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The Roles of Perceived Inhibitors and
Facilitators in Pleasure Travel Destination

Decisions
SEOHO UM AND JOHN L. CROMPTON

The vacation destination choice is conceptualized as a three-stage sequential decision
consisting of an early evoked set, a late evoked set, and a final destination decision. A
longitudinal survey approach is used to explore the role of perceived inhibitors and
facilitators in formulating a late evoked set of destinations from an early evoked set, and in
selecting a final vacation destination from the late evoked set of destinations. Multi-item
scales were developed to measure inhibitors and facilitators at both stages. Results of the
hypotheses tests suggested that facilitators were most influential in whether a potential
destination in the early evoked set was selected for the late evoked set, whereas inhibitors
were most influential in whether an alternative in the late evoked set was selected as a final
destination.

Potential tourists frequently have limited knowledge
about a destination that they have not previously visited. This
knowledge often is confined to symbolic information ac-
quired either from media or from their social group. From
this information, tourists formulate images of alternative
destinations, so image emerges as a critical element in the
destination choice process. For this reason a substantial
number of studies concerned with destination choice have
focused on identifying the dominant attributes of destination
image and exploring their role in the selection of a travel
destination (e.g., Mayo 1973; Hunt 1975; Anderson and
Colberg 1973).

The emphasis on image has gradually evolved from in-
cluding only destination attributes to incorporating situation-
al variables, since it was recognized that they were likely to
substantially modify preferences based on image. Thus, in
1975 Mayo noted, &dquo;the number of alternatives actually con-
sidered may, of course, be limited by virtue of financial,
time, or other constraints&dquo; (p. 14). The inclusion of situation-
al variables that were specific to a tourist’s decision-making
context reduced the unexplained variance in models and
increased the management value of research in this area.

Crompton (1977) suggested a two-stage model to de-
scribe a tourist’s destination choice process which empha-
sized the roles of perceived situational variables and image.
In his study, destination choice behavior was characterized as
being a function of the interaction between perceived con-
straints such as time, money and travelability, and destina-
tion image. He suggested that destination images were first
prioritized in terms of ideal preference and the prioritization
was then amended by the impact of perceived constraints.
The critical role of the interaction between variables and

image is now widely accepted in the tourism area (for exam-
ple, see the general model of traveler destination choice
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proposed by Woodside and Lysonski 1989).
The site destination choice process has received similar

attention in the outdoor recreation literature, where site
choice has been characterized as the result of individual

cognitive evaluations of both social and physical environ-
mental attributes of the alternatives (Fesenmaier 1988; Iso-
Ahola 1980; McCool, Stankey, and Clark 1985). It has been
suggested that individuals integrate their subjective impres-
sions (evaluations) of each attribute in different ways so they
have distinctive preferences for alternative sites (Holbrook
1981; Young and Kent 1985). In other words, the attributes
are perceived to be input factors that produce utility (Mercer
1971). The maximization of utility over all choice alterna-
tives is reported to be the most common decision rule (Corst-
jens and Gautschi 1983; Peterson, Stynes, Rosenthal, and
Dwyer 1985). Brown and Ross (1982) suggested that differ-
ent desired experiences are relevant in formulating different
preferences for recreation sites. This is consistent with the
notion that different attributes of different sites form the basis
for different experience expectations.

