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Abstract

Engaging with new and broader audiences is increasingly relevant for cultural institu-
tions. For that reason, visitor studies have become an established part of cultural ma-
nagement and research. Reaching out to new and broader audiences requires non-visi-
tor research as well. Focusing on the case of the Swiss Science Center Technorama this
study compares characteristics, needs and motivations of both non-visitors and visitors
and shows, based on Falk’s phenotypes, how this information can be used for targeted
offerings and digital marketing communications. The results affirm well-known barri-
ers such as price and distance, but also show potential of better targeted offerings and
digital communications.

Die Einbindung neuer und breiterer Zielgruppen wird fiir Kultureinrichtungen immer
wichtiger. Infolgedessen sind Besucherstudien zu einem festen Bestandteil des Kultur-
managements und der Forschung geworden, doch um neue und breitere Publikums-
schichten anzusprechen, ist auch Forschung iiber Nicht-Besucher erforderlich. Diese
Studie konzentriert sich auf den Fall des Schweizer Science Center Technorama und
vergleicht Merkmale, Bediirfnisse und Motivationen von Nicht-Besuchern und Besu-
chern und zeigt, wie diese Informationen fiir gezielte Angebote und digitale Marketing-
kommunikation auf der Grundlage von Falks Phianotypen genutzt werden kénnen. Die
Ergebnisse bestatigen bekannte Barrieren wie Preis und Entfernung, zeigen aber auch
das Potenzial fiir gezieltere Angebote und digitale Kommunikation.
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Introduction

Audience and visitor studies have been widely discussed in the
context of audience engagement in arts management research and
practice. A good deal of academic and professional literature has ex-
amined visitors of museums, theatres, and festivals (KIRCHBERG/
KUCHAR 2013; MANDEL 2008; WEGNER 2016). Visitor research
has now become an established area of activity in arts and cultural
organizations (RENZ 2015). However, due to demographic and socie-
tal changes such as ageing audiences, changing lifestyles, and increa-
singly diverse societies, engaging with new and broader audiences is
increasingly relevant for cultural institutions, from both policy and
managerial perspectives. As Mandel (MANDEL 2008) argues, the le-
gitimacy of public funding for culture will depend in the long run not
only on support for artists, but also on efforts to reach out to audien-
ces as a way of positively impacting society at a broader level. Targe-
ting new audiences and addressing a broad public with offerings and
communications is not only relevant for subsidized arts and culture
but is particularly crucial for organizations with a high degree of self-
earned revenue where ticket sales are linked to long-term financial
viability.

Despite clear relevance for visitor and audience studies, little re-
search exists on non-visitors as a group—those who do not attend
or participate in cultural offerings (RENZ 2015; TODD/LAWSON
2001; TRONDLE 2019). In addition, while visitor studies is now an
established area of research, only arts and cultural organizations with
large budgets can generally afford more resource-intensive, non-vi-
sitor research. Further, compared to visitor research, less is known
about how to conduct systematic non-visitor research, and about
how to implement its results across an organization in a way that can
attract new and broader audiences. These issues have become even
more relevant in the post-pandemic period, as cultural organizations
now face the additional challenge of winning back visitors after the
pandemic recession (MORF/WALTHERT 2021). Determining and
understanding why people refrain from visiting arts and cultural ins-
titutions however has been long thematized in the literature (HOOD
1983; 2004). Marilyn Hood’s 1983 article Staying Away (HOOD
1983), was the first piece of academic research to address the rea-
sons people do not visit museums. Thirty years after publication of
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Hood’s seminal work, understanding how to engage with non-visitors
remains an open question.

This article contributes to a growing discourse in academia and
among practitioners across, and at the intersections of non-visitor
studies, audience development, and cultural management. We offer a
case study analysis of the Swiss Science Center Technorama (hereinaf-
ter referred to as simply Technorama). To this end, our paper addresses
the following research questions:

« What motivations and personal characteristics keep potential
visitors away from Technorama?

