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ABSTRACT 

The study focused upon the repeat visitor. Data were 
collected with a structured questionnaire at two Texas 
Highway Visitor Centers and through indepth personal 
interviews with a small sample. A majority of the sample 
were returning to a destination that had been visited 
before. Compared to those visiting a destination for the 
first time, repeat visitors were more likely to be older 
individuals seeking relaxation and visiting a friend and/or 
relatives on their vacation. The qualitative component of 
the study uncovered five factors which contributed to 
people returning to a familiar destination. They were a 
reduced risk that an unsatisfactory experience would be 
forthcoming; an assurance that they would find “their 
kind of people” there: emotional childhood attachment; to 
experience some aspects of the destination which had 
been omitted on a previous occasion; and to expose 
others to an experience which had previously been 
satisfying to respondents. Keywords: repeat visitation: 
pleasure vacationers. 
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INSIGHTS INTO THE REPEAT VACATION PHENOMENON 

RESUME 

Quelques remarques sur le phenomene des visites re- 
p&es. Cette etude a ete concentree sur la “visite rep&e.” 
L’information a CtC collectee au moyen d’un questionnaire 
structure chez deux Centres de Visiteurs des Routes 
Nationales de Texas (Texas Highway Visitors Centers) et 
des interviews individuelles et detaillees parmi les visi- 
teurs. La majorite de ces derniers retoumait a une des- 
tination qu’elle avait visitee auparavant. Quand on com- 
pare ceux qui visitaient la destination pour la premiere fois 
et le “repeteurs”, on a trouve que ces derniers Ctaient, pour 
la plupart, des personnes agees qui cherchaient une dis- 
traction ou qui visitaient un ami ou des parents pendant 
leurs vacances. L’element qualitatif de cette etude a 
decouvert cinq facteurs qui ont contribue au motif du 
choix dune destination familiere: la diminution du risque 
dune experience desagreable qui pourrait arriver ailleurs, 
l’assurance de trouver quelqu’un de leur genre, l’attache- 
ment Cmotionnel a leur enfance, le d&sir de connaitre 
quelques aspects de cette destination qui ont Cte omis la 
derniere fois, et le d&sir de montrer aux autres une 
experience qui, precedemment, a Cte satisfaisante. Mots 
CleE visite repetee, vacanciers d’agrement. 

INTRODUCTION 

During 1980, over 85 million United States adults (age 18 and 
over1 took at least one trip to a place 100 miles or more away from 
home (U.S. Travel Data Center 1981). Vacation trips represented 
approximately 57% of the travel, and nearly three-fourths of all trips 
were done in personal vehicles. 

Jafari (1978) has pointed out that the travel industry needs 
research into the various factors that influence travel decisions. A 
number of studies have investigated various dimensions of vacation 
destination decision making. These studies have considered who 
makes the decision (e.g., Myers and Moncrief 1978; Smith 1979; 
Sharp and Mott 1956; Smith 19791 and the motives underlying that 
decision (e.g., Crompton 1979; Dann 1977; Ritchie and Zins 1978; 
Var. Beck, and Luftus 1977; Walter and Tong 19771. 

The findings from these studies have added to the understanding 
ofvacation behavior, but there are other important dimensions of the 
phenomenon which remain unexplored. One of these dimensions, 
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which constitutes the focus of this paper, is the repeat vacationer, 
that is, those who return one or more times to a familiar destination 
for a vacation. The primary objectives of the research were (al to 
determine if there were distinctive sociodemographic, behavioral 
and/or psychographic characteristics that differentiated repeat 
from non-repeat vacationers, and (bl to identify possible reasons for 
returning to familiar destinations. 

Many attractions and destination areas such as beaches or resorts 
must rely heavily on repeat visitation (for example, over 70% of those 
attending Six Flags Over Texas theme park visited the attraction in 
the previous year), suggesting that marketing efforts devoted to the 
development and maintenance of a repeat visitor clientele should be 
of primary concern. In some states, such as Hawaii and Florida, 
repeat visitation is important to the health of the state’s economy, 
even though the visitors to these areas may be returning to different 
specific destinations within the state’s boundaries. 

