
ABSTRACT

The study was undertaken in Tyler, Texas, 
a city of 83 000 population in which the 
primary tourism attraction is the Caldwell 
Zoo. The focus was on the compatibility of 
ancillary attractions to the zoo and their role 
in adding to the city’s cumulative attraction. 
A sample of 1559 zoo visitors were 
surveyed. The results revealed that (i) there 
was a high degree of compatibility between 
the zoo and other attractions within the city; 
(ii) tourism spending by those travelling 
more than 60 miles was signifi cantly higher 
than those travelling fewer than 60 miles; 
(iii) expenditures increased as the number 
of additional attractions visited increased, 
but started to decrease when the number 
of attractions totalled to fi ve or more; and 
(iv) the number of additional attractions 
visited decreased as the distance travelled 
increased. Copyright © 2008 John Wiley & 
Sons, Ltd.
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INTRODUCTION

Gunn (1972) was the fi rst person to 
conceptualise a tourism system. In 
his simple early model, he noted that 

attractions drive tourism. A corollary of this 

conceptualisation was that as magnitude of 
the attraction increased, the number of visi-
tors was likely to increase. This corollary was 
analogous to the theory of cumulative attrac-
tion, which had been formulated in the context 
of retailing.

Thirty-fi ve years after Gunn’s pioneering 
work, there is widespread recognition of the 
potential of tourism for enhancing the eco-
nomic base of a community. This is manifested 
in the USA by the ubiquitous presence of con-
vention and visitors bureaus in local govern-
ment structures. In most communities, they are 
funded by a designated sales tax added to the 
price of hotel rooms (typically 5–7% for local 
use, with another 5–7% added by the states to 
fund their investments in tourism promotion). 
The mission of convention and visitors bureaus 
is to attract more visitors to a community.

This study was commissioned by a foun-
dation in Tyler, Texas. The foundation had 
two concerns. First, the major attraction in the 
city was the Caldwell Zoo. This is privately 
owned and operated as a non-profi t organisa-
tion. It was sustained by a large endowment 
bequeathed by Mr D. K. Caldwell in 1977. He 
was a Texan oilman and philanthropist who 
had a passion for animals. The zoo began 
as a backyard menagerie and evolved into a 
regional attraction with 2000 animals repre-
senting 250 different species, which attracts 
over 600 000 visitors each year. The zoo’s 
growth and costs in recent years suggest that 
the endowment funds will shortly be insuffi -
cient to sustain it. At that point, either the city 
will have to provide resources to supplement 
the endowment funds, or the scale of the zoo 
will have to be curtailed. Thus, this study was 
designed to provide information to the city on 
the magnitude of the zoo’s contribution to the 
city’s overall attraction power.

The second concern was to aid the Tyler Con-
vention and Visitors Bureau in understanding 
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linkages between the zoo and the city’s other 
attractions to guide it in developing coopera-
tive ticketing, transportation and promotional 
strategies.

These two concerns, city investment to sup-
plement the operation of a private attraction 
and cooperation among attractions, are generic 
issues which emerge in many communities. 
The conceptualisation and operationalisation 
of the concept of cumulative attraction is a 
central element in both of these issues.

This paper reviews the notion of cumula-
tive attraction; specifi es the research questions 
related to it; describes the study’s results; and 
concludes by offering implications for the city 
and the convention and visitors bureau sug-
gested by the empirical fi ndings.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The theory of cumulative attraction was fi rst 
discussed by Nelson (1958) in the context of 
retailing. It states that:

A given number of stores dealing in the 
same merchandise will do more business 
if they are located adjacent or in proxim-
ity to each other than if they are widely 
scattered. (p. 58)

The central concept of cumulative attraction 
is the principle of compatibility, which is the 
measure of the effect that one business has 
upon an adjacent or proximate business. Two 
adjacent businesses or attractions that affect 
each other in a positive manner (number of vis-
itors, volume of sales) are said to be compatible 
(Nelson, 1958; Crompton and Gitelson, 1979). 
Levels of compatibility have been suggested 
along a continuum comprising of highly com-
patible (11–20% of customers interchanged), 
moderately compatible (6–10% interchanged), 
slightly compatible (1–5% interchanged), 
incompatible (less than 1% interchanged) and 
deleterious (a loss of visitors) (Nelson, 1958).