+ How do non-visitors and visitors differ? Accordingly, how can
we define visitor segments and target marketing efforts in ge-
neral, and digital marketing efforts in particular?

« How can systematic non-visitor research advance the under-
standing of audience development?

In the following section, we present an overview of existing litera-
ture on the issues of audience development and visitor/non-visitor
studies, with a focus on the museum sector. Following, we describe
particulars relating to Technorama’s strategic situation as well as the
design of the surveys we conducted in cooperation with Technorama.
Subsequent sections discuss the study results and elaborate on how
the organization used them for the implementation of better-targeted
program offerings, and communication to motivation-based visitor
segments as well as for turning non-visitors into regular visitors. We
conclude by pointing out our paper’s limitations as well as the poten-
tial of its insights for practical application in other cultural institu-
tions, and the possibilities for further research.

Audience Development and Visitor/ Non-Visitor Research
in Museums

The term Audience Development became widely known through the
British Arts Council’s New Audiences Programme 1998-2003 (ARTS
COUNCIL 2003). The Council is considered one of the pioneers in
providing accessibility to institutional arts to a broader public, and
describes Audience Development as an
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activity which is undertaken specifically to meet the needs of existing and po-
tential audiences, and to help arts organizations to develop ongoing relationships
with audiences. It can include aspects of marketing, commissioning, program-
ming, education, customer care and distribution. ‘Audience’ encompasses at-
tendees, visitors, readers, listeners, viewers, participants, and learners. (COG-
MAN 2013: 2)

Earlier definitions addressed Audience Development primarily from
an arts marketing perspective (DIGGLE 1984). Szope argues that the
term is increasingly employed to refer to an active and multi-domain
process to develop the longest possible lasting relationship between
institutions and their visitors (SZOPE 2019, following LIPPS 2015).
Further, Frenzel (2017) describes Audience Development as an in-
terdisciplinary concept that is superordinate to the fields of museum
marketing and art education and uses the methods of visitor rese-
arch to effectively influence the subfields of visitor acquisition, visitor
orientation and visitor development (FRENZEL 2017). In addition
to visitor studies, data on non-visitors are also increasingly relevant
for engaging new audiences (RENZ/MANDEL 2010; RENZ 2015;
TRONDLE 2019).

As already mentioned, the first museum non-visitor studies ap-
peared in the 1980s and among the influential pioneering works is
Hood’s 1983 article Staying Away: Why People Choose not to Vi-
sit Museums. Hood identifies “having social interaction,” “doing
something worthwhile,” “feeling comfortable and at ease in one’s
surroundings,” “having challenge of new experiences,” “having an
opportunity to learn,” and “participating actively” as key criteria for
choosing leisure activities (HOOD 1983: 51). Using a quantitative sur-
vey, Hood defined three types of visitors based on their leisure values,
interests, and expectations: frequent participants, occasional partici-
pants, and non-participants. In this way, Hood was able to refine the
previously common division of museum audiences into participants
and non-participants.

More recently, Falk (2009) made an important contribution to
museum visitor typology by segmenting visitor types using identi-
ty-related visiting motivations. He describes five types of museum
visitors: explorers, facilitators, professionals/hobbyists, experience
seekers and rechargers. While explorers are curiosity driven, have in-
terests in the museum’s content, and want to learn new things in the
process, facilitators are socially motivated; their concern is to enable
others to have new experiences and learn new content. Professionals/
hobbyists have a strong interest in content and come specifically to
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see a particular exhibit. Experience seekers are most interested in
checking off the must-sees of a destination, while rechargers use the
museum as a sanctuary to relax, which can also be spiritually/reli-
giously motivated. With this model, Falk provided a widely accepted
survey instrument for visitor typologies, which was later expanded by
Phelan et al. (2018) to include a cross-site comparison model.