Marketing efforts by tourism suppliers which are directed pri- 
marily at persuading new visitors to try a destination, may be 
entirely inappropriate for encouraging previous visitors to return. 
Increasing the number of repeat visitors and/or increasing their 
length of stay or type of stay (for example, seeking to trade them up 
to more expensive accommodations, restaurants, or attractions) 
requires the development of unique marketing mixes. An enhanced 
understanding of these repeat visitor groups is an essential pre- 
requisite to the implementation of successful marketing efforts 
targeted at them. 

Although the present study reviewed reported findings in the 
extensive literature concerned with repeat purchases in retail stores 
(Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell 19781, it is dangerous to apply these 
findings to vacationing, because selecting a pleasure vacation des- 
tination differs from retail store purchasing in at least three very 
distinctive ways. First, a pleasure vacation is a relatively expensive 
product. It is generally held that the greater the cost of a product the 
greater will be a consumer’s ego involvement in it (Engel, Kollat and 
Blackwell 19781. Thus, when considering destination alternatives, 
more time is likely to be spent on deliberation and overt search 
activity. Second, destination decisions are not likely to be spon- 
taneous or capricious. The expenditure is often anticipated and 
budgeted through savings made over a time period of perhaps 
several months. Experience with the destination may be limited, 
financial commitment considerable, and the psychological stakes in 
selecting the right alternative, high. These conditions suggest this is 
an extended problem solving situation. Third, in most retail store 
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purchase decisions, a buyer is informed of the existence, availability, 
or usefulness of a brand by both the physical product itself and in 
symbolic ways through promotional communications (Howard and 
Sheth 1968). However, the initial decision to select a vacation 
destination often has to be made on the basis of symbolic com- 
munication alone. This is because the destination is an intangible. It 
is not possible to touch, smell or taste it before making the purchase 
decision. Such symbolic communications are limited in their ca- 
pacity to represent a destination and are more complex and am- 
biguous than communication gained from direct exposure to the 
destination. 

A major assumption underlying this study is that vacation de- 
cision makers perceive that they have a choice among alternative 
destinations. Woodside and Sherrell ( 1977) focused on this question 
and found that their subjects had “some likelihood” of visiting an 
average of 3.38 vacation destination sites (standard deviation of 
1.751 within a 12 month period. Although this was not as large as 
the authors had hypothesized, they concluded that travelers have 
“probably two to five vacation destinations with some likelihood of 
visiting” (Woodside and Sherrell 1977:171. 

The relationships of three kinds of variables to the decision to visit 
a familiar area during a vacation trip were investigated in this study. 
The first set of variables were comprised of psychographic items that 
were intended to measure selected travelers’ motivations for their 
present vacation. The second set of variables consisted of four 
sociodemographics: gross income, whether or not there were chil- 
dren in the traveling party, age, and level of education. The third set 
of variables included trip specific characteristics. 

Marketing literature has indicated that these types of variables 
should be included in consumer behavior research and attempts to 
segment recreation markets (Engel, Kollat, Blackwell 1978; Howard 
and Crompton 1980). The operationalization of these variables is 
described in the methodology section. 

HYPOTHESES 

The following hypotheses were tested: 
HI: Repeat and nonrepeat visitors will not differ in 

a. their desire for relaxation. 
b. their desire for variety. 
c. their desire for experiencing the culture of an area. 
d. their desire for a well-planned trip. 
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Hz: Repeat ad nonrepeat visitors will not differ according to 
a. the gross income of the traveling party. 
b. the presence of children under 18 years of age in the traveling 

Party. 
c. the age of the head of the traveling party. 
d. the amount of education received by the head of the traveling 

Party. 
Hi: Repeat and nonrepeat visitors will not differ as to 

a. the distance traveled to the primary destination. 
b. the duration (in days) of the vacation trip. 
c. whether or not friends or relatives were visited during the 

present vacation. 

METHODOLOGY 

Two data collection techniques were utilized. The first approach 
involved the use of unstructured indepth personal interviews (IV=391 
which lasted approximately two hours each. The interviews were 
tape recorded, subsequently transcribed, and a content analysis 
technique was used to clarify the responses. This component of the 
study, which was essentially qualitative, was intended to provide 
insights into “why” people return to a familiar area to vacation. 

