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Integrating Constraints and Benefits to
Identify Responsive Target Markets for

Museum Attractions
SHU TIAN, JOHN L CROMPTON, AND PETER A WITT

The three research questions addressed by this study were (1) What were the major
constraints that inhibited museum-goers from visiting museum attractions in Galveston,
Texas? (2) What benefits did museum-goers seek from their visits? and (3) Can these
constraints and benefits be meaningfully interpreted to identify target groups that are likely
to be either more or less responsive to marketing efforts directed at them? A systematic
sample of 1,083 museum-goers responded to an instrument containing six constraint domains
and five benefit domains. Their domain scores were used to group respondents into five
constraint clusters and four benefit clusters. The benefit and constraint clusters were cross-
tabulated to form a 20-cell matrix. Interpretation of the matrix led to the selection of four
target markets likely to yield the greatest return on marketing effort.

The city of Galveston, Texas, has a population of approxi-
mately 51,000. It is located on the eastern end of Galveston
Island, which is a 28-mile-long by 3-mile-wide barrier island
situated 1 mile off the Texas coast and 40 miles south of
Houston. Richardson (1986) reports that &dquo;at the end of the
nineteenth century, Galveston was the largest city and port
in Texas and the financial and cultural center of the South-
west. Testimony to Galveston’s days of wealth are its over
one thousand historic residential and commercial buildings
of preeminent late nineteenth/early twentieth-century
architecture&dquo; (p. 24). In 1900, Galveston, the only natural
port on the Gulf coast, was the fifth most important port in
the United States in terms of exports. The Strand District,
which is adjacent to the waterfront, was widely known as
&dquo;the Wall Street of the Southwest.&dquo;

In 1900 a hurricane hit Galveston and demolished many
island structures in what proved to be the worst natural
disaster in the history of the United States. This marked
the beginning of a decline in the city’s fortunes that was
accelerated by subsequent dredging of the Houston Ship
Channel, which enabled vessels to sail inland to Houston and
bypass Galveston.

Almost a century later, the heritage left by this early
commercial activity provided a focus for development of
a cultural tourism industry. A tourism industry based on
the island’s beaches has been a long-standing feature of the
local economy: &dquo;From the early 1920s through late 1950s,
while the rest of the state was experiencing strict prohibi-
tion, Galveston became infamous for its quietly condoned

Shu Tian is a doctoral candidate, John L. Crompton is a
Professor, and Peter A. Witt is Department Head, all in the
Department of Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences at Texas
A&M University in College Station.

gambling, bootlegging, and prostitution&dquo; (Richardson 1986,
p. 31). However, over the past two decades Galveston has
sought to reposition itself to appeal to a new breed of tourist
who will appreciate the cultural and historical attributes of
the city.

The Galveston Historical Foundation (GHF) has played
a central role in revitalizing the city’s interest in restoring
its extensive heritage of historic properties and in arousing
interest in cultural tourism. As part of its mission, GHF cur-
rently operates six museum attractions in the city, which are
the heart of the thrust to develop cultural tourism. However,
in recent years all of these properties have experienced
declines in attendance, some of which have been substantial.
These attendance figures are reported in Table 1. (The sixth
attraction, Great Storm Experience, had been open for only
18 months when the study was done, so it is not included
in Table 1.) Comparison of monthly attendances between 1993
and 1994 shows declines in every month. The operating
expenses of these attractions are not supported by endow-
ment income or by government subsidies. Hence, they must
generate revenues from visitors to remain viable, and at many
of them attendance has declined to a point where they are
no longer self-supporting.

A task force composed of senior representatives from the
city’s tourism industry, public officials, and GHF members
was established by GHF to identify causes for the decline.
It suggested six possible contributing factors.

· Several new historical/museum attractions have opened
in the Houston area. Therefore, Houston residents can
get similar benefits to those they could receive at the GHF
attractions without having to travel the 40 miles to

Galveston. In short, an increase in the number of com-
petitive attractions may have led to reduced visitation.
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~ Other museums in the region have larger promotion
budgets and thus there is greater awareness of them.

