered information about urban tourism from TV/Internet. 44% tour-
ists made decision on their behalf to experience urban tourism, 31% were those 

Tourist’s profile Frequency Percentage 
Gender 

Male 150 60 
Female 100 40 

Age (Years) 
16 – 25(years) 100 40 
26 – 35(years) 80 32 
36 – 45(years) 30 12 
46 or above (years) 40 16 

Education Level 
School 50 20 
College 140 56 
University 60 24 

Marital status 
Single 110 44 
Married 140 56 

Occupation 
Student 90 36 
Public servant 50 20 
Private employee 70 28 
Unemployed 40 16 

Income Level 
Middle Level 120 48 
Average Level 70 28 
Upper Level 60 24 
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who came on the suggestion of family members and 25% came through friends. In 
the current period of time, technology is very accessible for every person so people 
get information through social media/internet etc. Majority of the tourists 32% 
came on visit to make it memorable. This type of urban tourism and cultural tour-
ists has been prominent whose seeks a deep cultural experience of other culture 
or heritage (McKercher, 2002). Familiarity with the place also encourages people to 
visit that site (Mark Morrison and David John Dowell, 2015). In the study of Lank-
ford and Howard (1994) highlighted that visitors with greater familiarity with the 
place or having sufficient knowledge about urban tourism is more favorable. There 
are other authors who reached at same conclusion: Davis et al. (1988) and An-
dereck et al. (2005). Only few came alone at urban spaces and cultural heritages, 
almost equal percentage of tourists who came with friends and in the groups or 
trips of educational institutes. Tourists motivation to go on holidays to experience 
urban tourism, 28% were wanted to have a good change in mood, 12% wanted to 
decrease their stress level, 16% had the reason to explore new place, 12% came 
to spend time with family members or friends and 32% interested to meet new 
people. The tourists’ motivation for visit cultural heritage has been explored by 
Poria, Butler and Airey, (2004).

Figure 3. Tourist’s attitude toward urban tourism.

	
  

Tourist’s attitude   Frequency  Percentage  
Pre-tour analysis 

Information acquisition before travel for urban tourism 
News paper 60 24 
TV/Internet  150 60 
Friends/family/colleagues  40 16 

Travel decision maker for urban tourism 
Tourist themselves 110 44 
Family 70 25 
Friends 70 28 

Reasons for Travel for urban tourism 
To make it Memorable 80 32 
To have experience of urban tourism 40 16 
Familiarity  60 24 
Popularity  70 28 

Who is with you during this visit? 
Alone 60 24 
Friend 110 44 
Group/trips 40 16 
Family 40 16 

Motivation to go on holiday on urban tourism 
To have a good change 70 28 
To decrease stress 30 12 
To explore new place/heritage 40 16 
To Spend time with family and friends 30 12 
To meet new people 80 32 
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Figure 4. Tourist’s attitude toward urban tourism and cultural heritage.

Tourists’ attitude has been the flashing point of many studies so far that focus 
on factors that influence such attitude (Akis et al., 1996), Tourists’ post visit at-
titude for urban tourism; are given in figure 4. Most of the tourists 94 percent were 
agreed that both destinations have attraction for tourists, 95 percent would like 
to visit again, 92 percent were satisfied to their visit at cultural heritage, satisfac-
tion of the tourists also substantiated by Kerstetter et al., (2001) and most im-
portant, more than half of the tourists were satisfied by the stockholders of the 
destination.

Figure 5. Description of travel cost to tourists for urban tourism. (Standard deviation in parenthesis).

Tourists’ expenditures were the significant factor of the urban tourism; these are 
the factor that supports local industry or builds opportunities for unemployed 
people and enhance the economic activities. Tourists total cost in many stud-
ies founded negative with willingness to pay Gutiérrez et al., 2017; Mahboob et 
al., 2020. Tourist’s descriptive analysis regarding urban tourism visit are given in 
figure 5.

