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The Influence of Involvement, Familiarity,  
and Constraints on the Search for 
Information about Destinations

Maria João Carneiro1 and John L. Crompton2

Abstract

This study investigates the influence of familiarity, structural constraints, and level of involvement in the decision on whether 
to search for information and on the strength of the search effort made by individuals who decide to search. Data have been 
collected from 1,677 structured personal interviews undertaken in two Portuguese national parks. Results indicate that 
financial constraints encourage people to engage in search but time and accessibility constraints do not exert any influence 
on search. Evidence indicates a tentative relationship between level of involvement and search effort and suggests this 
relationship is strongest in the early stages of the decision process. Finally, those who are less familiar with destinations are 
more likely to search for information about those destinations.
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Introduction

The central role of information search in the context of tour-
ism, both in the destination selection process and on behavior 
at a destination, has received widespread acknowledgement 
and is a prominent element in models of tourism decisions. It 
was an integral part of the classic Howard and Sheth (1969) 
model of buyer behavior on which early models of tourists’ 
purchasing decisions were based (e.g., Moutinho 1987; Mill 
and Morrison 1985). Almost all later models that were devel-
oped based on the phenomenon of pleasure travel, rather 
than being derivatives of product or service purchase models 
offered in the marketing literature, have continued to stress 
the key role of information search (e.g., Woodside and 
Lysonski 1989; Um and Crompton 1990; Ryan 1994; 
 Moscardo et al. 1996).

More recent empirically based models have confirmed 
the influential role of information search. For example, 
 Fodness and Murray (1999) validated a model that explained 
the impact of selected factors on adoption of a specific search 
strategy, and the influence of each search strategy on visi-
tors’ behavior at a destination. Hyde (2000) demonstrated 
that level of involvement was positively related to search 
effort. Baloglu (2000) used a path-analytical model to 
explain the influence of both travel motivations and two fea-
tures of information search—amount of search and the type 
of information sources used—on intention to visit a destina-
tion. Validation of the model showed that these three antecedents 

had some impact on several components of perceptions of the 
destination that influenced affective evaluations of the desti-
nations. Both cognitive and affective evaluations were 
influential in determining intention to visit the destinations, 
with some components of motivation and information search 
also having a direct impact on intent to visit. Pan and 
 Fesenmaier (2006) proposed a conceptual model of online 
tourism search and investigated how mental models influenced 
Internet search. Their research focused both on the kind of 
information people sought and the time they spent searching.

Although the central role of information search in travel 
behavior is recognized, there is limited research on the factors 
that influence the strength of search to obtain information 
about destinations—the effort made to obtain information 
about tourism destinations. Moreover, in the published 
research on the factors that influence the strength of search to 
obtain information about destinations (Gitelson and Crompton 
1983; Murray 1991; Snepenger and Snepenger 1993;  Jamrozy, 
Backman, and Backman 1996; Kim, Scott, and Crompton 
1997; Vogt and Fesenmaier 1998; Goldsmith and Litvin 1999; 
McColl-Kennedy and Fetter 2001; Woodside and King 2001; 
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Hyde 2000; Gursoy 2002; Woodside and Dubelaar 2002; Cai, 
Feng, and Breiter 2004), only some facets of strength of search 
(such as the number of information sources consulted) have 
been considered and the influence of the determinants of 
search on different stages of the evolution of consideration 
sets has not been investigated. Consequently, it is difficult to 
identify those who are more likely to search and to spend more 
effort on searching. Without knowledge of the characteristics 
of such individuals, it is difficult to select communication 
media and design resonant promotional messages that will 
attract them.

The objective of this study was to investigate the influence 
of three factors—familiarity, structural constraints, and level 
of involvement with a destination—on strength of search at 
different stages in the elaboration of consideration sets, and to 
use a comprehensive indicator of strength of search.

Factors That Influence the Search for 
Information about Tourism Destinations
There is an extensive empirical literature in the marketing 
field concerning the factors that influence search behavior. 
Bettman (1979) identified factors that influenced degree of 
search and direction of search and postulated that experience 
may influence the type of information sought, because of its 
influence on the level of knowledge consumers possess about 
a product. He suggested that availability of information was a 
determinant of search and contended this may be related to 
geographical distance to the place at which a product would be 
consumed, with those closer to the place being more likely to 
be well informed about it. Moore and Lehmann (1980) pro-
vided an extensive list of potential antecedents of search and 
analyzed their influence on information search about health 
bread. They measured the effect of features that may be related 
to some facets of involvement (e.g., perceived risks of making 
a bad choice), familiarity (e.g., experience), and structural 
constraints (e.g., financial pressure). In evaluating the influ-
ence of familiarity on search, they considered features such as 
information availability and usage rate of the product.

Punj and Staelin (1983) measured the influence of multiple 
potential influencers on search when testing a model of con-
sumer information search behavior for new automobiles. They 
operationalized familiarity by measuring the total number of 
purchases and time that had elapsed since last purchase. In 
1986, Bloch, Sherrell, and Ridgway provided a framework for 
consumer information search, which differentiated influencers 
of prepurchase search from those of ongoing search. They 
explicitly identified among determinants of the prepurchase 
search, involvement, and situational factors and tested the 
influence of involvement in search focusing on the effect of 
enduring involvement on ongoing search.

Beatty and Smith (1987) extended efforts to assess the 
influence of involvement on search effort by evaluating the 
effect of both enduring and purchase involvement on external 

search for consumer electronic products (e.g., televisions, 
VCRs). Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991) empirically tested a 
model of external search for automobiles. Like Punj and 
Staelin (1983), they tested the influence of familiarity on 
search, but they also analyzed the effect of features related to 
involvement such as interest in the product and risk. In 1993, 
Ratchford and Srinivasan reported results from an empirical 
study on external search of automobiles in which they again 
tested the effect of experience. Some years later, Schmidt 
and Spreng (1996) offered a model of consumer information 
search that included a comprehensive range of antecedents 
encompassing situational involvement, enduring involve-
ment, and a feature related to involvement—perceived risk. 
They also considered a potential indicator of financial con-
straints: perceived financial sacrifice. More recently, Sundaram 
and Taylor (1998) empirically tested a model of external 
search in in-home shopping situations where the effects of 
purchase experience, perceived risk, and involvement were 
measured.

A literature review about the influence of three factors—
familiarity, structural constraints, and level of involvement 
with a destination—on strength of search is presented in the 
following sections.

The Influence of Familiarity on Search
Most of the research on familiarity undertaken in the marketing 
field pertains to a product category. Moore and Lehmann 
(1980) reported that the number of previous purchases of bread 
during their experiment was negatively related to external 
search. Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991) found that experience 
with cars, measured by the number of cars purchased in the 
past 10 years, had a negative significant correlation with search 
effort. In another study of cars, Kiel and Layton (1981) indi-
cated that the number of previous car purchases and tendency 
to repurchase from the same manufacturer were negatively 
related to an aggregate index of search. Similarly, purchasing 
experience in in-home shopping situations was revealed to 
have a negative significant relationship with external search 
(Sundaram and Taylor 1998). These studies suggest that 
experience is a dimension of familiarity, and that it has a 
negative influence on strength of information search.

Some studies have addressed this issue in the tourism 
field. In a survey of visitors to Prince Edward Island in 
Canada (Woodside and Dubelaar 2002), those who had never 
visited the destination were more likely to report having 
received visitor information guides before the trip and using 
them more heavily than those who had previously visited the 
Island. Similarly, people who were visiting the Big Island of 
Hawaii for the first time were more likely than previous visi-
tors to report having used the Big Island travel guide (Woodside 
and King 2001). These and other studies (e.g., Murray 1991) 
suggest that people who have not visited a destination are 
likely to seek more information about it than those who have 
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previously visited it. In all these studies, familiarity was 
measured by previous visits to a destination.