Hood (1983) identified motives to visit museums, such as relaxing
and entertaining oneself, distraction from everyday life, a need for
social activity such as socializing with friends or meeting new people,
as well as educating oneself. Mandel (2008), writing years later, and
from a more European-centered perspective, specified that cultural
visits serve to satisfy different, often parallel needs. She also empha-
sizes that visiting cultural organizations serves as a way of communi-
cating one’s lifestyle, as well as interest in specific aesthetic forms of
expression (MANDEL 2008).

As compared to the consistently studied motives for visiting a cul-
tural institution, little is known about the motives for not visiting cul-
tural offerings. This is despite the growing call for more non-visitor
research since the 1980s (HOOD 1983; KIRCHBERG 1996; KLEIN
et al. 1981; RENZ 2015; WEGNER 2010). According to Renz (2015),
three dimensions have emerged so far in non-visitor research. These
include non-visitor research as reception research, non-visitor research
as social inequality research, and non-visitor research as barrier re-
search (RENZ 2015).

Reception research takes place experimentally during the actual
visit of non-visitors and gives artists and arts educators insights into
how to create new cultural offerings that stimulate reception processes
(RENZ 2015: 264). Non-visitor research as social inequality research,
on the other hand, deals with topics such as possible discrepancies bet-
ween urban and rural areas, the role of education and socialization,
and leisure interests as reasons for non-visiting. Thus, the research is
devoted, in part, to the question of how to address those groups who
lack sufficient opportunities for participation (RENZ 2015: 163, 261).
Non-visitor research focused on barriers looks at what prevents visits
(RENZ 2015: 136). Studies show that the following barriers constitute
reasons for not visiting museums: lack of entertainment and sociabili-
ty; uncertainty in the unfamiliar museum environment, a lack of wel-
coming ambience, the strenuous nature of a museum visit, the passive
nature of a museum visit, difficulties in understanding museum con-
tent, little promise of benefit to visitor, the expense of a museum visit,
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and preference for other leisure pursuits (WEGNER 2016). Studies
have concluded that the entrance fee is a particularly crucial barrier
(ECKHARDT et al. 2006; KIRCHBERG 2005). However, a study by
Keuchel (2003) on cultural audiences in the German Rhine region
demonstrated that price reductions primarily promote gains within
the target groups that are already visiting anyway (KEUCHEL 2003).
Economists Frey and Steiner (2012) also argued that price reduction
(or even free entry) does not necessarily increase the involvement of
people distant from cultural activities. Still, the introduction of dy-
namic pricing in arts organizations might help in building broad and
varied audiences (LABARONNE/SLEMBECK 2015).

Barriers can also be divided into object-related and subject-rela-
ted barriers (RENZ/MANDEL 2010). Object-related barriers include
the lack of cultural infrastructure and barriers that can be reduced th-
rough marketing policy such as ticket prices, type and scope of com-
munication, distribution, and services—for example access, parking
facilities, and hours of operation. Subject-related barriers are, for ex-
ample, the perception non-visitors have of cultural institutions and
lack of time or lack of people with whom one can attend (RENZ 2015).
Renz (2015) noted a consensus in the literature that subject-related
barriers are more decisive predictors for non-visiting than object-re-
lated barriers. Some object-related barriers can be easily researched
in a standardized way and thereby minimized using operational mar-
keting. Researching and reducing subject-related barriers is more
complex as these cannot be easily mapped to one-dimensional impact
models (RENZ 2015).

A recent critique of non-visitor studies by Trondle (2019) noted
that there has been too much emphasis on breaking down barriers,
and that this has inevitably over thematized the issues of access bar-
riers, in the context of cultural institutions, such that institutions are
described by overextension of the significance of the term as barrier
institutions (TRONDLE 2019). In a lifestyle-segmented society, it is
nearly impossible for cultural institutions to address all lifestyle types
equally. Instead, cultural institutions should try to create a sense of
proximity among potential visitors. In the author’s view, the potential
for gaining new visitors only exists if organizations and their content
are close to the people.