The respondents consisted of a sample of adults who were con- 
veniently available. They resided either in the Bryan/College Station 
area of-Texas or in the Greater Boston area of Massachusetts (USA). 
The data reported in this study were obtained from a sub-sample of 
17 of these respondents. These 17 were selected because they were 
the only respondents in the total sample who indicated any pro- 
clivity toward repeat visitation to a destination. Ten were female, 
seven were male. Thirteen were married, two were single, and the 
spouses of two were deceased. Only four respondents did not have 
have children. Their occupations suggested that the sample pri- 
marily was comprised of middle-class respondents. 

Data were also collected from vacationers stopping at two Texas 
Highway Visitor Centers during the months of July and August. An 
instrument was administered during three two-day periods that 
were randomly selected in the months of July and August. Indi- 
viduals who sought assistance from visitor center personnel, and 
who indicated that they were on a vacation trip, were asked to 
participate in the study. Those individuals meeting these criteria (N 
= 716) were requested to complete a two-page self-administered 
questionnaire. The response rate was 91 percent (N = 654). The 
questionnaire was pretested at one of the visitor centers prior to the 
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Table 1 

Summary of the Sociodemographic and Trip Specific 
Characteristics of the Sample Expressed as Percentages. 

Sociodemographic Characteristics 

Gross Party Income Education 

Over $32,000 27% Graduate Degree 18% 
24.00 1 - 32.000 26 College Degree 25 
16,000 - 24,000 24 Some College or Technical School 29 
Less than 16,000 23 High School or less 28 

Age of Individual Completing Family Status 
Questionnaire Groups with children under 18 54% 

Under 30 27% Groups without children under 18 46 
30 - 39 28 
40-49 22 Sex 
50 - 59 
Over 59 

16 Male 66% 
7 Female 34 

Trip Specific Characteristics 

Distance from Origin to 
Primary Destination 

Less than 500 miles 
500 - 999 miles 
1.000 - 1,499 miles 
Over 1,499 miles 

28% 
2;’ 

27 

Yes 
No 

Visiting Friends/Relatives 

68% 
32 

Number of Days Trip Will Last 

3 days or less 13% 
4 - 7 days 30 
8- 14days 33 
Over 14 days 23 

aPercentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 

actual study and the pretest findings led to appropriate modifica- 
tions. One adult individual in each traveling party took part in the 
study. Table 1 summarizes the sociodemographic and trip specific 
characteristics of the sample. 

Respondents were asked if they had visited their primary destina- 
tion on a previous occasion. This constituted the study’s dependent 
variable. Arriving at a definition of what constituted “primary 
destination” was an important decision. No studies were found in 
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the literature which addressed this definitional issue. Since this was 
an exploratory study, it was decided to adopt a broad definition. The 
position was taken that the term “primary destination” should be 
determined by the respondent. The key point was perceived to be 
“Did he or she regard the trip as a repeat visit to a primary 
destination?” If the answer was “‘yes,” then it was a repeat visit to a 
primary destination irrespective of the nature of the destination. 

While this definition may appear arbitrary, no other superior 
definition was available unless the study was conducted at the level 
of a specific attraction or facility. For example, should the Dallas-Fort 
Worth Metroplex area be the primary destination or must a repeat 
visit be to the same city in the Metroplex, the same suburb, the same 
street, or the same hotel? If primary destination was defined more 
specifically, for example the same suburb in Dallas, then a re- 
spondent could stay in a different suburb, but go to many of the 
places visited on a previous visit and yet not be classified as a repeat 
visitor. 

Because the objective was to gain as much insight about the 
phenomenon as possible, a broad definition of repeat visitation was 
also used. It was decided that a more rigorous definition might 
exclude dimensions of repeat visitation behavior which may be of 
interest and useful to future research efforts. Repeat visitation was 
defined as a trip to a primary destination which previously had been 
visited for any purpose by the respondent. No limit was placed on the 
time which had elapsed between the present and previous trips. 
Approximately 38 percent of respondents had visited their primary 
vacation destination before their present trip. 