Individuals are likely to be seeking a diverse 
array of experiences and benefi ts from a tourism 
encounter. Further, the experiences sought by 
members within a social group may be differ-
ent. Both of these situations suggest that it is 
more likely that people will visit an area with 
multiple attractions rather than an area with 

few attractions. These visitors often seek multi-
ple attractions or destinations when travelling 
in order to seek variety, reduce the risk of dis-
satisfaction with an attraction, satisfy different 
group member preferences and reduce money 
or time constraints (Lue et al., 1993). In addition, 
visitors may seek different milieus at which 
to seek experiences through multi-attraction 
travel, for example, natural resources; cultural 
and social; sport, recreation and educational; 
shopping and commercial; and accommoda-
tion and infrastructure (Lue et al., 1996).

Nelson differentiated between two types 
of cumulative attraction: similar and comple-
mentary. In the context of tourism, similar 
attractions draw visitors because they provide 
alternatives and price competition, such as 
the Walt Disney World and Universal Studios 
theme parks in Orlando, Florida. Visitors 
seeking a theme park experience in Orlando 
can choose among the six Disney theme parks 
and the two Universal theme parks based upon 
their preferences relating to such features as 
crowd size; types of attractions, rides or shows; 
admission price; nature of the theme; or other 
factors. They are more likely to visit an area 
which offers a multitude of options than one 
without these alternatives.

Complementary attractions are dissimilar in 
type, but are compatible as evidenced by their 
sharing a relatively high percentage of visitors. 
Some examples of complementary attractions 
are the French Quarter district and the Audubon 
Aquarium of the Americas in New Orleans, 
Louisiana. New Orleans visitors who come to 
the French Quarter to experience its nightlife 
may take in some of the district’s other attrac-
tions, such as the Aquarium of the Americas, 
during the day. Likewise, visitors who come 
strictly to visit the Aquarium may spend time 
or money visiting the nearby Quarter. Kim and 
Fesenmaier (1990) have described similar ideas 
using the terms agglomeration and competi-
tion effects to explain market share changes for 
attractions of similar or dissimilar type.

Several studies have been reported exploring 
the relationship between multi-attraction travel 
and cumulative attraction theory. Crompton 
and Gitelson (1979) validated the notion of 
cumulative attraction in a tourism context using 
commercial recreation facilities in an urban 
area. Their data revealed moderate to high 
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compatibility of these facilities, which occurred 
even in the absence of joint marketing efforts.

Wall (1978) surveyed visitors to a national 
park and to a state park and found that the 
larger attraction (the national park) tended to 
draw multi-attraction travellers from greater 
distances, whereas the smaller attraction (the 
state park) tended to draw single attraction 
visitors who travelled a shorter distance and 
were less likely to stay overnight. Mings and 
McHugh (1992) surveyed visitors to another 
national park and determined four distinct 
travel patterns of its visitors: direct route, 
partial orbit, full orbit and fl y/drive.

As with Wall (1978) and Mings and McHugh 
(1992), the notion of attraction compatibility 
can be applied at the micro level of attractions 
within a community or fairly localised region, 
which is consistent with Nelson’s original 
context. However, in the tourism fi eld, its use 
has been extended to a more macro scale to 
explain tourists’ spatial behaviour on long dis-
tance, multiple destination trips. Thus, Lue et 
al. (1993) developed a taxonomy that identifi ed 
fi ve different patterns of single and multides-
tination travel behaviour: single destination, 
en route, base camp, regional tour and trip 
chaining. These patterns of travel behaviour are 
likely to infl uence the spatial pattern of tourist 
attractions, which impacts the likelihood of vis-
itation. Oppermann (1995) subsequently added 
two patterns to this taxonomy, open jaw loop 
and multidestination area loop, which incorpo-
rated patterns more common to international 

travel. The characteristics of these seven travel 
patterns are summarised in Table 1.

Using this classifi cation system, Hwang and 
Fesenmaier (2003) analysed the American Travel 
Survey data and found that most multidestina-
tion travel in the USA can be classifi ed as the ‘en 
route’ pattern, although the ‘base camp’ pattern 
was the most common when only one additional 
destination was visited. They also reported that 
320 miles was the approximate point at which 
most trips ceased to be single destination trips 
and became multidestination trips.