Figure 6. Results of logistic model and ordinary least square. Note; Standard error in parenthesis (R-

square .63) Note: significant level:*ρ<0.05, **ρ<0.01, ***ρ<0.001, ρns>0.05

Costs (Rs) Mean (Rs) 

Transportation 13081.4 (27371.9) 
Food & Beverages 1408.9   (1246.1) 
Accommodation 2770     (5424.6) 
Shopping 1267.7  (1390.3) 
Other cost 646       (881.1) 
Total cost 19174   (34981.5) 
	
  

Variables	
   Binary	
  logistic	
   OLS	
  

Dependent Variable 
(DV) 

Willingness to Pay 
(Yes/No) 

Monetary Term 

Age (IV) -.0062 (.02)ns .024 (.058)ns 
Income (IV) .00013 (.00003)*** .00042 (.000034)*** 
Total cost (IV) -.000067 (.00002)* .000009 (.000060)ns   
	
  

Post-visit analysis of the visitors In the favor  Against  
Both urban tourism and cultural heritages have 
attraction for tourists? 

94% 06% 

Would you like to return again at this destination? 95% 05% 
Are you satisfied by visit of this city? 92% 08% 
Are you satisfied about the way we caring our 
cultural heritages and developing urban areas? 

65% 35% 
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Results of the binary regression and OLS given in figure 6, where age negatively 
related with WTP FOR urban tourism as age increases visitors wouldn’t go to ex-
perience urban tourism. Further, age isn’t a significant factor of the WTP as results 
showed. The studies about the age factor are mixed and probably ambiguous (Ku-
van & Akan, 2005), Ritchie (1988) observed in his study that younger tourists had 
a positive relationship as compare to aged; there are studies that show older age 
had positive attitude toward tourism (King et al., 1993; Tomljenovic & Faulkner, 
2000). Income is the significant determinant in both models as income level goes 
up which also urges the visitors to pay more urban tourism. Mostly income level 
has a positive association with income level (Chen, 2015; Mahboob et al., 2020). To-
tal cost has negative relationship with WTP in both models but only significant in 
binary regression which indicates, as total cost of visitors goes high WTP of male/
female tourists goes down Abuamoud et al., 2014. Many studies examined similar 
findings that tourists WTP for urban tourism and cultural heritage depends on 
the money used towards sustainability, improving and conserving the destination 
(Reynisdottir, Song and Agrusa, 2008; Kim et al., 2007; Mahboob et al., 2020). In 
the findings of Teo et al., 2011) identified that environment concerns a significant 
relationship with cultural heritage tourism.

Conclusion and Implications
A multicultural status of Lahore has the potential to attract the tourists all over 
the world due to his historical background. The city’s historic urban landscape, 
one of the constituent that make it so attractive to tourists, is being threatened by 
a rapid tourist satisfaction process (Jansen, 2009). The rising numbers of the visitor 
is having a positive impact on the local residents of the Lahore. In terms of the 
urban layout, the loss of quality in the historic site and its image is particularly 
striking. In Lahore, tourism has produced urban landscape. In fact, it has given the 
city many iconic buildings that are part of its tourist image, like Badshahi mosque, 
Royal fort, Minar-e Pakistan, Emporium mall, Railway station and famous parks 
etc. The threats affect the formal, socio-economic and symbolic aspects of this 
urban tourism. Because of its historic origins, public space in the Lahore is limited. 
The streets, which are pedestrianised, are narrow and there is hardly any open 
space. As a result, the growth in visitor numbers leads to overcrowding and causes 
serious mobility and car parking problems. Visitors and residents view large 
numbers of people very differently. However, the extent of the impact is different 
depending on which aspect you look at. This study provides appreciation of urban 
tourism and cultural heritage notably it assesses the tourist’s attitude for visit 
urban cultural tourism and also estimated willingness to pay of the visitors. CVM 
was used to estimate the WTP of the visitor for urban tourism. Male tourists were 
mostly attracted towards urban tourism and cultural heritage, younger tourists 
came in high numbers and educated people have greater interest in urban tour-
ism. Major determinant of the WTP was income level tourists having good level 
of income to experience the urban tourism. Social media and internet playing an 
important role in tourists interest to urban tourism and cultural heritage, because 
many tourists get information through internet and TV. Tourists motivated by 
differently, their attitude towards urban tourism and cultural heritage vary when 
they decide to visit cultural heritage as supported by Kerstetter et al., 2001) and 
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Goh (2010). Tourism planners need to start tourism curriculum in schools and 
colleges to get involvement of national residents. Understanding to tourist’s atti-
tude is a useful tool in destination marketing decisions. Tourist’s attitude towards 
urban tourism and cultural heritage especially with regards to Badshahi mosque 
and Royal fort depends on authorities. Tourists’ spending during their visit; may 
encourage local industries (e.g. hotels, handicraft products and transportation) to 
generate economic benefits.
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