The operationalization of the sociodemographics is shown in 
Table 1. Distance traveled was considered to be the number of miles 
from the group’s point of origin to the primary destination. Duration 
of trip was defined as the number of days the present trip was 
scheduled to last. Each respondent was also asked if friends and/or 
relatives would be visited during the present trip and 68 percent 
responded affirmatively. 

The Texas Highways Department granted permission for the 
interviews to be conducted in their visitor centers, but they were 
concerned that their patrons should be minimally inconvenienced. 
For this reason, it was agreed that interviews would last no longer 
than five minutes. Although previous studies (Pizam, Newmann and 
Reichel 1978; Ritchie and Zins 1978) have identified up to 11 factors 
which may contribute to a decision to visit an area, the time 
constraints imposed on the interviewers restricted the number of 
factors that could be considered in this study. Based on these 
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Table 2 
Rotated Factor Loadings of Travel Psychographic Items 

Travel Psychographic Items 

Desire For 
Variety 

(Factor 11 

Desire For 
Desire For Well-Planned 
Relaxation Trip 
(Factor 21 (Factor 31 

When you planned this vacation trip, 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

how important was it that: 
You could just relax and do 
nothing 

,013 

You had reservations at your 
destination before you left 

You could find adventure and 
escape from the ordinary 

You could visit locations that 
have old monuments and other 
historical buildings 

You could have a peaceful 
experience 

,054 

,522 ,124 .173 

,516 ,098 --.072 

You could take a well-defined 
route to your destination 

You could find excitement 

You could experience the local 
customs of the places you visited 

You could take it easy 

You could plan the trip in 
advance 

,179 

-.015 

,458 

,718 

,062 ,823 

,160 ,085 

You could do many different 
things 

,619 --.Oll .028 

You could visit new cultures and ,782 

.608 

,037 

,564 ,055 

,039 ,523 

,049 

,115 

.Oll 

,039 

,513 

.297 

,021 

,084 

,703 

.073 
ways of living 

findings, and the qualitative segment of this study, four psycho- 
graphics were selected as being of primary importance. The actual 
items that were chosen a priori to represent these psychographics 
were tested in a previous study of travelers (Schul and Crompton 
1983) and modified for the study reported here. 

Responses, which pertained to the present trip, were measured by 
a four-point scale ranging from “not important” to “very important.” 
A principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
used to determine the groupings for these items (Table 2). Factor 1 
indicates that the items selected to measure desire for variety and 
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desire for culture were measuring the same dimension in the 
present study. The emergent three factors were treated as indepen- 
dent variables in subsequent analyses, with each respondent receiv- 
ing a factor score for each factor. 

RESULTS OF THE VISITOR CENTER SAMPLE 

A step-wise discriminant analysis was used to determine how well 
the independent variables predicted the decision to visit a familiar 
site. A Jackknife procedure was used, because this method achieves 
greater stability with the coefficients and provides a test of each 
case. The sample was randomly divided into two groups of 234 and 
227. Only these 461 respondents who answered all of the questions 
were included in the discriminate analysis. The first of these two 
groups (N = 234) was used to construct the discriminate equation. 
The second group (N = 227) was used to validate the equation. This 
was done to eliminate upward bias of the parameters and improve 
the accuracy and validity of the analysis. Those independent vari- 
ables which exhibited an interval level of measurement were in- 
cluded in this analysis. They were number of days the trip would last; 
the distance traveled to the primary destination: and the three 
factors which represented the psychographics. 