In reality, limits exist on the use of any site, and most
outdoor recreation site studies have included situational vari-
ables such as travel distance, available time, and money
(Harris, Driver, and Bergerson 1985; Krumpe and McLaugh-
lin 1982). Among these situational variables, the primary
emphasis has been placed on travel distance as a determinant
of recreation site choice. Krumpe and McLaughlin (1982)
emphasized the role of constraining attributes of the recrea-
tion site on the process of reaching a reduced set of alterna-
tives in site choice. They proposed that the recreation choice
process can be conceptualized as a constraint-driven con-
ditional and sequential elimination model. They envisioned
the choice process as an alternative-reducing process, fol-
lowed by sequential selection of a final single choice from
the remaining alternatives. Constraining attributes were
valued either negatively or positively, depending upon the
situation and the number of them perceived to be present.
Finally, after evaluating remaining alternatives, an alterna-
tive which had the least number of constraining attributes
was chosen as a recreation site.
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More recently, Harris et al. (1985) suggested that the
recreation site finally chosen represents a decision maker’s
set of preferences for site attributes constrained by situational
factors. In their words, &dquo;Constrained demand is emphasized
because the model recognizes that most human decisions are
strongly influenced by limited money, time, and other per-
sonal resources and capabilities&dquo; (p. 46). Harris, Driver, and
Bergersen (1985) found that choices of fishery sites were
influenced both by facilities that were viewed as constraining
attributes and by setting attributes that were viewed as facili-
tating attributes. Unconstrained preferences for alternative
destinations are analogous to the concept of a utility func-
tion, but these preferences are modified by inhibitors:

The site finally chosen represents the decision maker’s constramed
set of preferences for site attnbutes. This concept of constrained
preferences parallels the concept of demand as formulated in

microeconomic theory; demand curves are, m theory, denved by
tracing out these pnce-quantity pomts where each individual’s
mdifference curve (which reflects that individual’s utility, or un-
constramed preferences) intersects his/her budget constraint func-
tion (p. 47).

A destination choice decision reflecting these constraints
may be conceptualized as emerging from the interaction of
an individual’s beliefs about a destination’s attributes with
his or her motives for pleasure travel and situational factors.
Those beliefs about a destination’s attributes which help to
satisfy a potential traveler’s specific motives in this study are
termed &dquo;facilitators,&dquo; whereas those attributes which are not
congruent with his or her motives are termed &dquo;inhibitors.&dquo;
Perceived inhibitors and facilitators were operationalized as
consisting of two components: (1) the extent to which
prospective destinations were believed to possess certain
attributes; and (2) the relative strength or intensity of beliefs
about each attribute as either an inhibitor or a facilitator in

evaluating each place as a possible destination. Thus, a
choice of whether an alternative is selected as a travel des-
tination may be expressed as a function of the interaction of
perceived facilitators and perceived inhibitors.

Vacation destination choice can be conceptualized as
following three hierarchical processes (Payne 1976; Wright
and Barbour 1975): (1) development of an initial set of

possible destinations; (2) an alternative reduction process;
and (3) a final single choice from the remaining alternatives
(Thompson and Cooper 1979; Woodside and Ronkainen
1980; Woodside and Sherrell 1977; Woodside and Lysonski
1989). The starting point is an awareness set of places which
includes all the locations which might be considered as
potential destinations for a vacation before any decision
process about a trip has been activated. Operationalizing the
concept of awareness set in the context of tourism is chal-
lenging because, in contrast to consumer goods, the number
of destinations (brands) of which potential tourists are aware
is likely to be prodigious. Conceivably, each individual’s list
could consist of hundreds of such destinations. To address
this problem, Woodside and Sherrell (1977) suggested that in
the context of tourism destinations, awareness set may use-
fully be divided into awareness available set and awareness
unavailable set: &dquo;The available set includes the travel des-
tinations which the traveler believes he or she has the ability
to visit within some time period, e.g., a year. Determining
travelers’ available set may be more reasonable because of
the infinite number of destinations possible in awareness
sets&dquo; (p. 15). The introduction of the phrase &dquo;the ability to
visit&dquo; substantially modifies and narrows the original defini-
tion of awareness set and appears to make it more useful.