This proximity is intended to extend along the entire customer jour-
ney. Trondle (2019) found that to reach and retain non- and infrequent
visitors, decision-makers in cultural institutions would have to focus
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on the entire visit, not just a particular exhibition and its curatorial
order. Even before visitors buy their first tickets, they are exposed to
motivations to visit, such as storytelling and the image of the institu-
tion. Trondle further added that the goal should be the creation of a ho-
listic experience which spans the time from the moment visitors arrive
until they leave, which also means building up expectations of what
the experience will be like. Thus, visitor/non-visitor research should be
interdisciplinary and integrative, and consider social and individual,
aesthetic, and practical aspects of visiting and non-visiting (TRONDLE
2019).

In the same line of thought, Szope (2019) calls for a combination
of surveys of both visitors and non-visitors, combining surveys on
visit satisfaction with queries based on smart cash register systems,
using digital data to better segment potential visitors and address
different target groups (SZOPE 2019). Frenzel (2019) also advocates
capitalizing on the full potential of digitalization in museum practice
and its integration into audience development. While digital methods
are already being used to conduct visitor surveys and to evaluate data
that is implicitly or explicitly provided by the visitors (for example,
controlling), there is still the possibility to attract (potential) visitors
as well as attract and retain digital visitors (FRENZEL 2019). Howe-
ver, little is still known about the development of digital target groups
and the potential of digitalization for audience development in gene-
ral (FRENZEL 2019).

Case Description: Technorama’s approach for visitors and
non-visitors

Technorama was originally founded as a technical museum in 1969.
Beginning in 1990 it has undergone a transformation into Switzer-
land’s first science center. Today, it is one of the largest science cen-
ters in Europe, spanning 8,000 square meters of exhibition space with
over 500 experiment stations arranged in thematic sectors. In addi-
tion, there are spectacular shows, demonstrations for smaller audi-
ences and a varied workshop program in seven laboratories covering
topics in biology, chemistry, and physics. In April 2021, Technorama
Outdoors was opened. The centerpiece of the 15,000-square-meter
outdoor area is the 130-meter-long Bridge of Wonders. Here, visitors
find another 30 new exhibits in XXL-format.
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Unlike most museums, Technorama does not collect and exhibit
artifacts. Rather, it facilitates experiential knowledge and invites vi-
sitors to become active themselves and engage with the abundance of
experimental exhibits. Technorama aims at communicating principles
of science in a way that focuses on competency resources, following
a rather constructivist approach to learning (WAGENSCHEIN 2010),
which states that knowledge cannot be transferred from one person
to another but instead needs to be constructed anew by each indivi-
dual learner.

Technorama is one of the most visited cultural institutions in
Switzerland, with a significant number of visitors from other Euro-
pean countries. It is also one of the most important extracurricular
learning centers for MINT subjects (mathematics, information tech-
nology, natural sciences and technology). In addition, its degree of
self-financing of more than 60% is a special achievement, which
counterintuitively makes Technorama more vulnerable financially to
both post-pandemic recession and visitor dissatisfaction. Because of the
latter, the organization systematically bases its offerings and commu-
nication on information about regular visitors as well as non-visitor
research. We thus argue that based on the richness of its content in-
formation, our case corresponds to an information-oriented selection
strategy (FLYVBJERG 2011). Using this case allows us to gather a
great number of possible insights on the application of visitor/non-vi-
sitor research to issues of audience development, visitor engagement
and segmentation, as well as targeted marketing and communication.

Survey Methodology

A wide range of information about Technorama visitors was obtained
from surveys conducted in 2014 and 2017 by researchers at the Ziiricher
Hochschule fiir Angewandte Wissenschaften (ZHAW). The quantita-
tive survey of 214 visitors conducted in 2014 was based on the rese-
arch and motivational questionnaire design of Falk (2008). Visitors
were classified into five phenotypes. Table 1 compares the results with
data from the Phaeno Science Center at Wolfsburg (KISSLING/KOP-
PENHAGEN 2015). In both cases Facilitator was the most common
phenotype while Recharger phenotype was less well represented.
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Visitor type according to Falk (2008) Phaeno Technorama
Experience seeker 21.40% 18.40%
Explorer 28.70% 18.80%
Facilitator 36.50% 37.90%
Professional hobbyist 2.70% 20.10%
Recharger 5.90% 4.80%

Notes. Phaeno (N=373), Technorama (N=214).