Table 3 reveals that the desire for variety factor, when considered 
alone, was successful 59.5 percent of the time in predicting repeat 

Table 3 

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis Identifying the Best Predictors of 
Repeat and Nonrepeat Visitation 

Group 

Nonrepeaters 
Repeaters 

Total 

Jackknifed Classificationa 

Percent Correct Nonrepeaters Repeaters N 

64.7 55 30 85 
56.3 62 80 142 
59.5 

Jackknifed Classificationb 

Group Percent Correct Nonrepeaters Repeaters N 

Nonrepeaters 57.6 49 36 85 
Repeaters 62.0 54 88 142 

Total 60.4 

“variable included desire for excitement. 

bvarables included desire for excitement and desire for relaxation. 
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Table 4 
ANOVA Tests on the Mean Factor Scores for 

‘ho Psychographic Factors 

Psychographic NOIIEpeateB Repeaters Level at which F-test 
Factors (N= 2181 (N = 3531 DF F Value was Significant 

Desire for Variety ,238 --.155 570 27.7 1 .o 1 

Desire for Relaxation -.124 .074 570 7.0 1 .Ol 

and nonrepeat visitation. The factor was most successful in 
predicting nonrepeaters correctly (64.7 percent). The overall ability 
to predict a respondent’s grouping correctly was improved slightly 
by adding the desire for relaxation factor. The improvement (.9) was 
attributable mainly to the improvement in predicting repeat visita- 
tions (from 56.3 percent to 62.0 percent). Both of these results were 
statistically different from what would be expected purely by chance 
at the .05 level. The stepwise discriminant analysis indicated that 
the other three variables included in the analysis, but not shown in 
Table 3, would not have improved the predictive ability of the 
discriminant model. 

An analysis of variance procedure (ANOVA) was also performed to 
check for significant differences between the means for repeat and 
nonrepeat vacationers for those variables included in the model. The 
ANOVA results supported the discriminant model, as the means 
were statistically different only for the two psychographic factors: 
desire for variety, and desire for relaxation. The results shown in 
Table 4 indicate that repeaters scored significantly higher in the 
desire for relaxation than did nonrepeaters, while the opposite was 
true for scores on the desire for variety factor. 

A chi square analysis was used to test for associations between the 
sociodemographic variables and the dependent variable. Since the 
study was considered exploratory, the travel characteristics were 
categorized (see Table 1) in order that a chi square analysis could 
also be done between these variables and the dependent variable. It 
was anticipated that this may uncover relationships that had not 
been highlighted by the discriminant analysis, but which warranted 
consideration in future studies. 

The results of the chi square analysis show that two of the 
associations were significant at the .Ol level, and that three others 
were significant between .05 and .08 (Table 5). Although the last 
three significant levels are considered weak, researchers may wish to 
include these variables in future studies. 
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Table 5 
Level of Association Between Independent Variables and 

Whether or Not a Group was Visiting a Familiar Site 

Independent Variable N Chi Square DF Prob. of Sig. 

Number of days trip lasted 

Number of miles to primary 
destination 

Age 

Income 

Presence of children under 18 

Education 

Whether friends or relatives 
visited 

609 1.65 3 .65 

572 7.58 3 .05 

594 21.50 4 .Ol 

562 7.30 3 .06 

619 2.13 1 .14 

612 6.65 3 .08 

568 11.29 1 .Ol 

Table 6 
Chi Square Results for those Independent Variables 

Associated with the Dependent Variable at the .Ol Level or Better 

Age of Respondent 

Dependent Variable Under 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 Over 59 N 

79a 74 34 29 10 
Have not visited destination 62b 64.7 46.4 36.5 16.4 226 

before 4.7c 1.3 3.3 1.6 2.5 
34.96d 32.74 15.04 12.83 4.42 

84 96 68 67 33 
Visited destination before 101 105.3 75.6 59.5 26.6 

2.9 0.8 2.0 1.0 1.5 368 
22.83 26.09 23.9 1 18.21 8.97 

N 162 170 122 96 43 594 

Chi Square = 21.53 . DF=5 . Prob=O.Ol 

Were friends/relatives visited 

Dependent Variable No Yes N 

Have not visited destination 
before 

Visited destination before 

ssa 124 
69.Sb 142.2 

4.7r 2.3 212 
41.51d 58.49 

99 257 
117.2 238.8 

2.8 1.4 356 
27.8 1 72.19 

187 381 566 

Chi Square=11.294 l DF= 1 l Prob=O.Ol 

aabsolute frequency ‘cell contribution to Chi square 

bexpected frequency draw percentage 

1984 ANNALS OF TOURISM RESEARCH 209 



INSIGHTS INTO THE REPEAT VACATION PHENOMENON 

The chi square results for the associations that were significant at 
the .Ol level are shown in Table 6. The results indicate that the 
tendency to visit more familiar destinations increases with age. One 
obvious explanation for this is that older individuals have ex- 
perienced more destinations and thus are more likely to return to a 
destination already visited before. The findings from the unstruc- 
tured interview reported in the following section of this paper, 
indicate more complex motivations may be involved. The results 
indicate that the shift to visit a familiar destination occurs most 
noticeably around the age of 40. 