Based upon the awareness set, the second stage consists
of identifying an evoked opportunity set of destinations.
Evoked set was originally defined by Howard (1963) as &dquo;the
collection of brands the buyer actually considers in his pur-
chase decision process&dquo; (p.84). In the context of tourism, it
was operationalized by Woodside and Sherrell ( 1977) as &dquo;the
travel destinations that the consumer is aware of and has
some likelihood greater than zero of visiting within some
time period, e.g., a year&dquo; (p. 15). More recently, Woodside
and Lysonski (1989) suggested that &dquo;consideration set&dquo; may
be a more meaningful term than evoked set. In deriving the
evoked set of destinations, situational variables are likely to
be considered as well as preferences for alternative destina-
tions. The final stage is selection of a single destination from
the evoked set.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The objective of the study was to identify the roles of
perceived facilitators and inhibitors at two different stages in
the decision process. These two stages were originally envis-
aged as being (1) the evolution of an evoked set of destina-
tions from an awareness set and (2) selection of a travel
destination from an evoked set of destinations.

No studies were found in the tourism literature which

reported an operationalization of awareness set. The Wood-
side and Sherrell (1977) definition ostensibly appeared to be
sound, but proved ambiguous and difficult to implement.
Did it mean only, &dquo;have the resources to visit&dquo;? Or did it also
imply having appeal as an attractive destination?

Given the ambiguity of this definition and an inability to
develop a satisfactory substitute, an alternative strategy for
defining the two stages was adopted. Instead of awareness
set, the first stage was reconceptualized as being the evalua-
tion of a late evoked set of destinations from an early evoked
set of destinations. Thus, the concept of an early evoked set
was used instead of an awareness set. The second stage then
became selection of a travel destination from a late evoked
set of destinations. The key conceptual differentiating ele-
ment between the late and early evoked sets is that a period of
time elapses between them which is sufficiently long to
enable individuals to consider the relative impact of facilita-
tors and inhibitors and thus reduce the size of their list of

potential destinations. However, in both cases, concern is
with destinations individuals are actually considering in their
purchase decision process.

Four hypotheses were developed and tested:
1. The mean score (perceived importance) of the magnitude

of inhibitors among the alternative destinations which are
not selected for inclusion in the late evoked set is greater
than that among the alternatives which are selected for
the late evoked set.

2. The mean score (perceived importance) of the magnitude
of facilitators among the alternative destinations which
are selected for inclusion in the late evoked set is greater
than that among the alternatives which are not selected
for the late evoked set.

3. The mean score (perceived importance) of the magnitude
of inhibitors among the alternative destinations which are
not selected as the travel destination from the late evoked
set is greater than that of the altemative(s) which is
selected as the destination.

4. The mean score (perceived importance) of the magnitude
of facilitators of the altemative(s) which is selected as a
travel destination(s) from the late evoked set is greater
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than that of the alternatives which are not selected as a
destination from the evoked set.

DATA COLLECTION

Constraints of time and financial resources led to the
decision to use a convenience sample to serve as the panel of
respondents. This meant that the study’s findings could not
be generalizable. However, this was not considered to be a
major limitation because the intent was to test the structure of
theoretical relationships rather than to test the generalizabil-
ity of those relationships. The total sample (n = 359) con-
sisted of undergraduate college students from a variety of
majors (n = 152) and recreation and park professionals
(n = 207) who were attending a professional development
program at the university.

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF THE SAMPLING PROCESS

Data collection was implemented in two stages. First,
data concerning the early evoked sets of prospective summer
pleasure travel destinations were collected in February from
all 359 respondents using a self-administered questionnaire.
Respondents were asked, &dquo;Please list the names of all the
out-of-state or foreign places which you are considering as
possible destinations for a pleasure trip this summer.&dquo; They
were requested to evaluate each of these possible destina-
tions using the set of scale items shown in Table 2. Twenty-
five of the 359 respondents provided incomplete responses
which were discarded from further analysis. In addition, 45
students and 92 non-students indicated in this first survey
that they did not intend to take a pleasure vacation in the
summer.