Table 1: Comparison of visitor typology Phaeno and Technorama

Technorama wanted to learn more about the perceptions of non-visi-
tors, which led to the current study. Visitors—but also, primarily non-vi-
sitors—were surveyed. In contrast to the 2014 and 2017 surveys, the
non-visitor survey was conducted offsite at the locations of the traveling
exhibition Technorama on Tour. Figure 1 illustrates the surveys conduc-
ted and planned.

Surveys conducted to date Future surveys
Feemmmmcccesm e ————————————
2014 2017 2019 2023 202X
Visitor survey Visitor survey Non-visitor survey Non-visitor survey Non-visitor survey
Technorama Technorama (wave 1) (wave 2) (wave 3)

—

v

Figure 1: Overview of already-conducted and future visitor/non-visitor surveys
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The presentation of Technorama on Tour in four large shopping centers
in eastern Switzerland provided an ideal platform for surveying non-vi-
sitors. Against the backdrop of the Technorama Outdoors construction
project, the organization aimed to reposition Technorama as an attracti-
ve fair-weather destination.
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The following figure shows our research design.

PROJECT PREPARATION FIELDWORK DATA
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START E
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debriefing
August/September 2019 Oct./Nov. 2019 December 2019

Figure 2: Research design of the non-visitor survey 2019

The survey consisted of a total of ten subsections. Survey participants
were asked about their general leisure behavior based on the results
of a national survey conducted by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office
(BUNDESAMT FUR STATISTIK [BFS] 2016). Following Hood’s (1983)
scale, an established scale which has been used in previous Technorama
surveys, we asked respondents their motivations for attending general
leisure activities. To divide the survey participants into different visitor
and non-visitor groups, questions about their awareness of Technorama
followed. Additional questions were asked about visiting habits and mo-
tives in relation to Technorama. On the one hand, the aim was to find
out—from people who had already visited Technorama at least once—
their reasons for visiting Technorama. On the other hand, people who
had heard of Technorama but had never visited it, were also asked why
not. The aim of the subsequent image questions was to determine how
the participants who had visited or at least had already heard of Techno-
rama perceived the museum and its offerings. Survey participants were
given the same or very similar response options for these image ques-
tions as they had in the past visitor surveys of 2014 and 2017. The state-
ments to which visitors and non-visitors responded were composed with
the aid of a semantic differential, among other things.
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A further aim of the non-visitor survey of 2019 was to present
the planned Technorama park project Technorama Outdoors to the
survey participants to find out whether they could imagine visiting
Technorama again in the future—or for the first time, because of the
newly planned outdoor park. This was followed by a classic Net Pro-
moter Score (NPS) survey based on Reichheld (2003) for all partici-
pants who had already visited Technorama at least once. The survey
was completed with socio-demographic questions.

The survey was programmed with the software Qualtrics, which
allowed respondents to complete it on mobile devices (in this case,
iPads) during the traveling exhibition Technorama on Tour. To ensure
that the survey was clearly formulated and programmed without er-
rors, tests were carried out beforehand.