Table 6 shows that the majority of individuals were visiting a 
friend/relative during the present trip (67 percent). It appears that 
those not visiting friends/relatives were more likely to be visiting 
an unfamiliar destination than those who were visiting friends/ 
relatives. This again emphasizes the importance of including this 
variable when seeking insights into the vacation decision. 

RESULTS OF THE UNSTRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

Almost all of the 39 respondents with whom unstructured inter- 
views were conducted indicated that they were satisfied with the 
vacations they had experienced at various destinations in recent 
years. However, only the 17 respondents who constituted the sub- 
sample used here indicated any proclivity toward repeat visitation. 
Clearly, although satisfaction with a particular destination appears 
to be a necessary condition for explaining much repeat visitations, it 
is not sufficient to explain the phenomenon since many respondents 
reported satisfactory experiences and yet did not return to the same 
destination. 

Five factors emerged from these interviews which appeared to 
contribute to people returning to a destination. First, repeat visita- 
tion was perceived to reduce the risk that an unsatisfactory experi- 
ence would be forthcoming. A previous visit had proved optimum in 
resolving dominant tension states and there was some risk that 
such success may not be forthcoming elsewhere. The frustration of 
searching for particular types of experiences at a destination was 
removed. No time was wasted in experimentation since the vaca- 
tioner had previous personal experience of the benefit potential of 
various opportunities available at the destination. 

Part of this risk may be attributed to restricted knowledge of 
alternatives. One respondent observed: 

When you ask my children where they want to go, they want to go 
to Colorado. Colorado is the only place they have ever been, but 
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they loved it. they would rather go back to Colorado than try 
something new and maybe not like it. 

Their experience was limited to this destination and because of their 
lack of information about the want-satisfying attributes of alternatives, 
they wanted to return to it. This strategy removed the risk that any 
alternative selected may not be as desirable as the known destination. 

These findings are consistent with those reported by Hill (1965) 
whose respondents expressed fear that the process of internal 
restoration may not be experienced. Some feared that if new destina- 
tions were sought, the local food, instead of providing a good 
experience, would upset the stomach; or that the sun would be too 
hot and bum the skin or that the weather would be wet tpsycho- 
logically, wet weather often symbolizes depression). Hill (1965:8) 
states that “The particularly calamitous nature of these experiences 
lies in the fear that instead of something being restored, it will 
instead be destroyed or by the failure of restoration indicate a kind 
of psychological irreparability.” This view was endorsed by the 
marketing director of the major holiday camp operation in the 
United Kingdom, “You mustn’t see the holiday business as a 
pioneering business. The mass market has simple requirements like 
decent beaches in a part of the country that is easy to reach and has 
traditional appeal” (Manse11 1974). 

The second factor contributing to repeat visitation also was 
related to risk reduction. Respondents could be assured that they 
would find “their kind of people” at the destination. In some cases, 
they met with other people at the destination each year and did 
things together. This ritual excursion to the same destination every 
year is sometimes termed “boundedness.” A prominent example is 
the migration of a large number of mid-Westerners to the Rio 
Grande Valley area of Texas for a four or five month period each 
winter. They return to the same camp site, trailer park, or motel each 
year. This is the social system with which they are familiar, com- 
fortable and which offers them pleasant memories of previous visits. 
Hence, it provides a low-risk vacation experience. 