~ There is increased local competition in Galveston from
the new Moody Gardens rain forest attraction and IMAX
theater, which opened in 1993 and had one million visi-
tors in the first six months of operation. This combined
attraction has a large promotion budget and the resources
of the well-endowed Moody Foundation to support it.

~ GHF attractions are not as interactive and thus not as

exciting as some of the alternatives in Houston. Atten-
dance increases, however, when special events are held
at the attractions.

~ Some of the older GHF attractions may be in the decline

stage of their life cycle. That is, all in the catchment area
who want to visit them have indeed visited them and have
no reason to return, so visitation is primarily reliant on
the infrequent tourist visitor who originates from outside
the day-trip catchment area.

~ The GHF properties focus primarily on the history of
early European settlers. The 1990 census reported the
ethnic mix of Galveston as 48 % white, 28% African
American, 21 % Hispanic, and 3 % other. Falk (1995) cites
a substantial literature reporting that African Americans
do not attend museums as much as whites, and similar
findings have been reported for Hispanics. African Ameri-
cans and Hispanics constitute a growing proportion of
Galveston’s population, which may limit the potential
future attendance from residents and their out-of-town

guests at GHF properties, but probably does not account
for the dramatic decline of the last few years.

The declines at these six museum attractions have poten-
tially negative implications not only for GHF but also for
Galveston’s efforts to position itself as a cultural tourism
center. Without this threshold number of cultural attractions,
the positioning effort could fail. GHF is recognized as a
national leader in the field of historic preservation, and the
high quality of its management is widely acknowledged and
respected. Operation of the museum attractions is only one
of multiple programs GHF undertakes as part of its historical
mission. Thus, the foundation has to make difficult strategic
decisions about how to allocate its limited resources. GHF
lacks the substantial financial resources required to address
the declining attendances by changing the sites of the attrac-
tions, increasing the quality and variety of programming,
changing exhibits more frequently, or adding more interactive
or &dquo;living history&dquo; exhibits.

The preferred strategy for these museum attractions was
to develop an action plan that would arrest the attendance
decline. Alternative strategies considered included withdrawal

from operating some or all of the attractions and/or a deci-
sion to operate no new museum attractions in the future even
though they would increase the cumulative attraction of
cultural tourism in the city.

THE STUDY

Conceptual Framework

There has been general recognition in the tourism litera-
ture that if knowledge of an attraction exists, then a decision
to visit it is essentially a trade-off between the anticipated
benefits from the experience and the effort and cost required
to surmount constraints associated with the trip (Harris,
Driver, and Bergerson 1985; Woodside and Lysonski 1989;
Krumpe and McLaughlin 1982; Um and Crompton 1992).
In this study, benefits are defined as improved psychological
outcomes derived from museum going (Driver, Brown, and
Peterson 1991), while constraints are defined as subsets of
reasons for not engaging in a visit to the GHF museums
(Jackson 1988). The central role of benefits and constraints
in a visitor’s decision process has stimulated a plethora of
research in each of these areas, so they may now be viewed
as distinctive subfields of investigation in the tourism and
recreation fields.

In the early tourism literature, benefits were almost

exclusively defined in terms of visitors’ ratings of desired
amenities and activities, and this operationalization of benefits
remains in use. Illustrative of this approach are the substan-
tial number of image studies describing and evaluating poten-
tial visitors’ perceptions of the configurations of a destinations’
amenities and activities (Mayo 1973; Hunt 1975; Crompton
1979; Keown, Jacobs, and Worthley 1984; Gartner 1986;
Fakeye and Crompton 1991; Um and Crompton 1992).

In the past decade or so a contrasting operationalization
of benefits has emerged as some tourism researchers have
conceptualized the tangible attributes of destinations as being
merely conduits that have the potential to facilitate desired
psychological benefit outcomes (Iso-Ahola 1982; Pearce and
Caltabiano 1983). This conceptual shift away from activities
and amenities and toward experiential and psychological out-
comes is consistent with the general evolution of definitions
across the spectrum of leisure subfields (Samdahl 1991). Five
categories of experiential benefits are generally recognized:
psychological, sociological, psycho-physiological, economic,
and environmental (Driver, Brown, and Peterson 1991). Given
the nature of the problem confronting GHF, this study focuses
on the first two of these categories.