Kim and Fesenmaier (1990) studied the 
effect of spatial patterns, defi ned as travel 
distance, on the pattern of recreation travel to 
state parks in Texas. They found that spatial 
patterns infl uenced market share of multiple 
attractions within an area and that cumula-
tive attraction was maximised when visitors 
travel 150 miles or more. Similarly, Fesenmaier 
and Lieber (1987) studied spatial patterns 
(travel distance) and expenditures of visitors 
to Oklahoma state parks. They reported that 
expenditures increased as distance travelled 
increased, up to a point. It was suggested 
that at this point, a trip’s purpose changed 
from single destination to multidestination.

Lue et al. (1996) conducted an experimental 
study of likely visitation to multiple destinations 
within a single trip. They reported that cumula-
tive attraction was strongest when secondary 
destinations differed in type or attributes offered 
and that the level of an attribute (high or low) 
had a signifi cant effect on travel decisions.

Table 1. Characteristics of the seven travel patterns

Spatial travel pattern Characteristics

1. Single destination pattern Visit only one destination on the trip.
2. En route pattern One destination is the focus for the trip, but other places are visited on the 

way to and from the destination.
3. Base camp pattern Use a primary destination as a base camp from which to visit places 

within the area.
4. Regional tour pattern Sequential visits to a series of destinations within a given region.
5. Trip-chaining pattern Visit multiple destinations as foci rather than having a single focal 

destination or area.
6. ‘Open jaw’ loop pattern Similar to regional tour pattern, but arrival and departure points in the 

destination region are not identical.
7. Multidestination area loop A combination of the regional tour and ‘open jaw’ loop patterns whereby 

a tourist visits different regions and travels to multiple places within 
each region.
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Beaman et al. (1997), in a commentary on 
Lue et al. (1996), suggested that there were two 
different types of cumulative attraction: trip 
multiple destination cumulative attractiveness 
(TMDCA) and trip-destination attribute attrac-
tivity. They suggested that Nelson’s defi nition 
of the theory of cumulative attraction would be 
classifi ed as TMDCA. This is consistent with 
the notion of its application at both the micro 
and macro levels of a tourism system.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study examined the attraction behaviour 
of visitors to the privately owned Caldwell 
Zoo in Tyler, which is located in East Texas 
(population 83 000). Alternate attractions in the 
community were a children’s science museum, 
an art museum, a fl ower trail, a state park, a 
wildlife museum, formal fl ower gardens and 
a fl ower festival museum. Five research ques-
tions were addressed:

(1) What is the level of compatibility of the zoo 
with other attractions in the city?

(2) What is the relationship between dis-
tance travelled and number of attractions 
visited?

(3) What is the relationship between number 
of attractions visited and expenditure 
invested?

(4) What is the relationship between distance 
travelled and expenditure invested?

(5) How do local visitors’ visitation patterns 
differ from those of out-of-town visitors?

DATA COLLECTION

A self-administered onsite questionnaire was 
designed to solicit demographic information 
(group size, residential zip code, ages of group 

members), expenditure information (within 
zoo, within city, outside city) and visitation 
information (primary destination, other attrac-
tions visited).

A modifi ed systematic probability sample 
was used. The survey instrument was distrib-
uted and completed by a sample of respondents 
on at least three days per week between March 
and July. Each week, the survey days included 
at least one weekday (Monday–Thursday) and 
one weekend day (Friday–Sunday). Surveyors 
operated in teams of two, were monitored 
by a zoo supervisor and were placed at both 
the main entrance and the large group/bus 
entrance. They approached every sixth adult 
who was leaving the zoo at the main entrance 
and every group/bus leader as he/she left the 
large group/bus entrance.

A total of 2519 visitor groups represent-
ing 14 194 actual visitors were surveyed. Five 
hundred and twelve groups representing 
2142 ‘casual’ visitors were removed because 
the respondents indicated that the attractions 
studied were not the primary motivators for 
travel. In addition, 58 groups representing 225 
individuals were removed because of missing 
or incomplete home zip code information. 
Thus, the fi nal sample size consisted of 1949 
visitor groups representing 11 827 actual visi-
tors. Of these visitor groups, 1559 (80.0%) were 
from out-of-town; 390 (20.0%) were local visi-
tors.