The surveys were conducted between May and September 2019.
To ensure that the sample was as large as possible and that a good
cross-section of the population was reached, the days and times with
the highest visitor frequency were chosen in all four shopping centers.
In total, the project team was on site for the non-visitor survey for 14
days. Visitor/non-visitor groups were segmented as follows: The sur-
vey participants were divided into two groups: visitors and non-visi-
tors. To gain deeper insights into the preferences of non-visitors, this
target group was segmented into a total of three non-visitor groups.
To perform the segmentation, all survey participants were asked at
the beginning of the survey if they had heard of Technorama befo-
re the current traveling exhibition Technorama on Tour. Of all 432
survey participants, 215 (49.75%) answered “No,” which placed them
in the group “never-visitors.” The remaining 217 survey participants
who answered “Yes” were asked a follow-up question, whether they
had ever been to Technorama. Of these, 217 people or 18 per cent (39
people) stated that they had never been to Technorama, which means
that these were also placed in the “never-a-visitor” group as well. This
resulted in a total of 254 never-visitors. To compose the category “no
longer a visitor,” the 178 people who stated that they had already been
to Technorama once were asked a follow-up question about when their
last visit to Technorama took place. Here, 31.45% (56 people) stated
that it had been more than five years. These 56 people therefore belong
to the “no-longer-a-visitor” group. For further analysis the group “al-
most-a-visitor” was created and was comprised of those participants
who resemble visitors to Technorama in socio-demographic terms but
who have not yet been to Technorama.
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All responses were analyzed using SPSS 28. In addition to the clas-
sic descriptive analyses, significance tests were also carried out to de-
termine if significant differences existed between the various visitor
groups. For questions that could be answered on a 5-point Likert scale,
mean comparisons were made using single-factor analyses of varian-
ce (ANOVA) with Bonferroni correction (Bonferroni Post Hoc Test).
Questions for which multiple answers were possible were tested with
Pearson’s chi-square tests. For both methods/tests, a significance level
of 5% (a = 0.05) was chosen.

Results and Findings

Survey results

Table 2 shows socio-demographic data and the distributions of the vi-
sitor/non-visitor segments for a total of 432 survey participants. No
significant group differences were found regarding place of residence,
gender distribution, average age, or between those with and without
children. The never-visitors were less likely to report having a higher
education degree.
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Characteristic Characteristics Visitors'  No-longer- Never-
visitors? visitors?

Gender Male 51.6% 53.1% 48.2%
Female 48.4% 46.9% 51.8%

Have children Yes 71.3% 65.6% 67.3%
No 28.7% 34.4% 32.7%
Average number of children 2.23 2.30 2.05

Age < 18 years 8.2% 0.0% 3.5%
19-29 years 9.8% 16.1% 18.1%
30-39 years 23.0% 30.4% 27.2%
40-49 years 32.0% 21.4% 24.0%
50-59 years 14.8% 16.1% 15.4%
> 60 years 12.3% 16.1% 11.8%
average age 42.3years 44.2years 41.3years

Country of origin ~ Switzerland 96.7% 92.9% 98.2%
Germany 0.8% 3.2% 0.0%
Austria 1.6% 2.4% 0.0%
Liechtenstein 0.0% 1.6% 0.0%
Other 0.8% 0.0% 1.8%

Highest education

level attained Without education, undetermined  2.5% 0.0% 1.2%
Elementary school 3.3% 0.0% 0.8%
Real, secondary and district school  7.4% 3.6% 5.2%
Vacational school, apprenticeship ~ 28.9% 43.6% 36.1%
Gymnasium, cantonal, middle
and commercial school 9.1% 1.8% 12.7%
Higher technical school, technical
college, university 38.0% 38.2% 36.1%
Not specified 10.7% 12.7% 7.9%

Personal annual

(gross) income < 40’000 14.8% 7.3% 12.4%
40’000 — 60’000 13.9% 16.4% 12.8%
60’001 — 90’000 12.3% 21.8% 18.8%
90’001 — 120’000 14.8% 20.0% 14.4%
120’001 — 180’000 6.6% 3.6% 6.0%
> 180’000 3.3% 1.8% 3.6%
No answer 34.4% 29.1% 32.0%

Notes. A total of 432 participants took part in the 2019 non-visitor survey (N=432).

! survey participants who have visited Technorama within the past five years (n=122),

* survey participants whose last Technorama visit was more than five years ago (n=56),
3 survey participants who have never visited Technorama before (n=254).