Benefit segmentation was first advocated in the market-
ing field by Haley in 1968. However, it is only in the past

TABLE 1

ATTENDANCE DECLINES IN GHF-OPERATED MUSEUM ATTRACTIONS
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decade with the emergence of more sophisticated statistical
tools and computer programs that its use has become rela-

tively widespread in tourism. It has been noted that the

strength of benefit segmentation is that it &dquo;predict[s] behavior
better than personality and lifestyles, volumetric, demo-

graphic, or geographical measures, which merely describe
behavior without explaining it&dquo; (Loker and Perdue 1992,
p. 30). A number of studies have demonstrated that benefit-
based segments in the context of tourism are a viable and
useful means of segmentation (Davis and Sternquist 1987;
Dybka 1987; Shoemaker 1989, 1994; Gitelson and Kerstetter
1990; Loker and Perdue 1992).

Some of the early work on image alluded to the impor-
tance of constraints in tourists’ decision making, although
these studies did not formally address their role. For example,
Mayo (1973) noted that &dquo;the number of alternatives actually
considered may, of course, be limited by virtue of financial,
time, or other constraints&dquo; (p. 14). Similarly, Crompton (1977)
suggested that destination images were first prioritized in
terms of ideal preference, and the prioritization was then
amended by the impact of perceived constraints. Based on
their review of the choice-set literature, Crompton and
Ankomah (1993) developed a proposition that states, &dquo;The
criteria used to evaluate alternatives in the early considera-
tion set will primarily focus on the relative merits of the
destinations’ attributes, while the criteria used to evaluate
alternatives in the late consideration set will primarily focus
on the constraints associated with each of the alternative
destinations&dquo; (p. 469). However, despite the acknowledged
role of constraints in a tourist’s decision process, there have
been relatively few reported empirical studies in which situ-
ational variables or constraints have been incorporated into
investigations of a destination’s attributes, image, or poten-
tial for realizing psychological outcomes. Um and Cromp-
ton (1992), in one of the few studies to have done this, noted
that &dquo;the inclusion of situational variables that were specific
to a tourist’s decision-making context reduced the unexplained
variance in models and increased the management value of
research in this area&dquo; (p. 18).

Although studies dealing with the tourist’s decision pro-
cess have tended to focus on desirable destination attributes,
image, and benefits sought, Ellis and Rademacher (1986)
point out that virtually any study in which a tourism phenome-
non serves as a dependent variable is related to the topic of
constraints. Among those who would select a destination
based on the benefits it offers, some proportion are likely to
select a substitute destination perceived to offer fewer benefits
because of perceived constraints.

Although relatively little empirical work on the nature and
effects of constraints has been reported in the tourism litera-
ture, a substantial body of findings has emerged in the leisure
and recreation literature. There is some agreement with the
tourism literature in that constraints have been conceptualized
as a mechanism for reducing desired alternatives (Jackson
and Searle 1985). One of the emerging findings from the
constraints research is that some individuals who report that
their leisure behavior is impacted by constraints indicate they
engage in it anyway. For example, Kay and Jackson (1991)
found that &dquo;Constraints were reported by a number of inter-
viewees who did not reduce their participation at all, despite
identifying the constraint as a major influence on their leisure.
Through exerting effort to overcome the constraint, these
individuals succeeded in maintaining their desired level of
participation, despite appearing affected by it&dquo; (p. 310). It

appears that the benefits accruing from participation were
sufficiently substantial that they more than offset the costs
associated with the constraints.

This finding highlights the importance of considering the
interaction of constraints with benefits. As Jackson (1991)
notes, &dquo;barriers and perceptions of barriers enter, both overtly
and covertly, into the decision-making process of individuals
at all stages of leisure engagement&dquo; (p. 280). Goodale (1992)
believes that constraints research that is not related to conse-

quences is not important. He suggests that &dquo;one positive step
in integrating research thrusts is the beginning discussions
linking our understanding of constraints with efforts to iden-
tify and document benefits&dquo; (p. 2). To this end, a working
group of seven individuals perceived to be national leaders
in leisure research in these two areas was convened in 1993
under the sponsorship of the U.S. Forest Service. The purpose
was to &dquo;hold conversations about ways in which the leisure
constraints and benefits paradigms might intersect&dquo; (Witt
1992, p. 4). It was recognized that considerable conceptual
and research efforts were being undertaken in each of the two
areas, but there had been little exploration of their interaction.
In its simplest form, the conceptualization guiding the group’s
deliberations was that benefits describe outcomes of leisure

experiences, but people have certain constraints that inhibit
their ability to receive desired benefits (Witt 1992).