Each respondent was asked, ‘How many 
people (including yourself) are in your imme-
diate group’? (this is the number of people 
for whom you typically pay the bill e.g. your 
family or close friends). Respondents assigned 
each member of their immediate group into 
one of four age cohorts. The age profi le of the 
visitor groups who reported this information 
is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Age group percentages of all visitors in the sample (local and 
out-of town)

Age group Number of visitors Percentage

2 and under   757  7.5%
3–12  4 287  42.2%
13–54  4 366  43.0%
55 and over   747  7.4%

Total 10 157 100.0%
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RESULTS

There was some similarity in the profi le of 
attractions visited by members of this sample 
with that reported by Hwang and Fesenmaier 
(2003) in that 60.4% of visitor groups visited 
only the primary attraction (the zoo), whereas 
the remaining 39.6% of visitor groups visited 
at least one other local attraction. As Table 3 
shows, the average number of destinations 
visited was 1.97.

Research question 1: what is the level 
of compatibility of the zoo with other 
attractions within the city?

Using Nelson’s criteria for compatibility, each 
of the seven attractions was found to be com-
patible with the zoo. Six of the attractions 
were highly compatible (sharing 11–20% of 
visitors) with the zoo. Only one attraction, 
the art museum, was classifi ed as moderately 
compatible (sharing 6–10% of visitors). Table 
4 shows the number and percentage of out-
of-town visitor groups who visited each of the 
attractions in addition to the zoo and the proxi-
mity of the other attractions to the zoo.

Research question 2: what is the 
relationship between distance travelled and 
number of attractions visited?

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) test with 
least signifi cant difference (LSD) post hoc 
tests and group mean comparisons was used 
to test for differences in the number of addi-
tional attractions visited by distance travelled. 
Visitor groups reported their home zip codes, 
which enabled their travel distances to be iden-
tifi ed. The distances were categorised into fi ve 
cohorts of 30-mile intervals: 0–30 miles; 31–60 
miles; 61–90 miles; 91–120 miles; and over 
120 miles. Numbers of additional attractions 
visited were treated as interval level variables 
using actual number of visits by each group.

There was a signifi cant difference (p = 0.001) 
between the number of additional attractions 
visited by those travelling different distances. 
The ‘distance decay point’ is the mileage point 
at which there is a signifi cant decline in the 
number of additional attractions visited. Table 
5 shows that in this study, groups travelling 
more than 30 miles visited signifi cantly fewer 
additional attractions than did groups travel-
ling 30 or fewer miles.

Table 3. Visitors’ trip profi le

Zoo visitors

n %

Single destination trips 941 groups 60.4
Multidestination trips 618 groups 39.6
Average destinations visited (overall) 1.97
Average destinations visited (multidestination) 3.45

Table 4. Compatibility of attractions

Type of attraction Miles from 
the zoo

Number of zoo 
visitor groups 

who visited 
other attractions

Percent of visitor 
groups who 
visited other 

attractions (%)

Compatibility

Science museum (children) 1.0 250 16.0 High
Art museum 3.0 112  7.2 Moderate
Flower trail 1.0 173 11.1 High
State park 6.0 280 18.0 High
Wildlife museum 7.0 181 11.6 High
Formal fl ower gardens 1.0 337 21.6 High
Flower festival and museum 1.0 180 11.5 High
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Research question 3: what is the 
relationship between the number of 
attractions visited and expenditures 
invested?

An ANOVA test with LSD post hoc tests and 
group mean comparisons was used to test for 
differences in average group expenditures by 
number of attractions visited. Expenditures 
invested were treated as interval level vari-
ables using the average group expenditure 
within the community and at the attractions.

There was a signifi cant difference (p = 0.002) 
between the average amount each visitor group 
spent and the number of additional attractions 
visited. Table 6 shows that single destination 
visitors (no additional attractions visited) spent 
signifi cantly less than multiple destination vis-
itors who visited either two or four additional 
attractions and approached signifi cance with 
visitors who visited either one (p = 0.057) or 
three attractions (p = 0.056).

Research question 4: what is the 
relationship between distance travelled and 
expenditures invested?

An ANOVA test with LSD post hoc tests and 
group mean comparisons were used to test for 
differences in mean expenditures by distance 
travelled. The two longest distance cohorts 
were collapsed in order to maintain relatively 

homogenous cohort sizes; thus, four categories 
were used: 0–30 miles; 31–60 miles; 61–90 miles; 
and over 90 miles. Expenditures were treated 
as interval level variables using actual dollars 
spent per group within the community.

There was a signifi cant difference (p = 0.001) 
in money spent among those travelling differ-
ent distances. Table 7 shows that groups trav-
elling more than 60 miles spent signifi cantly 
more dollars than those travelling fewer than 
60 miles. Likewise, no signifi cant differences 
were found between the two cohorts travel-
ling fewer than 60 miles (0–30 or 31–60), and 
the two cohorts travelling more than 60 miles 
(61–90 and over 90).