The second stage of data collection took place in May and
included only those respondents who had indicated in the
first survey that they intended to take a pleasure vacation.
However, because of low class attendance at the end of the
semester when the second survey was administered, 30 stu-
dents who qualified for the second survey had to be dropped
since they could not be contacted. Mail surveys were sent to
all members of the non-student groups (n = 104). Out of the
75 non-student responses returned, 60 were usable for data
analysis; 15 were discarded because respondents indicated
they no longer intended to take a vacation trip. The student
group was given surveys to complete and 40 of the 63
qualified students’ responses were usable. The remaining 23
also indicated they no longer intended to go on a vacation.
Thus, a total of 100 responses, 60 from non-students and 40
from students, was used to test the hypotheses.

In the second survey instrument, respondents were asked
two questions: ( 1 ) &dquo;Please write down the name of the

place(s) which you have selected for your vacation trip this
summer (Vacation trip refers to an out-of-state or internation-
al pleasure trip which does not include travel in which the
main purpose of the trip is to visit family, friends, relatives,
or for business purposes)&dquo; and (2) &dquo;Please list other out-of-
state or foreign places which were close to being selected
before you made your final selection decision.&dquo;

If they had not yet decided upon a vacation destination,
then respondents were asked, &dquo;Please list the names of all the
out-of-state or foreign places which you are still considering
as possible destinations for a pleasure trip this summer. In
addition, please place in the parentheses (provided) the rank
of each place in the order in which you are most likely to
travel to it this summer.&dquo; In this case, the place ranked first
was considered to be the selected destination. Respondents
were then asked to respond to the scale items measuring their
beliefs towards all the destinations which they listed, both
close selections and likely final destination(s). Given that
respondents completed the second stage survey before they
had actually gone on their trip, the study measured intent to
purchase rather than actual choice.

The decision to consider the highest ranked destination as
the choice in situations where respondents had not selected
their final destinations was made on the basis of findings
reported by Axelrod (1968) and Woodside and Wilson
(1985). In both of these studies it was reported that the brand
which received first mention by respondents was the most
preferred and received the highest intention to purchase
ratings. Similar findings were reported in the context of
tourism by Bronner and de Hoog (1985).

DEFINING THE CONCEPTS OF
FACILITATORS AND INHIBITORS

Multi-item scales were developed to measure three per-
sonal and situational dimensions that were consistently re-
ported in the literature as impacting travel decisions. They
were need satisfaction, social agreement, and travelability.
The conceptualizations which guided selection of the dimen-
sions used in the scale have been reported elsewhere (Um and
Crompton 1990). The need satisfaction dimension incorpo-
rated a set of motivations for travel which included novelty,
challenge, relaxation, learning, and curiosity (Crompton
1979). The social agreement dimension reflected potential
travelers’ inclinations to act in accordance with their social

groups’ opinions. The travelability dimension described an
individual’s capability to travel to a place in terms of such
variables as money, time, skill, and health.

To operationalize the three dimensions, a pool of items
was generated by an interacting panel of five individuals
whom the authors’ believed to be knowledgeable of this
literature. The researchers selected 40 items from this pool
based on face validity, and their content validity was checked
by a different team of five knowledgeable individuals (Ker-
linger 1986). These judges were asked to ascertain with
which of the three dimensions each item was associated and
to consider: (1) clarity of the items; (2) readability of the
items; and (3) likelihood of the items being objectionable to
respondents.

Internal reliability of the scale items was pre-tested by
using data collected from 32 undergraduate students. Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach 1951) was computed
separately for each dimension and items were deleted to
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improve the alpha values. This process reduced the number
of items from 40 to 20. The Cronbach alphas for each of the
three dimensions, need satisfaction, social agreement and
travelability, were .80, .65, and .73, respectively. The 20
items and the attitude dimension with which they are associ-
ated are shown in Table 2.