Third, some respondents were emotionally attached to a particular 
destination. One respondent recalled going to Cape Cod with his 
parents every year before 1940. He explained that he grew up with a 
feeling for the place which ultimately led to his going to reside there: 
“I had fond memories of the Cape in my childhood and that is why I 
migrated to the Cape.” He went on to explain that this process 
accounted for many people returning to the Cape every year and in 
some cases purchasing second homes in the area: 
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A lot of people who come to the Cape remember it as it used to be 
in the forties and fifties, before it started to mushroom up. They 
fell in love with the Cape at that time because it was very rural. As 
each family moved out here it changed from being rural to 
metropolitan and slowly but surely there is not much rural space 
left. That is the reason so many people came here because they 
have memories, fond memories, of when they came down in 
childhood. They do not seem to realize that as they move here it 
is changing to becoming a suburb. 

This observation has been discussed by Cheek, Field. and Burdge 
(19761. They postulate that doing the same or similar activities 
connected with pleasant memories of the past may in itself be more 
enjoyable to the individual than the activity itself. Similarly, accord- 
ing to Yoesting and Burkhead (19731, “The security provided and the 
memories kept of those activities participated in during childhood 
have an influence on the kinds and extent of leisure involvement 
during adult life.” Cheek et al. (1976:77) conclude a review of the 
relevant empirical literature in the field of recreation by stating: 

These findings suggest that childhood participation in certain 
outdoor recreation activities is a significant determinant of adult 
participation in those activities. Therefore by measuring the 
number of activities carried through from childhood and by 
determining to what extent earlier participation can determine 
the amount of these activities, one can determine if childhood 
outdoor recreation activities can contribute significantly to the 
explanation of adult recreational activities. 

Similar circumstances would appear to partially account for repeat 
visitation to vacation destinations. 

A fourth reason stated for revisiting a destination was to experi- 
ence some aspects of it which had been omitted on a previous 
occasion. A typical response was: “I am likely to go back there 
because there are still a number of things I have not seen and done 
yet.” Another respondent pointed out that that occurred not only in 
retrospect after the vacation was over, but also during the vacation 
itself: 

We are constantly saying that next year we are coming back and 
planning for the next occasion, because you see something you 
cannot stay long enough at. You go to see a place, find a number 
of things you have not done, and it stimulates the desire to go 
back there another time. 
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This expression was a consistent theme, particularly among re- 
spondents who had been in a structured or tightly scheduled 
situation. One respondent observed: ‘So many times you go through 
a place and don’t pick up the local color of it. There are lots of things 
you miss because you are hurrying and on a schedule.” Another 
respondent was very anxious to return to Yucatan because on the 
first visit there she had rushed through the area seeing only a 
smattering of its Mayan history and culture. Clearly, the more 
broadly respondents interpreted the term “destination,” the more 
likely it was to be revisited, because more attributes of it were likely 
to remain unexplored. Thus, a respondent who went on a return visit 
to England only two years after her first pleasure vacation there 
stated: 

I did not really go back to the same places I visited the first time 
except for London and Cambridge. I thoroughly enjoyed England 
and wanted to get back to see some more. I have always felt close 
ties with it from my childhood. 

Fifth, some return visits were undertaken primarily to expose 
others to the experiences which had previously been satisfying to 
respondents, rather than directly for their own enjoyment. For 
example, one respondent took his wife to Mexico to show her some of 
the things which he had seen on earlier trips. In some cases, 
business trips facilitated a reconnaissance of the area. If this were 
satisfactory, then the family made a subsequent visit. This provided 
familiarization with the destination together with knowledge of 
places to stay and things to do. One respondent stated: “My husband 
will often have been somewhere on a conference, had a great time, 
really enjoyed it, and he will say ‘we shall have to go there as a family,’ 
and then we do it.” 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Nearly 62 percent of the present sample had visited their primary 
vacation destination before the current trip. Although this supports 
the importance of the repeat visitation phenomenon, the major 
intent of this study was to increase understanding of repeat visitors 
by exploring differences between those who had selected a familiar 
area for their vacation, and those who had not. 