This review of recent literature suggests that those whose
research has focused on constraints increasingly recognize
the importance of integrating benefits into their work, while
others working on benefits have recognized the need to
integrate constraints into their efforts to explain tourists’
decision making.

Purpose of the Study
The research reported here attempted to use these two

central constructs in the tourist’s decision-making process to
identify relatively responsive and nonresponsive target
markets for GHF’s museum attractions. It seems likely that
each type of constraint will vary in its applicability to the
different benefits sought by museum-goers. That is, a given
constraint or set of constraints is more likely to restrict
museum visitation for those seeking some types of benefits
rather than others. In seeking a certain type of benefit from
a museum visit, therefore, individuals &dquo;make themselves
more vulnerable to the types of constraints which reflect
the characteristics of that [benefit]&dquo; (Kay and Jackson
1991, p. 311).

The conceptualization of the interactive roles of benefits
and constraints and the exigencies of GHF’s planning needs
and options suggested that responses to three questions were
needed to develop strategies that might contribute to arrest-
ing the decline in museum attraction visitation. These three
research questions were the focus of this study: (1) What
benefits did museum-goers seek from their visits? (2) What
were the major constraints that inhibited museum-goers from
visiting the Galveston museums? and (3) Can these constraints
and benefits be meaningfully integrated to identify target
groups that are likely to be either more or less responsive
to investments in marketing efforts directed at them?

Instrument Development
An initial pool of items relating to the benefits and con-

straints associated with visiting museums was derived from
both popular and scientific literature. From these sources 41
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constraint items and 36 benefit items were generated. They
were assigned to eight constraint and eight benefit domains
conceptualized by the researchers after discussions with GHF
managers. Two procedures were used to reduce the initial
sets of items to a more manageable size. First, a panel of
nine judges composed of professors and graduate students
experienced in the process of scale development was asked
to review the items and to rate and assign them to domains
according to five criteria that they were given. Second, a con-
venience sample of 210 students was presented with the items
in a questionnaire and requested to respond to them.

Independent factor analyses on the 36 benefit and the 41
constraint items were undertaken using the principal com-
ponents method with oblique rotation. Results of the factor
analyses were reviewed together with responses from the nine
judges who evaluated content validity of the items. After this
review, the number of benefit items was reduced to 18 and
the number of benefit domains to 6. Similarly, the constraint
items were reduced to 24. Eight domains were retained,
although some were renamed. After the item-reduction deci-
sions were made, a second factor analysis was conducted on
the pretest data using only the selected benefit and constraint
items. Cronbach’s alpha was computed separately for each
domain. On the eight constraint domains the alphas ranged
from .62 to .82, while the reliability coefficient for the
combined set of 24 items was .87. Alphas on the 6 benefit
domains ranged from .75 to .87. These all met Nunnally’s
(1978) minimum criterion of .60, indicating there was an
acceptable level of internal consistency among the items that
made up each domain.

In the final instrument, items were presented as &dquo;reasons
for visiting museums&dquo; (benefits) and &dquo;reasons for not going
to Galveston museums&dquo; (constraints), and the response format
for each set of items consisted of a seven-point scale (very
strongly disagree = 1 to very strongly agree = 7).

To help interpret information gained from analysis of the
constraint and the benefit items, several profile descriptor
variables were included in the instrument: annual visitation,
museum membership, type of museums visited in the past
two years (historic house museums, other history museums,
art museums, maritime museums, science or natural history
museums, children’s museums, and other), gender, ethnic-
ity, nature of the social group with whom the visit was made,
age, and income. In addition, a six-item involvement scale
was used in the study to profile respondents. The items were
adapted from the six items on the scale developed by Laurent
and Kapferer (1985), which operationalized the two domains
of pleasure and risk.