Another mode of operationalizing familiarity is to  
use geographical distance to a destination. Gitelson and 
 Crompton (1983) reported that people traveling longer dis-
tances were likely to spend more time planning a trip and to 
consult more information sources. Requests for visitor infor-
mation guides before a trip to Prince Edward Island and the 
level of use of these guides were positively related to the 
distance respondents lived away from the Island (Woodside 
and Dubelaar 2002). Gursoy (2002) found that familiarity 
had a negative relationship with external search, both in the 
case of personal sources and of destination-specific sources 
(e.g., national government tourist offices, state city travel 
offices). Thus, geographical distance appears to influence 
likelihood of investing in information search, with people 
living further away from a destination tending to invest more 
effort in looking for information about it.

The literature provides strong support for hypothesizing a 
negative relationship between familiarity with a destination 
and some facets of strength of search for information. It sug-
gests that potential visitors who live further away from a 
destination, who have never visited it, or who indicate they 
are less familiar with a destination, are likely to invest most 
effort in searching for information.

The Influence of Involvement on Search
It has been suggested that involvement corresponds to 
“perceived personal relevance” of the object or situation 
for the consumer (Celsi and Olson 1988). Zaichkowsky 
(1985) created a unidimensional scale with 20 items 
 (Personal Involvement Inventory [PII]) for measuring 
product involvement (Zaichkowsky 1985). In contrast to 
Zaichkowsky (1985), Laurent and Kapferer (1985) proposed 
a multifaceted scale of involvement based on four facets:

•	 perceived	importance	of	the	product	and	perceived	
importance of the consequences of a mispurchase 
(risk associated with the importance of negative 
consequences of a mispurchase),

•	 subjective	 probability	 of	 a	 mispurchase	 (risk 
associated with probability of a mispurchase),

•	 hedonic	value	of	the	product	class,	and
•	 perceived	sign	value	of	the	product	class.

Among the earliest empirical studies examining the relationship 
between the constructs of involvement and search were 
those by the authors of two widely cited involvement scales, 
Zaichkowsky (1985) and Laurent and Kapferer (1985). 
Besides creating a scale, Zaichkowsky (1985) showed that 
involvement was significantly related to interest in reading 
information about a product and in reading consumer 
reports. Laurent and Kapferer (1985) partially supported 

this relationship, reporting a positive impact of some facets 
of involvement on features related to information search, 
such as being consistently informed, interest in articles and 
television programs, and looking at advertising. Although the 
empirical findings of these authors partially supported the 
relationship, they also revealed that the impact of different 
facets of involvement on search may differ.

Havitz and Dimanche (1997) provided a review of 
invo lvement research undertaken in the leisure and  
tourism fields between 1988 and 1997. One of their objec-
tives was to review the scales used in those studies. They 
reported that the involvement scales most frequently used 
were Zaichkowsky’s PII instrument (1985) and Laurent 
and Kapferer’s CIP scales (1985).

Most researchers have selected a multifaceted approach 
to measuring involvement (e.g., Laurent and Kapferer 1985; 
McQuarrie and Munson 1987, 1992; Jain and Srinivasan 
1990). However, others have criticized it. One criticism was 
that it is not compatible with the PII scale. The argument is 
that the PII measures involvement, whereas Laurent and 
Kapferer’s scale (1985) also includes some antecedents of 
involvement (Ratchford 1987; Mittal 1989; Zaichkowsky 
1993 in Yavas and Babakus 1995). The central thrust of this 
criticism is that only the importance facet of Laurent and 
Kapferer’s five-dimension scale (1985) really measures 
involvement (Ratchford 1987; Mittal 1989). Thus, for exam-
ple, Ratchford (1987) provided evidence that the score 
obtained with his scale had a higher correlation with the 
importance facet of Laurent and Kapferer’s scale (1985) than 
with any other facet of that scale. However, several studies 
undertaken in the tourism field have also shown some cor-
relation between the PII and the importance or pleasure 
(hedonic) facet of the CIP (Jamrozy, Backman, and  Backman 
1996; Kim, Scott, and Crompton 1997) and with the sign 
facet of the CIP (Jamrozy, Backman, and Backman 1996), 
suggesting that other facets of the Laurent and Kapferer 
scale (1985) besides that of perceived importance may be 
capturing dimensions of involvement.

It seems likely that multifaceted scales, such as the CIP, 
are of greater value than unidimensional scales, because they 
enable the specific influence of different components of 
involvement on behavior to be analyzed. However, multifac-
eted scales may be more difficult to operationalize than 
unidimensional scales, because of the relatively large number 
of items needed to measure those facets. This suggests it may 
be advisable to carry out prior analyses on a multifaceted 
scale to identify the facets of involvement that are likely to 
be most useful in a given context to reduce respondent 
resistance.

Havitz and Dimanche (1999) analyzed 52 studies of invo-
lvement in a leisure context and compared their findings to 13 
propositions that they had developed nine years earlier 
(Havitz and Dimanche 1990). One of the propositions that 
received strong support postulated that a positive relationship 
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existed between involvement and information search. Their 
review findings were corroborated by subsequent studies by 
Hyde (2000), Goldsmith and Litvin (1999), and Cai, Feng, 
and Breiter (2004) relating to vacation destinations. Hyde 
focused on travelers to New Zealand, while Goldsmith and 
Litvin found that involvement with vacation travel destina-
tions was positively associated with the use of travel agents. 
Cai, Feng, and Breiter (2004) reported that high-involved 
people are more likely to use the Internet to obtain informa-
tion about destinations than low-involved people.

None of the studies reviewed by Havitz and Dimanche 
(1999) pointed to the existence of a negative relationship 
between involvement and search. However, some provided 
only partial support for a positive relationship between these 
two constructs, often reflecting that only some facets of 
involvement had a significant positive effect on search. For 
example, when Kim, Scott, and Crompton (1997) measured 
involvement with Zaichkowsky’s scale (1985), it was posi-
tively related to search, but when they assessed it with 
Laurent and Kapferer’s scale (1985), only the importance 
and pleasure facet of involvement had a significant positive 
influence on search, with neither risk nor sign having a sig-
nificant relationship with search. Similar results were reported 
by Jamrozy, Backman, and Backman (1996).

McColl-Kennedy and Fetter (2001) evaluated the influ-
ence of involvement on the information search process in the 
context of a vacation in the Caribbean. Involvement was 
measured with an RPII scale (McQuarrie and Munson 1987), 
which was an attempt to add other dimensions to 
 Zaichkowsky’s PII scale, while search was operationalized 
using two dimensions, source of search (kind of sources 
used) and search effort (effort invested in search activity). 
While both components of involvement included in the RPII 
had a positive influence on source of search, only the interest 
facet of involvement was positively associated with search 
effort. While this study provided partial support for there 
being a positive impact of involvement in information search, 
it also suggested there was some discrimination in the influ-
ence of different facets of involvement in the search effort.

The literature offers strong support for a relationship bet-
ween facets of involvement and facets of strength of information 
search.

The Influence of Constraints on Search
In the context of leisure, Crawford and Godbey (1987) sug-
gested that structural constraints are features that prevent 
people who are interested in participating in an activity from 
engaging in it. They defined them as factors that “intervene 
between leisure preference and participation” (p. 124).

The influence of these constraints on strength of search 
has been largely overlooked in the field of tourism. It seems 
intuitively likely that people will anticipate more risks when 
they feel more constrained about visiting a destination. The 

evidence suggests that individuals perceiving greater risk are 
more likely to search for information about destinations.