Some useful variables for segmenting the repeat/nonrepeat vaca- 
tion market were revealed even though the quantitative data sup- 
ported only four of the 11 hypotheses. It appears that those visiting 
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new sites are more likely to be seeking variety and new cultural 
experiences while those seeking relaxation will tend to choose 
familiar sites. The nonrepeaters are also more likely to be younger 
and not visiting friends/relatives than repeaters. Future studies 
could usefully explore whether or not this holds true for those 
travelling by some other means such as air travel. If future studies 
support the findings reported here, it should be possible to develop 
different market strategies based on either the desire to attract new 
clientele or the desire to generate more repeat business or both. The 
demonstrated importance of incorporating a visit to friends or 
relatives as part of a vacation may contribute to explaining why the 
number of potential destinations considered for a vacation generally 
is relatively small. 

The qualitative dimension of the study identified five reasons 
which contributed to repeat visitation. These provide insights which 
should prove helpful to city or state departments and resort and 
attraction managers in cultivating this market. 

In some instances, the consumer behavior literature has indicated 
that repeat purchase behavior can be attributed to inertia (i.e., no 
consideration is given to alternatives). This is not likely to be a major 
factor in explaining repeat visitation to destinations for two reasons. 
First, Americans travel extensively and are perhaps more cosmopoli- 
tan than they were in the past. This was noted by a respondent who 
felt that repeat visitation was more prevalent in the past. She 
described the pattern of vacations with her parents twenty years ago: 

We usually went to an inn for two weeks and stayed there. My 
parents were German and it would definitely be a German place 
where a lot of people spoke German. Always in the same area of 
the Catskill Mountains. 

Indeed among the present visitor center sample, 47 percent took one 
or two other vacation trips in the past year, while a further 20 
percent went on three or more such trips during that time frame. 
Hence, they are likely to be exposed to many potential alternatives. 
Second, it has been found that people put greater effort into 
comparative “shopping” for expensive products (Engel, Kollat and 
Blackwell 19781. This means destination decisions are unlikely to be 
made on the basis of inertia. 

Building repeat visitation business is a means by which a destina- 
tion can improve its position by reducing its reliance on the much 
more difficult task of attracting new visitors. If the tendency to travel 

214 1984 ANNALS OF TOURISM RESEARCH 



RICHARD GITELSON AND JOHN CROMPTON 

reduced distances (which periodically emerged in the 1970s in 
response to gasoline shortages) becomes a consistent rather than an 
episodic trend, then it would probably mean that a fewer number of 
acceptable destinations would be available to most people. In such a 
situation repeat visitors are likely to become increasingly important 
in retaining market share. 

Given the apparent existing substantial size of this repeat visitor 
segment, future research could profitably explore the potential for 
further segmentation of the repeat visitor market. Repeat visitation 
may usefully be subdivided into infrequent, frequent, and very 
frequent repeat visitors and efforts made to see if these groups are 
comprised of different types of people. 

The distinctiveness of the repeater and nonrepeater segments 
suggests that uniquely different marketing efforts targeted at each 
segment would be successful. However, these distinctive segments 
are only useful if their constituents respond differently to these 
efforts. A more detailed understanding of how repeat visitors differ 
from nonrepeat visitors in regard to the acquisition, evaluation, and 
transmission of information would be particularly helpful in improv- 
ing the effectiveness of promotional efforts. 

Finally, it appears that visiting friends and/or relatives during some 
part of the vacation is important enough to both groups to warrant 
investigation of its own. It may suggest a marketing strategy of local 
chambers of commerce encouraging local residents to suggest vaca- 
tions in the local area to friends or relatives who live somewhere else. 

An exploratory study of this nature inevitably has limitations 
which should be acknowledged. The broad definitions of primary 
destination and repeat-visitation used in this study mean that the 
findings and suggested implications have to be treated cautiously. 
An underlying assumption of the visitor center sample was that the 
respondent who completed the questionnaire was involved in the 
major trip decisions and planning behavior. This assumption is 
supported by previous research findings (Myers and Moncrief 1978). 
A second assumption was that the respondent was representative of 
the other members of the travel group. Although an effort was made 
to make the visitor center sample as representative as possible, the 
findings should be regarded as tentative until confirming results are 
reported from other studies concerned with the repeat visitor. 0 0 
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