Selection of the Sample

Ongoing research is conducted at the GHF museum

properties to monitor visitors’ profiles and geographic ori-
gin. These data indicate that visitors are most frequently
individuals with a proclivity to visit museums, rather than
visitors who came to Galveston primarily for other purposes
and opted to visit a museum while there. The data also con-
firmed that a large majority of visitors came from the
Galveston-Houston area. These findings guided selection of
the population of interest, which was defined as museum-
goers in the Galveston-Houston area.

The decision to focus on this population offered two
advantages to GHF. First, museum-goers are likely to be
much more responsive to efforts directed at persuading them

to visit museums than are those who have not previously
visited them (Crompton and Lamb 1986). Thus, concentra-
tion on this group was consistent with GHF’s need to develop
an action plan that would quickly arrest visitation decline at
the museum attractions. Second, it was believed that responses
from existing museum-goers would be more valid and reli-
able than those of nonmuseum-goers, since the opinions
would be based on experience rather than on attitudes or
perceptions (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980). In the context of tour-
ism, the case has been made for concentrating on benefits
realized in the past rather than on benefits that inexperienced
potential visitors indicate they would seek in future trips to
museums (Dann 1981; Pearce and Caltabiano 1983; Woodside
and Jacobs 1983; Shoemaker 1994).

Since museum-goers are diverse, respondents were

selected from museum attractions in the Galveston-Houston
area that varied substantially in focus of mission and levels
of visitation. The five attractions at which data were collected
were the Museum of Natural Science, the Museum of Fine
Arts, The Children’s Museum, Moody Gardens, and Moody
Mansion. The first three attractions are located in Houston
and the latter two are in Galveston.

A systematic sampling procedure was used to select

every nth visitor. The n varied between museums according
to visitation volume. Approximately 300 visitors at each site
were selected for the sample. Individuals who agreed to par-
ticipate were given a questionnaire with a prepaid envelope
and asked to mail it back. A total of 94 visitors who were

approached at the museums refused to participate in the
survey. After two follow-up mailings, 1,083 (72 % ) of the
1,550 distributed questionnaires were returned.

The geographic origin of the sample was predominantly
the Houston-Galveston area (73 % ). This was reasonably
consistent with the geographic profile of visitors to GHF
attractions that the individual museums had developed from
their ongoing research efforts. Similarly, the age structure
of visitors to the GHF attractions resembled that of the
museum visitors sample in this study.

Results

A factor analysis of the benefit items suggested that two
of the six domains should be merged and that 1 of the 18
benefit items should be omitted. Alphas on the five factors
ranged from .67 to .87. Independent factor analyses under-
taken on each of the five museum subsamples confirmed the
stability of the five factors. The domains were identified as
socialization/bonding, relaxation, social recognition, self-
esteem, and educational entertainment. Results of the factor

analyses are summarized in Table 2.
Each respondent’s mean score on each domain was

analyzed using a K-means (quick) clustering procedure. The
algorithm used for determining cluster membership in this
procedure is based on nearest centroid sorting. The decision
as to how many clusters are to be retained is subjective. Three,
four, and five cluster solutions were reviewed, and the clus-
ter centers for the four cluster solution shown in Figure 1

appeared to be most coherent and interpretable.
A series of chi-square tests were undertaken on selected

independent variables to see if there were statistically sig-
nificant levels of association between these variables and the
clusters. These results were used to identify distinctive core
characteristics of the clusters. Results of the chi-square tests
are reported in Table 3. The names and distinctive features
of the benefit clusters were as follows:
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TABLE 2

FACTOR LOADING AND RELIABILITY SCORES OF BENEFIT DOMAINS

FIGURE 1

CLUSTER CENTERS OF THE FOUR BENEFIT CLUSTERS ON BENEFIT DOMAINS
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Child-Centered Adults (34.5 % ) contained the largest
proportion both of frequent museum-goers and visitors to
children’s museums. Although most of these respondents were
in the 26-to-45 age cohort, it contained the largest propor-
tion in the 56-to-65 age group, suggesting that grandparents
and parents were involved. Scores on all of the benefit
domains except social recognition were relatively high.
Almost 70% of this cluster were females, and it contained
the highest percentage of people who came with children.