Prior to the early 1990s, the prevailing perspective was 
that constraints were substantive or insurmountable barriers 
that inhibited or prevented participation in leisure activities. 
However, Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993) argued 
that constraints should not be viewed as insurmountable bar-
riers and suggested the possibility of negotiating them. 
Participation in leisure activities then becomes dependent on 
their successful negotiation. A potential result of the negotia-
tion is participation in a modified way. Jackson, Crawford, 
and Godbey (1993) posited that the initiation and outcome of 
constraints negotiation is a result of the relative strength and 
interaction between constraints and motivations. This revised 
perspective of the role of constraints was subsequently 
extended to the tourism field. For example, in the context of 
museum visitation, Davies and Prentice (1995) noted the 
importance of latent demand (those who desire to engage in 
a specific activity but do not do so) which, at least partially, 
results from a failure to negotiate the constraints. Roehl and 
Fesenmaier (1992) also offered evidence that risk percep-
tions associated with pleasure travel may differ according to 
the benefits sought.

No studies were found that specifically addressed whether 
the influence of structural constraints on information search 
changes as the selection decision process progresses. However, 
Snepenger and Snepenger (1993) postulated that information 
search strategy differs according to type of decision-making 
behavior, being more extensive in the context of vacations 
that involve high levels of risk. Vogt and Fesenmaier (1998) 
created a model that identified multiple factors, including 
constraints that may influence search in tourism and recre-
ational contexts. The previous literature suggests that the 
more constrained people feel in relation to the destinations 
they consider visiting, the more information they are likely 
to search for about them.

The literature suggests that strong structural constraints 
are likely to have a positive impact on search effort. How-
ever, it is unclear whether their influence is consistent 
throughout different stages of the decision process as it moves 
from the initial consideration set (group of “destinations 
which a traveller is considering as possible destinations 
within some period of time” [Botha, Crompton, and Kim 
1999, p. 342]) through the late consideration set (group of 
“destinations which a traveller is considering as probable 
destinations within some period of time” [Botha, Crompton, 
and Kim 1999, p. 342]) and on to a final decision.

A key issue is whether people will seek to negotiate con-
straints through information search (leading to a positive 
relationship between structural constraints and strength of 
search) or whether the perceived constraints will be so high 
that people will be discouraged from searching (leading to a 
negative relationship between structural constraints and 
strength of search). If it is postulated that people who feel 
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more constrained are more likely to anticipate more risks 
when considering destinations, then the impact of the risk 
dimensions of involvement on strength of search may pro-
vide insights into the influence of structural constraints on 
search because information search is a risk-reducing strat-
egy. However, if the risks reach a threshold level, they may 
discourage people from considering a destination and thus 
result in no search being undertaken.

Hypotheses and Methods
The literature suggested three hypotheses that were tested in 
this study.

Hypothesis 1: The strength of information search for 
a destination that a person decided to visit is likely 
to be positively related to the level of constraints 
people perceive to be associated with going to that 
destination. Specifically, the strength of informa-
tion search is likely to be

a. positively related to perceived financial constraints 
to traveling to that destination,

b. positively related to perceived time constraints to 
traveling to that destination, and

c. positively related to perceived accessibility con-
straints to traveling to that destination.

Hypothesis 2: In any consideration set, the strength 
of information search for a destination being 
considered for a visit is likely to be positively 
related to the importance and pleasure dimen-
sions of involvement associated with that 
destination.

Hypothesis 3: In any consideration set, the strength of 
information search for a destination being consid-
ered for a visit is likely to be negatively related 
to the level of familiarity with that destination. 
Specifically, the strength of information search is 
likely to be

a. inversely related to the number of previous visits 
made to that destination,

b. positively related to the duration of travel to that 
destination, and

c. positively related to the elapsed time since the last 
visit to that destination.

Strength of information search was defined as the effort a 
tourist invested in searching for information about a 
destination. It was measured by (1) the number of destination 
attributes for which information was sought, (2) the number 
of information sources consulted, and (3) the amount of time 
spent searching for information about the destination.

To test the hypotheses, questionnaires were given to visi-
tors at two tourism destinations, which are described in the 
next section of the paper. Questions were designed to iden-
tify destinations belonging to different consideration sets; to 
measure the strength of search to obtain information about 
these destinations; to measure familiarity, structural con-
straints, and involvement with these destinations; and to 
provide a profile of sociodemographic characteristics.

To test whether the influence of familiarity, structural 
constraints, and involvement on search was consistent at  
different stages of the evolution of consideration sets, desti-
nations belonging to different consideration sets had to be 
identified. The sets were identified by using a process simi-
lar to that used by Botha, Crompton, and Kim (1999). 
Respondents were asked to list all the destinations they had 
considered visiting when they were planning their trip. To 
identify destinations for the late consideration set, respon-
dents were requested to list which of the destinations they 
previously identified they would most likely have visited if 
they had not gone to their selected destination. This destina-
tion was designated “the strongest competitor” to the 
selected destination. Respondents were requested to iden-
tify which of the destinations they were least likely to have 
visited if they had not gone to their selected destination. 
This destination was designated “the weakest competitor” 
to the selected destination. Thus, the questions pertained to 
three specific destinations: (1) the park they were visiting, 
(2) the strongest competitor of that park, and (3) the weakest 
competitor of that park.

Questionnaires collected information about the strength of 
search done to obtain information about each of the three des-
tinations. Strength of search had three dimensions: number of 
attributes of the destination for which information was sought, 
number of information sources consulted, and time spent 
searching. To identify the number of attributes of the destina-
tions for which people searched, respondents were presented 
with a list of destination attributes. The list was derived from 
those relating to destination image developed by Echtner and 
Ritchie (1993) and those relating to positioning of destina-
tions developed by Carneiro (2007) and by a qualitative 
exploratory research study undertaken with visitors to 
 Portuguese destinations (Carneiro 2007). The 20 attributes 
developed from these sources were as follows: (1) price of the 
accommodations at the destination; (2) scenery; (3) customs 
and culture; (4) type of accommodation available at the desti-
nation; (5) flora and fauna; (6) hospitality of the local people; 
(7) beaches; (8) historic sites; (9) walking trails; (10) safety; 
(11) architecture and buildings; (12) price of travel to the des-
tination; (13) local cuisine (gastronomy); (14) the way to get 
to the destination; (15) rivers and lakes; (16) restaurants;  
(17) camping areas; (18) climate; (19) level of pollution;  
(20) transportation available to get to the destination. Respon-
dents were asked, “On which of the following items did you 
seek information about the destination?”
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The data for number of information sources and amount of 
time were collected by presenting respondents with nine 
potential information sources. Respondents were asked to 
identify the sources they used and the number of hours spent 
consulting each source.

For those who engaged in a search effort, these three dimen-
sions of search were aggregated to form an index. Since these 
three variables were measured by different scales, their scores 
were standardized. To remove the adverse impact of outliers 
(cases where the absolute value of the standardized residual of 
the variable was equal to or higher than 3), they were excluded.

SE =  Standardized (TIME) + Standardized (SOURCES)  
      + Standardized (ATTRIBUTES)

where:
SE: search effort for obtaining information about the 

destination
TIME: time spent searching information about the 

destination (excluding outliers)
SOURCES: number of information sources consulted 

in order to obtain information about the destination 
(excluding outliers)

ATTRIBUTES: number of destination attributes for 
which information was sought (excluding outliers)

Three structural constraints were measured: finance, time, 
and accessibility. Ten items were adapted from studies that 
have appeared in the literature. Five-point Likert-type scales 
were used to measure these variables. Following a reliability 
analysis using the sample data, one item was removed so 
each constraint was measured by three items.

Involvement was measured by an eight-item Likert-type 
scale as suggested by Dimanche, Havitz, and Howard (1991). 
This scale is an adaptation of Laurent and Kapferer’s (1985) 
longer scale. It measured the interest and pleasure (importance 
and pleasure dimensions of Laurent and Kapferer’s 1985 
scale) and sign dimensions of involvement. Cronbach’s alphas 
confirmed the scale’s reliability.