Table 2: Socio-demographic data of the three modeled visitor groups

Figure 3 shows that the most frequently mentioned leisure activities that
survey participants regularly engage in include hiking, picnics, outings, and

meeting friends or acquaintances away from home. For the latter, a signifi-
cant difference (p < 0.05) was found between visitors and no-longer-visitors.
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Accordingly, the no-longer-visitors, at 71.4%, were significantly more likely
to say they regularly meet friends and acquaintances away from home than
the visitors (49.2%). Likewise, significant differences were found between
visitors and never-visitors. These two groups differ significantly from each
other, especially regarding their preference for traditional card or board ga-
mes (p < 0.05) and cabaret, circus, light and sound shows (p < 0.01).
I (6.4 %o

Hiking, picnicking, going on excursions I 69.6 %
8 P! g, going 62.6% o

. ) R I 49.2 %,
Meeting friends or acquaintances away from home I 71.4%!
56.3%

Sports, exercise, fitness (outdoor) EEEEEEE— 59.0%
o
Sports, exercise, fitness (indoor) INEEEEEEEEEEEEEE——— 46.4%

Zoo I 30.3%,
o

) R . . 36.9%
Do-it-yourself, handicrafts IEEG—_—_——— 35.7%
31.9%

Traditional card or board games IE—————— 33.9%
22.8%?

. . . I 27.0%
Village, neighborhood or club festivals  IEEG——————————— 32.1%
22.0%

Cooking special dishes I——— 26.8%
o

Sports events (athletics, football) IT———  26.8%

17.3%
) o . I 23.8%
Big traditional festivals (August 1st, carnival, ctc.) IEEE— 8 21.4%
18.1%
. I 18.9%
Video and computer games I 10.7%
15.7%
) ) N 20.5%
Cabaret, circus, light and sound shows = 10.7%
7.9%*
o ) _—9.0%
Big city festivals (e.g. Strect Parade) Il 10.7%
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Notes. The following question was asked: “Which of the following leisure activities do you
regularly engage in?”. Multiple mentions were possible (total mentions = 1°938).

! significant group differences between visitors and no-longer-visitors (p < 0.05),
%significant group differences between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.05),
* significant group differences between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.01).

Figure 3: Percentage of mentions per visitor group of their engagement in various regular leisure
activities
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As to the motives behind why survey participants chose a leisure activity,
all three groups were interested in having fun, in being entertained, and
in feeling comfortable and at ease in their own environment (Figure 4).
The strongest difference between visitors and never-visitors was found
in the evaluation of the motive ‘gain new experiences.” Here visitors dif-
fer significantly from never-visitors (p < 0.001).

Fun and entertainment I 67.9%,

. X I 2.3 %o
Feeling comfortable and at ease in one's surroundings  IEEEEIEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE——— 66.1%
49.2%

. . 46.7%
Social interaction GGG 60.7%
46.9%

59.8%"
Gain new experiences IIIIN————— 53.6%
39.0%!

Do something valuable and meaningful I 55.4%
o

. I 49.2 %
Learn something new I———— 51.8%
35.8%

I 41.0%
Gain distance from everyday life IEE———— 50.0%
9%

Active participation I 33.9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

m Visitors (n=122) m No-longer-visitors (n=56) Never-visitors (n=254)

Notes. The following question was asked: “What is important to you when deciding on a leisure
activity?”. Multiple mentions were possible (total mentions = 1°658).

!significant group differences between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.001).

Figure 4: Percentage of mentions per visitor group regarding their motives for engaging in va-
rious leisure activities

Both visitors and no-longer-visitors were asked how often they had visited
Technorama so far. Here, the average number of Technorama visits was 4.7
for visitors and 2.5 for no-longer-visitors. When asked their reasons for vi-
siting Technorama, “the opportunity to try something out for yourself” and
“suitable for children” were mentioned most frequently by both visitors and
no-longer-visitors (Figure 5). The only significant difference between these
two groups was for the answer option “seeing (scientific) demonstrations”.
For visitors, the demonstrations (of scientific processes, technological capa-
bilities, and natural phenomena) represent a significantly more important
reason for visiting Technorama than for no-longer-visitors (p < 0.001).
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Notes. The following question was asked: “What are the reasons for you to visit Technorama?”.
Multiple mentions were possible (total mentions = 1°109).