Extensive-Benefit Seekers (25.5 % ) ranked highest on
all five benefit domains and contained the highest propor-
tion of people who said they would come more frequently
if constraints were removed. However, they did not visit
museums significantly more frequently than other clusters.
The cluster included the largest proportion of female re-
spondents and, compared with other clusters, a larger pro-
portion that had previously visited the eight listed Galveston
attractions.

TABLE 3

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BENEFIT CLUSTERS AND SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN PERCENTAGES
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Tagalongs (21.4 % ) appeared to be rather ambivalent
toward benefits from museum visits since their ratings of each
of the domains tended to be around the neutral midpoint of
the seven-point scale. Although they contained the highest
percentage of respondents whose family income exceeded
$80,000, they ranked lowest on the two involvement scales
and contained the lowest proportion of people who said they
would come more frequently if constraints were removed.
The cluster contained a significantly higher proportion of
males, and they tended to tag along on visits to museums with
their spouse or other adults, rather than with children. Hence,
they were significantly less likely to visit children’s museums
than were other clusters.

Non-Ego-Involved Visitors (18.6 % ) ranked low the benefit
domains of social recognition and self-esteem, strongly dis-
agreeing that these were benefits they sought from museums.
They were relatively infrequent visitors to museums. The
cluster contained a relatively large proportion of males. There
were no indications as to why this cluster visited museums
at all, given their relative lack of ego-involvement with them.

However, their museum visit may fall into the category of
meeting the need of something to do or somewhere to go.

The procedures used to analyze the benefits data were
replicated with the constraints data. A factor analysis of the
constraint items resulted in six factors, with Cronbach alphas
ranging from .63 to .85 (aggregate data column of Table 4).
The item loadings on four of these factors replicated their
initial assignment, but items on four of the original domains
merged into two factors. However, the new domains were
easily interpretable and the factors were internally consis-
tent. Independent factor analyses were undertaken on each
of the five subsamples of museum visitors. There was a high
degree of item stability on the six factors across all five
subsamples. The six constraint domains were named cost,
time, difficulty of access, repetition, product failings, and lack
of interest. The loadings and alphas for each of the factor
analyses are summarized in Table 4.

A review of results from the K-means clustering procedure
led to selection of a five-cluster solution to represent the
pattern of constraints inhibiting respondents. These are shown

TABLE 4

FACTOR LOADING AND RELIABILITY SCORES OF CONSTRAINT DOMAINS
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in Figure 2. Table 5 shows results of chi-square tests under-
taken to identify levels of association between the set of
independent variables and the constraint clusters. The number
of significant associations was substantially greater than the
number that emerged from similar tests on the benefit clusters
reported in Table 3. The names and distinctive features of
the constraint clusters were as follows:

Highly Constrained Visitors (27.3 % ) scored all the con-
straints relatively highly. They had the largest proportion of
respondents who were males and respondents who were in the
highest income group. Even though one-fourth of the cluster
were members of a museum, it appears that membership
reflected the interests of others in their family since a smaller
proportion of them than any other cluster indicated they would
visit museums more often if constraints were removed. They
were particularly disinclined to visit history museums.

Committed Localites (23.1 % ) were relatively high income,
frequent museum-goers, with strong aspirations to go even
more frequently. There was a larger proportion of repeat
visitors and museum members in this cluster than in any other
cluster. They reported the lowest score on the repetition
constraint. Their major constraints were time and difficulty
of access, which referred particularly to travel distance,
reflecting the fact that most of the sample lived in Houston.

Unconstrained Mature Enthusiasts (18.9%) rated low
on all six constraints. They were older, medium-income
individuals who tended to visit museums relatively frequently
with other adults. Although a larger proportion than in any
other cluster came from outside the Galveston-Houston area,
a relatively large number of these individuals reported having
visited Galveston attractions.

Pac People (15.7 % ) were relatively infrequent museum-
goers who engaged in minimal repeat visitation, but more
members of this cluster had visited all of the eight Galveston

attractions listed than the members of any other cluster. Their

major constraints were time and, to a lesser extent, repeti-
tion. The name for this cluster was derived from the Pac-Man

game. They appear to &dquo;gobble-up&dquo; experiences and be charac-
terized by a &dquo;been there, done that&dquo; mentality. A lower
proportion of this group were museum members than in any
other cluster, and a relatively large proportion were in groups
without children.