Familiarity was measured by three variables: (1) number 
of previous visits that respondents had made to the destina-
tion they were visiting; (2) duration of travel from the 
tourist’s residence to the destination, measured in hours (this 
variable was used as a proxy of the geographical distance 
people lived from the destination); and (3) elapsed time since 
the last visit to the destination (in months).

To test whether the influence of familiarity, structural con-
straints, and involvement on search was consistent across the 
several stages of the evolution of consideration sets, their 
influence was measured on all three destinations identified by 
respondents, that is, the park visited, strongest competitor, 
and weakest competitor.

Sample
The study was conducted at two protected areas in Portugal 
that were selected because it was anticipated their visitor 

profiles would be different. This would enable the hypotheses 
to be tested on two different samples and enable the results 
to be interpreted with greater confidence.

Peneda-Gerês was created in 1971 and is the only 
national park in Portugal. It is located in the northwest of the 
country and comprises approximately 70,000 hectares. The 
second site, Sintra-Cascais natural park, is smaller than 
Gerês, embracing some 15,000 hectares. This park is located 
in West Portugal, only 25 kilometers from Lisbon, the 
nation’s capital city. It was designated a protected landscape 
in 1981 and was reclassified in 1994 as a natural park. It is 
differentiated from Gerês by its proximate location to 
Lisbon, its smaller size, and the quantity and quality of its 
architectural heritage. It contains three palaces classified as 
national monuments—Pena, Sintra, and Queluz—which are 
among the most visited monuments in Portugal, and its 
museums attract more than 900,000 visitors annually.

Data were collected using questionnaires administered in 
personal interviews at the two sites in the summer months. A 
stratified sampling procedure was adopted, using data on 
guests of hotel establishments as a surrogate of the total pop-
ulation. A total of 1,677 interviews were conducted, 1,115 at 
Gerês and 562 at Sintra. To qualify for inclusion in the study, 
visitors had to spend at least one night outside their place of 
residence during their overall trip, and the main purpose of 
their visit to the park (Gerês or Sintra) had to be leisure, rec-
reation, and/or holiday.

Differences in the socioeconomic profiles of the two sam-
ples are shown in Table 1. A majority of those interviewed at 
Gerês were Portuguese (79%), whereas most respondents at 
Sintra (94%) were foreigners. The samples were both well 
balanced and reasonably similar in their gender, age, and 
employment profiles, but the Sintra sample reported a mark-
edly higher education level than those visiting Gerês.

Table 2 summarizes the samples’ trip profiles. Group size 
was generally small, and relatively few groups contained 
children less than 15 years old. The Sintra sample tended to 
be on longer vacations, with 72% of their trips being for 8 or 
more days compared to 34% of the Gerês visitors. However, 
87% of Gerês visitors spent at least one night in the park 
compared to only 25% of the Sintra sample.

Results
The influence of familiarity, structural constraints, and involve-
ment on strength of search was tested in two ways. First, the 
impact of these three factors on the decision of whether to 
search was investigated through t-tests and logistic regressions. 
Then, for those who had searched for information about a des-
tination, the search effort made to obtain information about the 
destination was measured by calculating an aggregate index 
representing the search effort made. Subsequently, for those 
who search, correlations and linear regressions were under-
taken to measure the influence of the three potential 
determinants of search on the search effort. The analyses are 
reported separately in the two following sections.
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Table 1. Respondent Socioeconomic Profile

 Gerês Sample Sintra Sample Total Sample

 n % n % N %

Place of Residence      
Portugal 876 78.57 35 6.23 911 54.32
Abroad 239 21.43 527 93.77 766 45.68

Gender      
Female 506 45.38 290 51.60 796 47.47
Male 609 54.62 272 48.40 881 52.53

Age      
<25 286 25.72 103 18.33 389 23.24
25-44 626 56.29 391 69.57 1,017 60.75
>44 200 17.99 68 12.10 268 16.01

Highest grade in school completed      
High school or lower 677 60.71 141 25.09 818 48.77
College 438 39.39 421 74.91 859 51.23

Employed      
Yes 822 73.72 430 76.51 1,252 74.66
No 293 26.28 132 23.49 425 25.34

Table 2. Respondent Trip Profile

 Gerês Sample Sintra Sample Total Sample

 n % n % N %

Size of the travel group      
1 15 1.35 21 3.74 36 2.15
2 474 42.55 342 60.85 816 48.69
3-4 338 30.34 134 23.84 472 28.16
5-7 179 16.07 41 7.30 220 13.13
>7 108 9.69 24 4.27 132 7.88

Duration of the trip (in nights)      
1 96 8.61 9 1.60 105 6.26
2-3 276 24.75 18 3.20 294 17.53
4-7 367 32.91 132 23.49 499 29.76
8-14 200 17.94 227 40.39 427 25.46
>14 176 15.78 176 31.32 352 20.99

Duration of stay in the park visited      
0 149 13.36 419 74.56 568 33.87
1 128 11.48 64 11.39 192 11.45
2-3 390 34.98 60 10.68 450 26.83
4-7 339 30.40 13 2.31 352 20.99
8-14 85 7.62 3 0.53 88 5.25
>14 24 2.15 3 0.53 27 1.61

Presence of people <15 years old in the travel group      
No 823 73.81 496 88.26 1,319 78.65
Yes 292 26.19 66 11.74 358 21.35

Main means of accommodations used      
Hotels or pousadas 194 17.46 202 36.33 396 23.76
Boarding houses or inns 243 21.87 125 22.48 368 22.08
Camping sites 435 39.15 100 17.99 535 32.09
Youth hostels or holiday camps 14 1.26 41 7.37 55 3.30
Rented private house 81 7.29 33 5.94 114 6.84
Rural tourism accommodation 76 6.84 8 1.44 84 5.04
Own accommodation 29 2.61 4 0.72 33 1.98
House of friends or relatives 39 3.51 43 7.73 82 4.92
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The Influence of Involvement, Familiarity, and 
Constraints on Individuals’ Decisions on Whether  
to Search for Information about Destinations

Independent-samples t-tests were used to compare those 
who searched and those who did not search in terms of famil-
iarity, involvement, and constraints. The tests were carried 

out for the area visited, the strongest competitor, and the 
weakest competitor and were undertaken separately for the 
total sample (Table 3) and for the Gerês and the Sintra sam-
ples (results for the Gerês and Sintra samples are not shown 
here because of lack of space but are available from the 
authors). The t-test results for all three samples are summa-
rized in Table 4.

Table 3. Differences in Familiarity, Involvement, and Constraints between Those Who Searched for Information and Those Who Did 
Not Search (Total Sample)

 Searched Not Searched

   n M n M p

Area visited Familiarity Previous visits 1,439 1.92 227 8.08 .000
  Duration of travel to the area 1,434 10.03 226 6.37 .001
  Time elapsed since last visit 505 50.92 178 35.12 .001
 Involvement Interest or pleasure 1,440 4.28 227 4.36 .045
  Sign 1,437 3.35 227 3.43 .262
 Constraints Financial constraints 1,440 1.53 226 1.29 .000
  Time constraints 1,438 1.49 225 1.53 .401
  Accessibility constraints 1,439 1.59 226 1.53 .302
Strongest competitor Familiarity Previous visits 598 1.01 198 2.46 .001
  Duration of travel to the area 595 11.67 197 8.31 .001
  Time elapsed since last visit 160 42.90 84 37.55 .552
 Involvement Interest or pleasure 598 4.16 199 4.11 .389
  Sign 597 3.25 198 3.38 .087
 Constraints Financial constraints 598 2.15 199 2.07 .411
  Time constraints 597 1.98 199 1.94 .700
  Accessibility constraints 598 1.72 199 1.73 .927
Weakest competitor Familiarity Previous visits 435 1.14 192 1.06 .758
  Duration of travel to the area 432 13.09 189 10.45 .048
  Time elapsed since last visit 115 45.91 61 93.93 .075
 Involvement Interest or pleasure 435 3.92 192 3.99 .359
  Sign 434 3.12 192 3.27 .076
 Constraints Financial constraints 435 2.43 192 2.47 .738
  Time constraints 435 2.01 192 2.16 .117
  Accessibility constraints 435 1.75 191 1.80 .588