Perceived inhibitors and facilitators were operationalized
as consisting of two components: (1) the extent to which
prospective destinations were believed to possess certain
attributes and (2) the relative strength or intensity of beliefs

about each attribute as either an inhibitor or a facilitator in

evaluating each place as a possible destination. Two different
instruments were developed to measure each of these two
components.

In the first instrument, all respondents were instructed to
&dquo;please list the names of all out-of-state or foreign places
which you are considering as destinations for a pleasure trip
this summer.&dquo; They were then presented with sets of Likert-
type scale items using five-point &dquo;strongly agree-strongly
disagree&dquo; responses that were developed to measure the

TABLE 2

COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION OF THE SCALE ITEMS AND THEIR MEAN SCORES
(n=334) ON THE FACILITATOR-INHIBITOR INSTRUMENT

a N.S. = Need Satisfaction, S.A. = Social Agreement, and T = Travelability.
bThese items were deleted.
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extent of each item’s association with each of the destina-
tions respondents cited as being in their choice sets. The set
of items is presented in Table 2. Each set of items was
identical and was reproduced on a single page. Respondents
were given several sets of items (pages) and the following
directions, &dquo;Please write down the name of each of the places
you just listed, at the top of each of the next pages.&dquo; The
researchers verbally reinforced this instruction by checking
with each group that this was done. That is, if five places
were listed by a respondent then he or she had five sets of
scale items with a different place listed at the top of each
sheet. It was explained verbally that the blanks in the scale
items (Table 2) represented the name of the place listed at the
top of the sheet.

The wording of the second instrument and the format
used are shown in Exhibit 1. Respondents were asked to
check each item on a three-point scale as being a &dquo;perceived
inhibitor,&dquo; &dquo;neither perceived inhibitor nor perceived facili-
tator,&dquo; or &dquo;perceived facilitator,&dquo; and then to evaluate its
relative strength on a five-point &dquo;very weak-very strong&dquo;
continuum. This process yielded an 11-point, Likert-type
scale ranging from - 5 for very strong inhibitor to + 5 for
very strong facilitator with &dquo;neither perceived inhibitor nor
perceived facilitator&dquo; representing zero. In this way, respon-
dents evaluated each item in terms of its relative strength as
either an inhibitor or a facilitator.

The survey took approximately 15 minutes to complete.
The researchers had a long-established positive rapport with
both the student and the recreation and park professional
respondents. There was enthusiastic respondent cooperation
and the researchers did not observe any indication of respon-
dent fatigue.

The second column in Table 2 reports the mean scores of
the 20 items on the 11-point facilitator-inhibitor scale. It
shows that the strongest facilitators were the following items:
a lot of fun (item number 1); attractive natural environment
(19); relaxation (16); and a wide variety of things to do (6).
Five of the six inhibitors were the items that comprised the
travelability scale: high monetary cost (2); long time to get
there (17); not absolutely safe (18); potential health problems

(14); and physically accessible only at certain times (3). The
only other inhibitor was a vacation place where everyone
goes (12).

RESULTS

Out of the initial set of 359 study respondents, there were
334 completed responses to the 20 scale items. Based on
these responses, three of the 20 items were deleted from the
instrument because their high coefficients of variation sug-
gested low content validity (that is, these three items were
perceived inconsistently across respondents). The coeffi-
cients of variation are reported in the third column of Table 2.
The 17 items were subjected to a factor analysis which
confirmed the differentiation of the three dimensions: need
satisfaction, social agreement, and travelability. However, it
suggested that the need satisfaction dimension could be
further specified into active needs, passive needs, and intel-
lectual needs. The total variance explained by the factors was
51%. Details of this factor analysis procedure are reported in
Um and Crompton (1991).