Cost-Conscious Visitors (15 % ) were relatively infrequent
visitors, with comparatively high constraint scores on most
domains, the highest score of all clusters on the cost con-
straint, and the lowest average household income. The cluster
contained the largest proportion of female respondents, and
a relatively low proportion were museum members.

To determine which target markets may be most desirable
for GHF to address, the benefit clusters were cross-tabulated
with the constraint clusters. The resulting 20-cell matrix
(four benefit clusters by five constraint clusters) is shown in
Table 6 (XZ = 84.2, df = 12, p <_ .001).

DISCUSSION

Substantial evidence in both the consumer behavior and
the tourism literatures suggests that in the initial stages of
making a decision the focus is on preference or benefits
sought, but as the time to finalize the decision gets closer,
situational constraints exercise a modifying influence (Belk
1975; Hansen 1976; Park 1978; Woodside and Lysonski 1989;
Harris, Driver, and Bergersen 1985; Jackson and Searle
1985). Um and Crompton (1992) point out that this pattern
is consistent with the notion that choice is a satisfying
behavior (Simon 1957) that is constraints driven, rather than
an optimizing behavior that is benefits driven. Given the initial

FIGURE 2

CLUSTER CENTERS OF THE FIVE CONSTRAINT CLUSTERS ON CONSTRAINT DOMAINS

 at TEXAS A&M UNIV on December 11, 2013jtr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jtr.sagepub.com/
http://jtr.sagepub.com/


42

primacy of benefits, the starting point in reviewing the array
of potential target markets shown in Table 5 was to consider
the four benefit clusters.

The Non-Ego-Involved Visitors and Tagalongs, who
together accounted for 40 % of the potential market, were
not considered likely to be responsive to marketing efforts.
This large proportion of museum-goers who appeared to be
reluctant visitors was a surprising finding to the authors.

Conventional wisdom asserts that tourists visit attractions
because they have some interest in them or expect to derive
some benefit and satisfaction from the experience. However,
this was not the case with these visitors. A critical ingredient
in the definition of a leisure experience is perceived freedom
- that is, visitors should have a strong sense of intrinsic moti-
vation (Iso-Ahola 1986). These visitors did not exhibit this
characteristic. Their decision was constrained by a sense of

TABLE 5

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONSTRAINT CLUSTERS AND SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN PERCENTAGES
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obligation to spouse or friends, or by pressure to go some-
where or to do something. These obligations and pressures
potentially defined their museum visit as a chore rather than
as a freely chosen delight. Hence, the likelihood of these
individuals being responsive to efforts to encourage their
voluntary visitation is low.

The clusters deemed likely to be most responsive were
Child-Centered Adults and Extensive-Benefit Seekers. They
constituted 60 % of the potential market, but within these two
clusters, 18 % and 24 %, respectively, were classified as
Highly Constrained Visitors. Clearly, these segments did not
fit comfortably within the two generally responsive benefit
clusters, because they indicated that even if all constraints
were removed they were least likely to go to museums and
they were particularly disinclined to visit history museums,
which constitute a central segment of GHF’s attractions.
These 12 cells that were deemed likely to be least respon-
sive to marketing efforts are shaded in Table 6.

The remaining eight potential target markets, which were
identified as being likely to be relatively responsive, made
up 48 % of the total market of museum-goers. It is widely
accepted in the marketing literature that to be viable a target
market needs to be sufficiently large to be worth serving,
measurable, and accessible (Crompton and Lamb 1986). All
other factors being equal, the best return on marketing invest-
ment is likely to come from the largest of these responsive
target markets.

The size criterion led to selection of four of the eight
groups as priority targets. Together they account for approx-
imately 30% of the total population of interest. They are
accessible through direct mail communications using lists
purchased from commercial vendors and/or membership lists
provided by other museums in the Houston/Galveston area.
The four priority target markets whose cells are outlined in
bold in Table 6 are as follows:

Child-Centered Adults who are Unconstrained Mature
Enthusiasts. Members of this target market are relatively

unconstrained. The attractions’ appeals should be to grand-
parents, inviting them to bring their grandchildren and use
the museums’ exhibits as a catalyst for conveying their early
life history and experiences to their grandchildren. The appeal
may also be directed to parents, suggesting this may be a
fun activity for grandparents when they come to visit from
out of town.