Table 4. Summary of the t Test Results between Those Who Searched for Information and Those Who Did Not

 Independent-Samples t Tests

 Area Visited Strongest Competitor Weakest Competitor

Independent Variables Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra 
(Predictors) Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Familiarity         
Previous visits - - - - - -     
Duration of travel to the area +     +   +  +   + 
Time elapsed since the last visit +  +               

Involvement         
Interest or pleasure -                
Sign                 -

Constraints         
Financial constraints +  +  +             
Time constraints               
Accessibility constraints                 

- = independent variables with a negative significant relationship with the strength of search (decision of whether to search); + = independent variables 
with a positive significant relationship with the strength of search (decision of whether to search).
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As postulated in the case of the area visited and of the 
strongest competitors, familiarity appears to have a negative 
influence on the decision to search for information about the 
destination. For both the total sample and for the two sub-
samples when evaluated separately (Gerês and Sintra), the 
fewer the previous visits to the destination, the more likely 
respondents were to search for information about the area 
visited and its strongest competitors. It was not possible to 
derive conclusions about the influence of familiarity on the 
weakest competitors because only duration of travel to the 
destination had a significant influence on search, and only 
among the Sintra sample, but again this was a negative 
relationship.

Involvement had a significant influence on the decision of 
whether to search, only for the area visited among the total 
sample and the weakest competitor in the Sintra sample. It 
was not possible to identify a consistent pattern in the influ-
ence of interest or pleasure or of sign in the decision to search 
for information about the destinations.

In the case of the area visited, financial constraints 
positively influenced the decision to search for informa-
tion as hypothesized but not in the decision to search for 
competitor information. The other two constraints app-
eared to have no influence on the decision to search. This 
may reflect constraints being sufficiently great to discour-
age interest in searching for information about competitor 
destinations.

Logistic regressions were undertaken on the total sample 
(Gerês and Sintra visitors), and on the area visited, the stron-
gest competitor and the weakest competitor to measure the 
variance explained by familiarity, involvement, and con-
straints in the decision of whether to search. The logistic 
regression complemented the t-tests by assessing the explan-
atory power of the three determinants of search. Specification 
of the model is shown in Table 5. The method used for select-
ing the independent variables was backward elimination 
based on the likelihood ratio. The same process was under-
taken on the Gerês and Sintra samples separately. Thus, a 
total of nine logistic regressions were done.

Results are reported in Table 6. Outliers were identified 
by analyzing standardized residuals, and cases with absolute 
values exceeding 3 were excluded from the model (follow-
ing Hair et al. 1998). Classification tables were analyzed and 
the Hosmer and Lemeshow test, the chi-square statistic, and 
the Nagelkerke R2 value were reviewed. The Nagelkerke R2 
values were especially strong in the case of the area visited 
(.63). The logistic regressions of the strongest and weakest 
competitors had Nagelkerke R2 values lower than that of the 
area visited, which suggests that in the case of the competi-
tors the independent variables considered had lower power 
to explain the decision of searching or not searching for 
information. However, these values were higher when the 
regressions were carried out on each sample. In the Sintra 
sample, the Nagelkerke R2 reached values of .30 in the case 

of the weakest competitor, and of .35 in the case of the stron-
gest competitor.

The cases correctly classified ranged from 74% to 96%. 
In the total sample, Gerês sample, and Sintra sample, the 
regressions that classified correctly a higher number of cases 
were in decreasing order, those of the area visited, those of 
the strongest competitor, and those of the weakest competi-
tor. The cases relating to those searching for information 
were easier to classify, probably because there were more 
respondents who searched for information than respondents 
who did not search. The nine regressions met the assumptions 
required for this kind of analysis, since in the contingency 
table for the Hosmer and Lemeshow test a majority of groups 
had an expected value higher than 5 and had no expected 
value lower than 1 (SPSS 1999).

A summary of the results of the logistic regressions is shown 
in Table 7. Results from the logistic regressions reflected the 
significant differences found in the independent-samples 
t-tests among familiarity, involvement, and constraints. They 
confirmed that familiarity had a negative influence on search 
in the case of the area visited and strongest competitor and 
that financial constraints had a positive impact on search in 
the case of the area visited.

There was no consistent pattern of influence among the 
socioeconomic variables on the decision to search. Among the 
respondent trip variables, size of travel group was negatively 
related to search about the area visited, with people traveling 
in smaller groups being more likely to search for information 
than those traveling in larger groups. In addition, respon-
dents who stayed primarily in hotel establishments were 
more likely to search for information about the area visited 
than those who stayed in other kinds of accommodation. 
People were more likely to search for information about 
competitors to the area visited if they searched for informa-
tion for the area visited and if competing destinations were 
located in the same country as the area visited.

The Influence of Involvement, Familiarity, and 
Constraints on the Search Effort Made by Individuals 
Who Searched for Information about Destinations

For those who had searched for information about a desti-
nation, the search effort made to obtain information about 
the destination also was measured by calculating an aggre-
gate index representing the search effort made. Analyses 
were und ertaken to assess the influence of familiarity, invo-
lvement, and constraints on the effort made to search for 
information about destinations. Correlations and linear reg-
ressions were used to test if visitors who searched for 
information made more effort to search for information 
about the destination—spent more time searching for infor-
mation, consulted more information sources, and searched 
for information about more destination attributes—when 
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they were more involved with the destination, less familiar 
with it, and more constrained from visiting it. The search 
index was used in this analysis as the dependent variable in 
the linear regressions.

The independent variables in the linear regressions com-
prised all of those incorporated in the earlier logistic regressions, 
together with additional variables that could have an influ-
ence on the strength of information search among those who 

searched for information. These additional variables related 
to the kind of information sources respondents used, and to 
whether they had used the Internet. The use of the Internet 
was represented by a binary variable (0 – the respondent had 
not used the Internet, 1 - the respondent had used the Inter-
net). The kinds of information sources visitors used were 
also represented by binary variables: destination based (search 
primarily based in sources located at the destinations such  

Table 5. Specification of the Logistic Regression Models Evaluating the Decision of Whether to Search for Information

 1
Prob (event) = _____

1+e–z

event = search information about the destination
Z = B0 + B1VI + B2TI + B3I + B4S + B5FC + B6TC + B7AC + B8AGE + B9ED + B10EC + B11GR + B12CH + B13DT + B14DS + 

B15ACHotelEstablishments + B16ACOtherCollectiveAccommodation + B17AD + B18LOCAreaVisited + B19SEARCHAreaVisited

VI
TI
I 

S 

FC 
 

TC 
 

AC 
 

AGE
ED 

 

EC 

GR
CH 

DT
DS
ACHotelEstab

 

ACOtherCollectiveAccommodation

 

AD 

LOCAreaVisited

 

SEARCHAreaVisited

Number of previous visits to the destination
Duration of travel to the destination
Interest or pleasure (average value of the items that 

represented the interest or pleasure component) 
Sign (average value from the items that represented the 

sign component) 
Financial constraints (average value of the items from the 

constraints’ PCA that represented the component of 
financial constraints)

Time constraints (average value of the items from the 
constraints’ PCA that represented the component of 
time constraints)

Accessibility constraints (average value of the items from 
the constraints’ PCA that represented the component 
of accessibility constraints)

Age 
Highest level of education completed in school (binary 

variable): 0 (high school or lower), 1 (college or 
graduate school) 

Current economic activity status (binary variable): 1 
(employed), 0 (otherwise)

Size of the travel group
Presence of children in the travel group (binary variable): 1 

(yes), 0 (no)
Duration of the current trip
Duration of the stay in the park visited
Hotel establishments (binary variable): 1 (stayed in 

hotel establishments), 0 (stayed in other kind of 
accommodation)