Research question 5: how do local visitors’ 
visitation patterns differ from those of out-
of-town visitors?

Independent t-tests with group mean compari-
sons were conducted to identify if local and 
out-of-town visitation patterns were differ-
ent. Zoo visitors were considered local if their 
home zip code was within the city limits. Out-
of-town visitors were visitor groups that listed 
a home zip code outside the city limits.

There was a signifi cant difference (p = 0.001) 
between the number of attractions visited 
by local residents and out-of-town visitors. 
Unexpectedly, the mean number of additional 

Table 5. Distance travelled and additional attractions visited

Distance travelled (miles) n Additional attractions visited Signifi cance values 
of comparisons with 

other distance cohorts

0–30 161 3.12 31–60 0.000*
61–90 0.000*
91–120 0.000*
Over 120 0.000*

31–60 205 2.35 61–90 0.603
91–120 0.015*
Over 120 0.519

61–90 108 2.25 91–120 0.082
Over 120 0.832

91–120  87 1.83 Over 120 0.205
Over 120  57 2.19 —

* Signifi cant at 0.05 level.
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attractions visited by local residents (2.83) was 
signifi cantly higher than the mean number 
visited by out-of-town visitors (0.97) (Table 8).

DISCUSSION

Four main fi ndings emerged from the study. 
First, using Nelson’s criteria, there was a high 
degree of compatibility between the zoo and 

other attractions within the city. An implica-
tion of high compatibility is that the second-
ary attractions should partner with the zoo 
in cooperative marketing efforts, especially to 
out-of-town visitors. This strategy is likely to 
result in a net gain to all of the city’s attrac-
tions. This fi nding is consistent with those of 
previous studies (Kim and Fesenmaier, 1990; 
Lue et al., 1993).

Table 6. Additional attractions visited and expenditures invested

Additional attractions visited n Mean expenditures ($) Signifi cance values 
of comparisons 

with other cohorts

0 939 58.80 1 0.057**
2 0.001*
3 0.056**
4 0.006*
5 0.418
6 0.308
7 0.884

1 245 71.89 2 0.096**
3 0.584
4 0.100**
5 0.916
6 0.109
7 0.403

2 140 88.75 3 0.398
4 0.651
5 0.461
6 0.020*
7 0.095**

3  99 78.13 4 0.280
5 0.840
6 0.074**
7 0.277

4  53 95.74 5 0.335
6 0.017*
7 0.073**

5  27 73.93 6 0.189
7 0.487

6  22 37.77 7 0.497

7  29 56.16 —

* Signifi cant at 0.05 level.
** Signifi cant at 0.10 level.
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The study’s second fi nding was that tourism 
dollars spent within the city signifi cantly 
increase when the distance travelled by visi-
tors exceeds 60 miles. A signifi cantly greater 
amount of money was spent by visitors travel-
ling more than 60 miles than by visitors travel-
ling fewer than 60 miles. It seems likely that 
longer trips make it more probable that those 
groups will buy food, supplies and perhaps 
accommodations within the city. Given that 
56% of zoo visitors travelled more than 60 
miles, an implication of this fi nding is that it 
may be expedient to invest marketing dollars 
in selected communities located more than 60 
miles from the city. The plotting of zip codes 
from the sample could identify these commu-
nities.

The study’s third fi nding was that expen-
ditures increased as the number of addi-
tional attractions visited increased, which 
was expected, but started to decrease as the 
number of attractions visited totalled to fi ve 
or more. Ostensibly, the data in Table 6 appear 
to suggest that a U-shaped relationship exists, 
with total expenditures maximised when 
visitors patronise four additional attractions. 
However, the suggestion of such a relation-
ship is tenuous because the data in Table 6 
show that the expenditure of $95.74, when 

four attractions are visited, is not signifi cantly 
different from those groups of visitors who 
visited two, three and fi ve attractions.

The study’s fi nal fi nding was that the number 
of additional attractions visited decreased as the 
distance travelled increased. There were sig-
nifi cantly fewer additional attractions visited 
by visitors who travelled more than 30 miles to 
the city. This inverse relationship is somewhat 
antithetical to that which has been reported in 
other studies. The expectation associated with 
attraction compatibility is that as the number 
of attractions increases, the range of experi-
ences available to visitors increases, so that vis-
itors are likely to travel to a destination from a 
greater distance. This did not occur.