The predictive validity of the multi-item scales was
checked by testing for significant differences between scores
toward the potential destination which respondents ranked
first in their early evoked sets and scores toward the potential
destination they ranked last in their early evoked sets in terms
of their likelihood of traveling to them. Table 3 illustrates
how scores were calculated between the places which a
respondent listed as &dquo;the most likely to visit place&dquo; and &dquo;the
least likely to visit place.&dquo; For example, for subject 1, the
overall score for Colorado (123) was compared with the
score for Hawaii (110); for subject 2, the score for Florida
(142) was compared with the score for Europe (115). Related
sample t-tests revealed significant differences between first
and last ranked destinations in the early evoked set in the
scores of both perceived facilitators and perceived inhibitors
as well as in the overall scores (Table 4). These results
provide evidence suggesting there was criterion-related
validity of the multi-item scales measuring perceived facili-
tators and inhibitors.

EXHIBIT 1

THE FORMAT USED TO MEASURE THE RELATIVE STRENGTH OF
EACH SCALE ITEM AS A PERCEIVED FACILITATOR OR INHIBITOR
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The hypotheses were designed to explore the roles of
perceived inhibitors and facilitators at the two different

stages in the destination choice process. Related sample
t-tests were used for testing the hypotheses (Roscoe 1975).
The procedures adopted for testing the hypotheses were as
follows:

1. Each respondent’s mean scores of inhibitors and facili-
tators across items were calculated for the group of
selected alternatives (and first ranked places) (XI) and
the group of non-selected alternatives (X2) at each stage
of the destination choice process.

2. The difference (d) between the mean scores of the two
groups of alternatives was calculated for each respon-
dent and then the mean score across respondents (d) of
those differences was calculated (see Table 3).

d = XI - X2
3. The standard error of the differences between the mean

scores of the two groups of alternatives was estimated
from:

Sa - (¡(d = df/n(n - 1))1/2
where: n is the number of pairs.

4. The t value was calculated by:
t = d/Sa

5. The calculated t was compared to the tabled value at the
.05 level of significance and with degrees of freedom
equal to n -1. If the calculated statistics equalled or
exceeded the tabled value, the null hypothesis was re-
jected and the alternative hypothesis was accepted.
Table 5 shows the results of the t-tests performed to test

hypotheses 1 and 2 concerned with the magnitude of per-
ceived inhibitors and facilitators at the stage of evolving a

late evoked set from an early evoked set. The results indicate
that the mean score of the magnitude of facilitators among
the alternative destinations which were selected for inclusion
in the late evoked set was significantly (.05 level) greater
than that of the alternatives which were not selected in the
late evoked set. No significant difference was found in the
mean score of inhibitors between selected alternatives and
non-selected alternatives in the late evoked set.

Table 6 shows the results of the related sample t-tests
performed to test hypotheses 3 and 4 concerned with the
magnitude of inhibitors and facilitators at the stage of select-
ing a destination from the late evoked set. The results indi-
cate that the mean score of the magnitude of inhibitors which
were associated with destinations not selected as the destina-
tion from the late evoked set was significantly (.05 level)
greater than that of the altemative(s) which was selected as
the travel destination. Interestingly, no significant difference
was found in the mean score of perceived facilitators be-
tween selected altemative(s) and non-selected alternatives.

TABLE 4

RESULTS OF RELATED SAMPLE T-TEST SEEKING
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FIRST AND LAST RANKED

DESTINATIONS IN RESPONDENTS’ EARLY EVOKED SETS

TABLE 3

ILLUSTRATION OF HOW FACILITATOR AND INHIBITOR SCORES WERE USED TO QUANTIFY
DESTINATION EVALUATION DIVISIONS

The scores are the summed scores of items which were perceived as facilitators (PF) minus the summed scores of items perceived as
inhibitors (PI).

b,d The scores of both perceived inhibitors and perceived facitators were calculated based on the formulas given in the article.
~°d represents the difference in magnitude of Pi and PF between the first ranked place and the last ranked place.
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TABLE 5