Other collective accommodation (binary variable): 1 
(stayed in other collective accommodation), 0 (stayed in 
other kind of accommodation)

Number of alternate destinations considered by the 
visitors

Location of the competitor in relation to the area visited 
(binary variable): 1 (located in the same country of the 
area visited), 0 (located in a different country)

Strength of search done to obtain information about 
the area visited (binary variable): 1 (the respondent 
searched information about the area visited), 0 (did not 
search information about the area visited)

Familiarity 

Involvement 
 
 

Constraints 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Socioeconomic data 
 
 
 
 

Behavior before and during the travel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Features referring to the area visited that may 
have a potential impact
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Table 6. Variables That Significantly Influenced the Decision of Whether to Search: Results of Logistic Regressions of the Area Visited, 
Strongest Competitors and Weakest Competitors for the Total Sample

 Independent   Wald’s
 Variables (Predictors) β SE Statistic p Exp(β)

Logistic model of the area  Familiarity            
  visited (n = 1,524)a   Previous visits –0.212 0.024 76.067 .000  0.809
  Involvement     
    Interest or pleasure –0.611 0.299 4.181 .041 0.543
 Constraints     
    Financial constraints 2.307 0.445 26.835 .000 10.046
    Time constraints –0.828 0.184 20.335 .000 0.437
 Socioeconomic data     
    Age  0.092 0.017 29.883 .000 1.096
    Economic activity       
     Employed –1.764 0.444 15.763 .000 0.171
    Otherwise X        
 Behavior before and during the trip     
   Travel group size –0.028 0.008 12.896 .000 0.972
   Children       
    No X     
    Yes –1.289 0.298 18.695 .000 0.275
    Duration of the current trip 0.080 0.031 6.547 .011 1.083
    Duration of stay in the area visited –0.163 0.041 16.112 .000 0.849
   Hotel establishments       
     Hotel establishments 1.639 0.351 21.834 .000 5.152
     Other kind of accommodation X     
    Other collective accommodation        
     Other collective accommodation 3.742 0.490 58.421 .000 42.180
     Other kind of accommodation X     
    Number of alternate destinations 1.951 0.341 32.631 .000 7.033
  Constant  1.182 1.549 0.582 .445 3.261
Logistic model of the strongest  Familiarity           
  competitors (n = 784)b   Previous visits –0.074 0.024 9.478 .002 0.929
  Involvement     
    Interest or pleasure 0.347 0.141 6.056 .014 1.415
    Sign –0.249 0.110 5.128 .024 0.779
 Socioeconomic data     
    Highest grade in school          
     High school or lower X     
    College or graduate school –0.397 0.190 4.380 .036 0.672
 Behavior before and during the trip           
   Duration of the current trip 0.040 0.013 9.746 .002 1.040
 Features referring to the area visited     
    Same country of the area visited          
    No X     
     Yes –0.517 0.190 7.360 .007 0.597
    Searched for the area visited       
     No X     
     Yes 2.676 0.387 47.920 .000 14.526
  Constant –1.809 0.673 7.216 .007 0.164
Logistic model of the weakest  Familiarity            
  competitors (n = 614)c   Duration of travel to the area 0.020 0.008 6.184 .013 1.020
  Constraints     
    Time constraints –0.178 0.083 4.588 .032 0.837
  Socioeconomic data           
    Age  –0.038 0.009 15.884 .000 0.963
  Behavior before and during the trip           
   Duration of stay in the area visited 0.072 0.029 6.031 .014 1.074

(continued)
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as accommodations at destinations and tourism offices); 
commercial printed material (search primarily based on bro-
chures and maps); friends and relatives (search only based 
on friends and relatives); and guides (search primarily based 
on travel guides).These four variables were coded with zero 

when the respondent had not used this kind of search and one 
when he (or she) had used it.

When the first linear regressions were performed, normal 
Q–Q plots of the standardized residuals were done (as sug-
gested by Pestana and Gageiro 2003) to assess whether the 

Table 6. (continued)

 Independent   Wald’s
 Variables (Predictors) β SE Statistic p Exp(β)

  Features referring to the area visited
  Same country of the area visited          
   No X     
    Yes –0.527 0.193 7.468 .006 0.590
   Searched for the area visited       
    No X     
    Yes 4.348 0.865 25.287 .000 77.307
  Constant  –1.874 0.931 4.056 .044 0.154

X = reference category.
a Other indicators: Nagelkerke R2 = .63; Hosmer and Lemeshow test χ2 = 14.579 (p = .068); Model χ2 = 447.691 (p = .000).
b Other indicators: Nagelkerke R2 = .19; Hosmer and Lemeshow test χ2 = 3.003 (p = .934); Model χ2 = 107.516 (p = .000).
c Other indicators: Nagelkerke R2 = .20; Hosmer and Lemeshow test χ2 = 10.696 (p = .220); Model χ2 = 91.809 (p = .000).

Table 7. Variables Shown by the Logistic Regressions to Significantly Influence the Decision of Whether to Search

 Logistic Model of Logistic Model of Logistic Model of 
 the Area Visited the Strongest Competitor the Weakest Competitor

Independent Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra 
Variables (Predictors) Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Familiarity                  
Previous visits -  -  -  -  -  -    +   
Duration of travel to the area     +        +    + 

Involvement         
Interest or pleasure -      +    +      - 
Sign     +  -    -       

Constraints         
Financial constraints +  +  +             
Time constraints -  -         -   - 
Accessibility constraints                  

Socioeconomic data         
Age  +  +        -  -    - 
Highest grade in school      -   -      
Economic activity -  -               

Behavior before and during the trip         
Travel group size -  -  -      +       
Children -              
Duration of the current trip +     +   +     + 
Duration of stay in the area visited -       +    +    
Hotel establishments +  +  +          + 
Other collective accommodation  +  +            + 
Number of alternate destinations +  +              - 

Features referring to the area visited                   
Same country of the area visited a a a -   -  -    
Searched for the area visited a a a +  +  +  +  +  +

- = independent variables with a negative significant relationship with the strength of search (decision of whether to search); + = independent 
variables with a positive significant relationship with the strength of search (decision of whether to search).
a Not included in the logistic regressions concerning the area visited.
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distributions of the error terms were normal. As this assump-
tion was not met, some independent variables were transformed, 
as suggested by Hair et al. (1998). The following transfor-
mations were performed:

•	 In	 the	 case	of	FC	 (financial	 constraints),	TC	 (time	
constraints), AC (accessibility constraints), AGE and 
GR (size of the travel group), the transformed vari-
ables were the logarithm of the original variable.

•	 In	 the	case	of	VI	 (previous	visits),	TI	 (duration	of	
the travel to the destination), DT (duration of the 
current trip), DS (duration of the stay in the park 
visited), one unit was added to the original variables 
and then the logarithm of that value (the value of the 
variable plus one unit) was calculated (the reason 
for adding one unit before calculating the logarithm 
was that the original variables in this group, in the 
case of some visitors, were equal to zero, and this 
rendered it impossible to calculate the logarithm in 
those cases).

•	 In	the	case	of	I	(interest	pleasure),	the	transformed	
variable was equal to the square root of the original 
variable.

The stepwise method was used for selecting the independent 
variables. The results of the linear regressions that inco rporated 
the transformed variables for the total sample are presented in 
Tables 8 and 9. Separate linear regressions were performed on 
the Gerês and Sintra samples. A summary of the results of the 
linear regressions on the total sample, the Gerês sample, and the 
Sintra sample is presented in Table 10.

In all the regressions, the error terms were independent, 
since all the Durbin–Watson test values were not substantially 
different from 2 (Pestana and Gageiro 2003). Multicollinearity 
among the independent variables was tested and was not a 
problem because all the variance inflation factors (VIFs) 
were lower than 10 and the tolerance value was always greater 
than 0.1, as suggested by Hair et al. (1998). Plots were under-
taken and they showed that the phenomenon measured was 
approximately linear and that error terms approximately fol-
lowed a normal distribution and had homogeneous variance.