Child-Centered Adults who are Committed Localites. The

appeal should be to groups of two adults with children who
are frequent museum visitors but are constrained by the travel
distance from Houston to Galveston. Child-oriented exhibits
and interpretive programs are required. A discounted ticket
limited to groups of two adults with children from the Houston
area may be effective in surmounting the difficulty and
associated cost of access, which is the primary constraint of
this group.

Extensive-Benefit Seekers who are Committed Localites.
These are museum enthusiasts whose visitation to the
Galveston attractions is inhibited by the need to travel from
Houston. Since they seek a wide array of benefits, a discount
package permitting unlimited visitation for a two-day period
at all GHF attractions may be appealing. Members of this
cluster are repeaters, so mailings notifying them of exhibit
changes or special events are likely to be good investments.

Extensive-Benefit Seekers who are Cost-Conscious
Visitors. These target market members are museum

enthusiasts who gain much from the experience but are infre-
quent visitors because they are inhibited by both the direct
costs and the indirect costs associated with travel distance
from Houston. Since cost is a primary concern, they may
be responsive to special promotions offering a package of
accommodations, meals, and access to the attractions at deep
discounts for short time periods at off-peak times, but when
children are not in school.

The remaining f6ur groups shown in Table 6 that were
identified as likely to be responsive to marketing efforts

TABLE 6

POTENTIAL TARGET MARKETS DERIVED BY
CROSS-TABULATION OF BENEFIT AND CONSTRAINT

CLUSTERS (N = 1,023)a

Note: Priority target markets are outltned. Markets judged least likely to be responsive to marketing efforts are shaded.
a X2 = 84.2, df = 12, p S .001.
b The first number in each cell is the column percent, the second number is the row percent.
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were substantially smaller and may not meet the viability
criterion of being sufficiently large to be worth a distinctive
marketing investment in them. These four groups were
Child-Centered Adults who were Cost-Conscious Visitors,
Child-Centered Adults and Extensive-Benefit Seekers who
were Pac People, and Extensive-Benefit Seekers who were
Unconstrained Mature Enthusiasts.

The groups are not mutually exclusive. They are described
by selected core features that best differentiate them from
other clusters, but a proportion of respondents are likely
to be fringe members who may not be responsive to the
suggested marketing strategies. The converse is also likely
to be true - that is, there are fringe members of other groups
who may be responsive to some of the above strategies, so
there is likely to be some positive spillover reaction to these
marketing efforts.

In conclusion, there is a need to develop models integrat-
ing theory relating to benefits and constraints. The existing
models in the tourism literature offer broad conceptual frame-
works (Um and Crompton 1992; Woodside and Lysonski
1989), but the need is for more detailed specification and
guidelines for operationalization. Insights into how to proceed
may be gleaned from the recreation field. In the recreation
benefits literature such models have been developed by Driver
and his associates (Driver, Brown, and Peterson 1991;
Schreyer and Driver 1989), while in the recreation constraints
literature similar work has been done by Godbey (1985) and
Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey (1991). There is overlap in
the benefits and constraints work. Mannell and Stynes (1991)
have observed that &dquo;some of the same research that was
reviewed under the benefits rubric for this volume has also
been claimed by constraints theorists&dquo; (p. 472).

The contribution of this study is to show the potential
ability of exploring the interface between benefits and con-
straints. The study has shown they can be used to identify
target markets, select those that are likely to be most respon-
sive to marketing investments, and suggest strategies for

bringing their potential to fruition. The approach provides
focus. Although 20 potential target markets were formulated,
the approach suggested a focus on 4 that were identified as
being most viable.

The 4 target markets and strategies suggested here appear
to have the most potential for arresting GHF’s visitation
decline. However, the external factors identified by the GHF
task force and described earlier in the article may be too

strong for any marketing program by GHF to surmount. In
that case, divesting the attractions or requesting public tax
support for them would appear to be the only strategic long-
term options available to GHF.
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