RESULTS OF RELATED SAMPLE T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCES
IN THE MEAN SCORES OF FACILITATORS AND INHIBITORS
AMONG ALTERNATIVE DESTINATIONS IN THE EARLY

EVOKED SET WHICH WERE AND WERE NOT INCLUDED IN
THE LATE EVOKED SET

’Significant at the 05 level

TABLE 6

RESULTS OF RELATED SAMPLE T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCES
IN THE MEAN SCORES OF FACILITATORS AND INHIBITORS
AMONG DESTINATIONS IN THE LATE EVOKED SET WHICH
WERE NOT, AND THE ALTERNATIVE(S) WHICH WAS,

SELECTED AS THE FINAL DESTINATION

’Significant at the 05 level

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The literature relating to human judgment and decision
making from which the conceptual framework in the article
emerges is substantial. Useful reviews of the early work can
be found in Rapoport and Wallsten (1972), Lee (1971), and
Slovic and Lichtenstein (1971). It is apparent from this
literature that beliefs and attitudes have been used most

frequently in efforts to predict behavioral responses (Bass
and Talarzyk 1971). This literature also suggests that in the
early stages of making a decision belief or attitude is related
to preference, rather than to the act of purchasing a vacation
at a destination (Assael 1984; Tuck 1973). The evolution of a
late evoked set and ultimate selection of a destination is a
function of the interaction between attitude toward the
alternative destinations and situational constraints acting on
a potential traveler at the time of the destination selection
decision (Hansen 1976). This is consistent with findings
reported in the consumer behavior literature (Belk 1975; Park
1978), in the tourism literature (Woodside and Lysonski
1989), and in the recreation choice literature (Harris et al.
1985), which suggest that situational constraints should be
integrated into the cognitive choice process. In this study,
this was achieved by operationalizing perceived inhibitors
and facilitators and relating them to destination attributes.

A serendipitous contribution which emerged from the
study was a reconceptualization of the two stages in the
decision process from awareness and evoked set to early
evoked set and late evoked set. This emerged from the
difficulty experienced in operationalizing the concept of
awareness set. This conceptual modification to what has
previously appeared in the literature appears to have much
greater utility in the context of tourism than the conventional
concept of awareness set.

Two hypotheses concerned with identifying the roles of
inhibitors and facilitators were tested at two stages of the
decision process. The results of the hypotheses testing sug-
gest that whereas at the early stage of selecting a destination,
magnitude of the perceived facilitators was a significant

indicator in predicting which destinations evolved to a late
evoked set from an early evoked set, at the later stage this
changed and it was magnitude of perceived inhibitors that
was the significant indicator of destination selection.

Far-reaching suggestions based on this preliminary study
should be avoided since the results are based on a relatively
small convenience sample. Two preliminary implications are
suggested by the study’s findings. First, the decision process
in the structure of the model was conceptualized as being
sequential. The results showing the greater importance of
facilitators in the earlier stage of formulating a late evoked
set and of inhibitors in the later stage of making an actual
choice provide evidence to suggest that this conceptualiza-
tion is appropriate.

Second, the results are consistent with the notion that
choice is a satisfying behavior (Simon 1957) which is con-
straints driven, rather than an optimizing behavior which is
attribute driven. Selection of a vacation destination is likely
to be a decision made under conditions of uncertainty, since
knowledge of a destination’s ability to meet needs is likely to
be based on indirect symbolic or social information. An
optimal decision maximizes the pay-off, but it may involve
disregarding inhibitors which involves a considerable invest-
ment of risk. The greater importance of facilitators at the
early stage in the decision process reflects optimization but
people tend to be risk reducers and at the final decision stage
it is inhibitors which prevail. To reduce risk, the potential
tourist requires only that the destination appears to offer a
satisfactory pay-off which can be attained within perceived
constraints. This suggests that models of tourism behavior
should reflect that the risk-reduction inhibitor factors are

likely to be deterministic, rather than the attributes of the
amenities or attractions of a destination.
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