Correlations were undertaken between the index variable 
measuring the strength of search and those representing 
familiarity, involvement, and constraints. The correlations 
were carried out for the area visited, the strongest competi-
tor, and the weakest competitor and were calculated separately 
for the total sample (Table 11), the Gerês sample, and the 
Sintra sample. A summary of the results of the correlations 
for all samples is presented in Table 12.

Results of the correlations and linear regressions showed 
that among those who search, familiarity seems to have only 
an occasional influence on strength of search. In the three 
destinations considered, all the indicators of familiarity had 
a significant impact on only one sample. However, all the 

correlations showed a negative relationship between famil-
iarity and search, as hypothesized. The interest or pleasure 
dimension of involvement, as postulated, was positively cor-
related with strength of search for information in the case of 
the weakest competitor in all the samples. No other consis-
tent significant correlations between involvement and search 
were revealed. Financial constraints had a positive signifi-
cant correlation with strength of search in the case of the 
weakest competitor in all samples. No consistent pattern 
with the other two constraints and search was found.

The linear regressions revealed similar findings to those 
of the correlations. The main disparity between the correla-
tions and regressions was that several variables that were 
significantly correlated with search were not included in the 
linear regressions (e.g., sign was significantly correlated 
with search in some samples but was excluded from all the 
regressions). However, this happened mainly with variables 
that were related to search in one sample but not in others, 
that is, for which consistent findings were not found in all 
samples. The consistent positive relationship between search 
and interest and pleasure found in correlations with the 
weakest competitor also emerged in the regressions.

Use of the Internet, duration of stay in the area visited, 
and number of alternate destinations considered were likely 
to have a positive influence on strength of search for the des-
tination visited. People were likely to invest more effort in 
the search for information about the area visited when they 
used the Internet to obtain information about it, when they 
spent more time at that destination, and when they consid-
ered more alternate destinations. The number of alternate 
destinations also positively influenced strength of search for 
the strongest competitors.

Those who made more effort looking for information about 
the destination they visited also tended to invest more effort in 
searching for information about alternate destinations.

Discussion and Conclusion
The results suggest several conclusions relating to the influ-
ence of involvement, familiarity, and constraints on the 
effort made to obtain information about destinations. While 
financial constraints exerted an influence on strength of 
search, neither time nor accessibility constraints had a con-
sistent relationship with search. Financial constraints had a 
major influence on the decision of whether to search, espe-
cially in the case of the area visited. They acted as motivators 
to search, with those reporting the strongest financial con-
straints in relation to the destination visited being more 
likely to search for information about this area. Thus, hypoth-
esis 1a was supported but there was no evidence to support 
hypotheses 1b and 1c. Given that financial constraints led to 
greater search effort in both the early and later stages of 
the elaboration of consideration sets, destinations should 
stress their competitiveness in terms of cost of travel to 
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destinations and the prices of attractions and support ser-
vices at the destination.

Level of involvement had a dominant influence on the 
strength of search among those who decided to search, espe-
cially in the search for information about the weakest competitors. 
Respondents who searched for information about their weak-
est competing destination were likely to invest more effort in 
this when they believed visiting this destination was impor-
tant and could give them pleasure. Thus, hypothesis 2 was 
only partially supported because there was no relationship 
between level of involvement and strength of search for the 
destination visited and strongest competitor. Involvement 
seems to have a greater impact on the effort made by those 
who decided to search than in the decision of whether to 
search. Involvement also had a greater impact on search  
in the earlier stages of the evolution of consideration sets 
than in the later ones. These results suggest that although 

involvement has some impact on search, it does not have as 
prominent an impact on later stages of the destination choice 
process, where familiarity and financial constraints appear to 
exert a more critical impact on search. The lack of a signifi-
cant and consistent impact of the sign dimension on strength 
of search may be associated with the sign facet’s not being a 
good predictor of search among venturers. This would be 
consistent with Plog’s (2001) contention that venturers prefer 
to visit unfamiliar and unusual destinations, with which they 
do not completely identify, and for which they search for 
information.

Familiarity had a negative influence on information search, 
especially on the decision of whether to search. The less 
familiar people were with destinations, the more likely they 
were to search for information about them. This impact was 
more obvious in the cases of the area visited and strongest 
competitors. Hypothesis 3 was partially supported:

Table 8. Results of Linear Regressions of the Area Visited (n = 1,358) and for the Total Sample (Gerês and Sintra) among Those Who 
Searched

 Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity 
 Coefficients Coefficients Statistics

Independent Variables B SE β	 t p Tolerance VIF

Familiarity       
Previous visits (transf.) -0.380 0.129 -.071 -2.940 .003 .890 1.1

Constraints       
Accessibility constraints (transf.) -0.586 0.248 -.054 -2.365 .018 .978 1.0

Socioeconomic data       
Economic activity             

Otherwise X       
Employed -0.363 0.104 -.081 -3.477 .001 .961 1.0

Behavior before and during the trip       
Children             

No X       
Yes -0.312 0.116 -.063 -2.696 .007 .959 1.0

Duration stay area visited (transf.) 0.795 0.138 .142 5.778 .000 .852 1.2
Alternate destinations 0.250 0.025 .237 10.113 .000 .941 1.1

Information search       
Used Internet             

No X       
Yes 0.577 0.104 .142 5.553 .000 .794 1.3

Destination-based search         
No X       
Yes -0.967 0.150 -.221 -6.469 .000 .444 2.3

Commercial printed material search         
No X       
Yes -0.694 0.147 -.155 -4.738 .000 .485 2.1

Only friends and relatives search         
No X       
Yes -2.250 0.169 -.412 -13.344 .000 .541 1.8

Guides-dependent search         
No X       
Yes -2.134 0.169 -.380 -12.620 .000 .569 1.8

Constant  0.677 0.169   4.000 .000   

X = reference category. Other indicators: adjusted R2 = .30; Durbin-Watson = 1.43
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Table 9. Results of Linear Regressions of Strongest and Weakest Competitors for the Total Sample (Gerês and Sintra) among Those 
Who Searched

 Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
 Coefficients Coefficients Statistics

  Independent Variables B SE β	 t  p  Tolerance VIF

Linear regression model Constraints       
  of the strongest   Time constraints (transf.) 0.766 0.289 .083 2.653 .008 .828 1.2
  competitors (n = 555)a   Accessibility constraints (transf.) -0.999 0.324 -.096 -3.086 .002 .841 1.2
 Behavior before and during the trip       
    Duration stay area visited (transf.) 0.703 0.176 .120 3.986 .000 .902 1.1
     Hotel establishments         
     Other kind of accommodation X       
    Hotel establishments 0.364 0.123 .087 2.947 .003 .928 1.1
    Alternate destinations 0.105 0.035 .088 2.999 .003 .943 1.1
 Features referring to the area visited       
   Same country area visited              
    No X       
    Yes 0.357 0.127 .083 2.822 .005 .947 1.1
   Strength search area visited 0.523 0.028 .562 18.938 .000 .926 1.1
 Information search        
   Destination based search              
    No X       
     Yes -0.907 0.180 -.169 -5.044 .000 .722 1.4
   Commercial printed material search         
    No X       
     Yes -0.697 0.169 -.142 -4.127 .000 .683 1.5
    Only friends and relatives search         
     No X       
     Yes -1.943 0.199 -.326 -9.784 .000 .733 1.4
    Guides-dependent search         
     No X       
     Yes -1.478 0.193 -.259 -7.650 .000 .709 1.4
  Constant  -0.806 0.210   -3.830 .000    
Linear regression model  Involvement       
  of the weakest   Interest or pleasure (transf.) 1.582 0.319 .195 4.952 .000 .927 1.1
  competitors (n = 402)b Constraints       
    Financial constraints (transf.) 1.033 0.317 .127 3.262 .001 .944 1.1
 Socioeconomic data       
    Age (transf.)  2.086 0.625 .136 3.338 .001 .868 1.2
 Features referring to the area visited       
   Strength search area visited  0.334 0.038 .361 8.780 .000 .848 1.2 
 Behavior before and during the trip              
   Duration current travel (transf.) -0.506 0.226 -.087 -2.233 .026 .937 1.1
    Duration stay area visited (transf.) 0.732 0.212 .134 3.453 .001 .947 1.1
 Information search        
    Only friends and relatives search             
     No X       
     Yes -1.692 0.209 -.336 -8.109 .000 .837 1.2
    Guides-dependent search         
     No X       
     Yes -1.053 0.223 -.192 -4.717 .000 .869 1.2
  Constant -6.753 1.223   -5.521 .000   