The lack of such a relationship may be attrib-
utable to some type of bias in the sample, 
but given its fairly substantial size and the 
attempt to make it reasonably representative, 
this explanation seems unconvincing. An alter-
nate postulation is that the magnitude of the 
zoo’s attraction power was so much greater 
than that of the other attractions that they were 
discounted and did not factor in the decision 
to make the trip. Over 60% of the sample 
visited only the zoo and did not fi nd any of the 
other attractions suffi ciently appealing to add 
to their travel itineraries. Hence, these other 

Table 7. Distance travelled and expenditures invested

Distance travelled (miles) n Mean expenditures ($) Signifi cance values of 
comparisons with other 

distance cohorts

0–30  94 45.39 31–60 0.863
61–90 0.019*
Over 90 0.009*

31–60 290 47.13 61–90 0.002*
Over 90 0.001*

61–90 234 67.08 Over 90 0.753
Over 90 263 72.54 —

* Signifi cant at 0.05 level.

Table 8. Local versus out-of-town visitors

Origin of visitors n Additional attractions 
visited

Signifi cance value

Local  390 2.83 0.000
Out-of-town 1560 0.97
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attractions may have been only ancillary ame-
nities without any attraction power of their 
own to add to the zoo. If this was the case, 
then they would not be adding to the cumula-
tive attraction power of the destination. This 
suggests that adding compatible attractions to 
a community’s existing set does not necessar-
ily enhance its cumulative attraction power. 
Any additions have to reach an independent 
threshold level of attraction before they can 
enhance the cumulative attraction power.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

In an early paper addressing the notion of 
cumulative attraction, Wall (1978) noted:

Recreation sites do not exist in isola-
tion. They are found within a context 
of competing and complementary facil-
ities  .  .  .  Patronage of any particular rec-
reation site and the activities undertaken 
there only partially refl ect the intrinsic 
characteristics of that site. Patrons are 
also infl uenced by opportunities avail-
able at other sites. (p. 35)

Subsequent studies empirically reaffi rmed 
this observation and provided the conceptual 
framework of cumulative attraction to explain 
it and the variety of spatial travel patterns that 
are associated with it. These studies confi rmed 
that most tourist trips are not single destina-
tion trips, rather they embrace multiple desti-
nations (Hanson, 1980; Oppermann, 1995; Lue 
et al., 1996).

The compatibility with other attractions in 
the community, indicated by the results in 
this study, suggests that there is a strong case 
for the zoo to cross-promote with the other 
attractions and to engage in cooperative pro-
motion. Enhancing the perceived critical mass 
of tourism attractions in the community is 
likely to have a positive impact on potential 
visitors.

Cooperation may reduce visitors’ uncer-
tainty and level of risk. If there is some doubt 
about the value of the return on the money 
and time invested in a trip to the Tyler Zoo, 
that doubt may be alleviated by the presence 
of other complementary attractions in the 
area, which can be experienced for relatively 

small increments of additional cost. Hence, 
some may visit the zoo who would not oth-
erwise have done so without awareness of the 
complementary attractions. A consequence of 
awareness of the enhanced benefi ts available 
is that the zoo and the other attractions are 
likely to be better able both to attract people 
from a more extended geographical area and 
to increase market penetration within their 
relatively limited unilateral catchment areas. 
Thus, both more visits and longer visits are 
likely consequences of cooperation and cross-
promotion.

The concept of cumulative attraction is a 
powerful factor in decisions relating to the 
location of retail outlets, but it has received rel-
atively little attention in the tourism literature. 
Even a dominant attraction, such as the zoo in 
this study, can enhance its visitation levels by 
using its high visibility to cross-promote other 
less visible attractions in the area:

The notion of cumulative attraction rec-
ognizes that much tourism business is 
shared. An attraction secures its visitation 
not only as a result of its own generative 
power, but also as a result of the genera-
tive power of other attractions. (Lue et al., 
1993, p. 296)

Many attractions collect information on visitor 
profi les, but typically, they do not extend 
this to identifying compatible, complemen-
tary attractions. A primary implication of the 
results reported in this paper is to suggest 
that it would be advantageous to collect such 
information. Certainly, destination marketing 
is likely to be most effective when cooperative 
rather than competitive strategies for tourism 
are developed in the same geographical area.
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