VIF = variance inflation factor; X = reference category.
a Other indicators: adjusted R2 = .55; Durbin-Watson = 1.67.
b Other indicators: adjusted R2 = .43; Durbin- Watson = 1.45.
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•	 The	 number	 of	 previous	 visits	 consistently	 was	
related to a decision not to search for information in 
both the destination visited and the strongest com-
petitor samples.

•	 Among	 those	who	decided	 to	 search	 for	 informa-
tion about the destination visited, the number of 
previous visits to that area in the Sintra sample led 
to reduced search effort about that area.

•	 No	 consistent	 pattern	 emerged	 in	 the	 relationship	
between strength of search and the other two indica-
tors of familiarity—duration of travel to the destination 
and elapsed time since the last visit to the destination. 
However, where significant relationships between 
duration of travel to the destination and strength of 
search were detected, those living further away from 

destinations were more likely to search for informa-
tion about the destination than those living nearer. 
Similarly, most of the significant relationships found 
between strength of search and elapsed time since the 
last visit to the destination were positive.

The analyses suggested that the amount of effort made by 
people who search for information about destinations is 
likely to be related to the information sources they use 
and to whether they use the Internet. The importance of 
the Internet in the diffusion of tourism information was 
evident in that respondents who spent more effort 
searching for information about the area they visited 
using the Internet spent more effort in search than other 
respondents.

Table 10. Variables Shown by the Linear Regressions to Significantly Influence the Strength of Search among Those Who Searched

  Model of the Model of the
 Model of the Area Visited Strongest Competitor Weakest Competitor

 Independent Variables Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra
 (Predictors) Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Familiarity Previous visits - -            
  Duration of travel                   
   to the area
Involvement Interest or pleasure             +  +  + 
  Sign                  
Constraints  Financial constraints             +    + 
 Time constraints      +   +      
  Accessibility constraints - -   -   -      
Socioeconomic data Age              +  +   
 Highest grade in school               
 Economic activity - -              
Behavior before and Travel group size                 -
  during the trip
 Children -             
 Duration of the           -   
   current trip
 Duration of stay in +  +  +  +  +    +    
   the area visited
 Hotel establishments      +  +        
  Other collective     -         -
   accommodation
  Number of alternate +  +  +  +  +  +       
   destinations
Features referring to Same country of the a a a +   +  -   
  the area visited   area visited
 Strength search a a a +  +  +  +  +  + 
   area visited
Search behavior  Used Internet +  +  +             
 Destination based search - -   - - -     
 Commercial printed - -   - - -   -  
   material search
  Only friends and - - - - - - - - -
   relatives search
  Guides-dependent - - - - - - - - -
   search

- = independent variables with a negative significant influence on the strength of search (search effort); + = independent variables with a positive significant 
influence on the strength of search (search effort).
a Not included in the linear regressions concerning the area visited.
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Table 11. Correlations between Strength of Search and Familiarity, Involvement and Constraints (Total Sample)

 Strength of Search about the Destination

   Area Visited Strongest Competitor Weakest Competitor

Familiarity Previous visits r –.075 .057 –.017
  p .005 .169 .731
   n 1,392 583 422
 Duration of the travel to the area r .050 –.012 –.034
  p .063 .765 .487
  n 1,387 581 420
 Time elapsed since the last visit r .012 –.067 .116
  p .793 .403 .221
  n 494 157 113
Involvement Interest or pleasure r –.006 .089 .194
  p .821 .032 .000
  n 1,393 583 422
 Sign r –.034 .122 .115
   p .206 .003 .019
   n 1,390 582 421
Constraints Financial r .056 .055 .124
   p .035 .184 .011
   n 1,393 583 422
 Time r .008 –.008 –.069
   p .766 .842 .156
   n 1,392 582 422
 Accessibility r –.031 –.109 .024
   p .243 .008 .628
   n 1,392 583 422

The variables concerning familiarity, involvement, and constraints correspond to the independent variables included in the linear regressions.

Table 12. Summary of the Results of the Correlations Measuring the Relationship between Strength of Search and Familiarity, 
Involvement and Constraints

 Correlations

 Area Visited Strongest Competitor Weakest Competitor

Independent Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra Total Gerês Sintra 
Variables (Predictors) Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Familiarity         
Previous visits -   -         -   
Duration of travel to the area             +   
Time elapsed since the last visit                  

Involvement         
Interest or pleasure       +      +  +  + 
Sign   -    +    +  +     

Constraints         
Financial constraints +        +    +  +  + 
Time constraints               
Accessibility constraints       -          

- = independent variables with a negative significant relationship with the strength of search (search effort); + = independent variables with a positive 
significant relationship with the strength of search (search effort).
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Strength of search about the strongest and weakest com-
petitors tended to be related to the search effort carried out to 
obtain information about the destination visited (in terms of 
time, sources consulted, and attributes about which information 
was sought). When respondents searched for information 
about the area visited, they were also more likely to search 
for information about competing destinations. These results 
suggest effort should be made to emphasize the advantages 
of a destination in sources where people can get information 
about multiple destinations (e.g., travel guides).

Strength of search for obtaining information about the 
destinations visited was influenced more by financial con-
straints and the familiarity of respondents with the 
destinations than by their level of involvement with them. 
Hence, although involvement, specifically the interest and 
pleasure people anticipated from visiting the destination, 
influenced the strength of the information search carried out 
for obtaining information about the weakest competitors, its 
importance tended to decrease as the selection decision  
process progressed. In contrast, familiarity and financial 
constraints tended to exert greater influence on strength of 
search during the later stages of the decision process.

The influence of familiarity suggests that people who are 
more familiar with a destination are likely to invest less 
effort in searching for information about it. The finding that 
people who live further away from a destination are more 
likely to search for information about it suggests that special 
emphasis should be put on identifying the information needs 
of foreign visitors. Similarly, it is important to identify and 
communicate with domestic travelers who are less familiar 
with the destination.

Given the critical impact familiarity and financial con-
straints have on strength of search in the later stages of the 
elaboration of consideration sets, it is crucial that Gerês and 
Sintra Parks identify those who are less familiar with the 
Parks and more constrained to travel there and put special 
efforts in promotion targeted to these groups. This promotion 
should emphasize advantages in price, given that financial 
constraints were the structural constraints that had the most 
impact on search and that neither time nor accessibility con-
straints were influential on search.

One of the limitations of the study is that people were inter-
viewed after they had selected the destination when they were 
visiting it, after the search process had taken place. This means 
there may be some cognitive consonance associated with 
responses relating to the selected park and a cognitive disso-
nance associated with responses related to competitive 
destinations. This limitation is perhaps inevitable since the col-
lection of information relating to search effort can only be 
completed when the decision process ends. There may also be 
recall errors if the search took place a long time before people 
were interviewed. To surmount these limitations it would be 
necessary to convene a panel of respondents and interview them 
regularly during the period of search process to collect the data.
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