! significant group differences between visitors and no-longer-visitors (p < 0.001).

Figure 5: Percentage of mentions by visitors and no-longer-visitors regarding their reasons for
visiting Technorama

Non-visitors were also asked about the reasons for their long absences.
More than a third (37.5%) answered that they would visit Technorama
more often if it were closer to their home. The farther away the survey
location/shopping center was from the Technorama site, the more fre-
quently participants mentioned this as a reason. The second most fre-
quently cited reason was the admission price. A quarter of all no-lon-
ger-visitors would visit Technorama more often if the admission price
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was lower. An additional 23.2% of the no-longer-visitors chose the
answer option “No specific reasons/don’t know.” In other words, in just
under a quarter of the responses, no specific reason was given for the
prolonged non-visit. Of the 254 never-visitors, 85% (215) had never
heard of Technorama. The remaining 39 survey participants had heard
of Technorama but had never visited it. The following figure shows that
the most common reason (43.6%) for never visiting was that they had
not thought enough about it. A third could not give a specific reason, and
about a quarter (25.6%) said they had too little time.

Too little thought given to it 43.6%

No specific reasons / don't know 33.3%
Too little time ~ IEG———TG— 5.6 %o
Children are too young or too old ~ INEG—<_S—— 12.8%
Too expensive IE— 7.7%
No or insufficient knowledge of the offer/Technorama =8 5.1%
Cannot find anyone to accompany me Bl 2.6%
Alternative leisure activities interest me more B 2.6%
Not suitable for children =l 2.6%
Other M= 5.1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Notes. The following question was asked: “What are the reasons why you have never visited
Technorama?”. This question was only asked of those never-visitors who have already heard of
Technorama but have never visited it (n=39). Multiple mentions were possible (total mentions = 55).

Figure 6: Percentage of mentions by never-visitors regarding their reasons for not having visited
Technorama so far

Image

In total, the survey included three questions about the image of Techno-
rama. Presented to them as a semantic differential, the choice for the
survey participants was between two different expressions on a 5-point
scale. The aim of these questions was to find out from the survey parti-
cipants when, and in which cases, Technorama was desirable or suitable
as a destination. As can be seen in figure 7 below, Technorama tends
to be perceived as a bad weather destination by all three groups. The
mean values of visitors (M=1.92; SD=.839) and never-visitors (M=2.54;
SD=1.211) differ significantly from each other here (p < 0.01). Also, vi-
sitors (M=4.32; SD=.874) were significantly more likely to think that
Technorama was a desirable place to visit multiple times than the
no-longer-visitors (M=3.54; SD=1.061), and the never-visitors (M=3.10;
SD=1.188).
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Bad weather 192! 221 254 Good weather
During vacation season Anytime
Adults 292 Children
Groups/Families

Individual visitors/persons

Gaining information Having experiences

One time visit Muliple visits
1 5

—e—Visitors (n=122) —e—No-longer-visitors (n=56) Never-visitors (n=39)

Notes. The following question was asked: “In your opinion, to what extent do the following apply to ? T is
suitable for/at...”.

! significant group differences between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.01),
? significant group differences between visitors and no-longer-visitors (p < 0.001) as well as between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.001).

Figure 7: Mean value comparison of the visitor groups regarding their assessment of the desira-
bility of Technorama as a destination

In the second image question, the survey participants were shown three
statements, which they had to answer on a standard 5-point Likert scale
(from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Both visitors, with
a mean value of 3.10 (SD=1.256), and no-longer-visitors, with a mean
value of 3.21 (SD=.967), tended to agree that Technorama offers the
opportunity to exchange ideas and meet others. The statement that
Technorama is not about technology, but rather about the natural phe-
nomena behind it, was rated somewhat higher by both groups. The mean
value for the visitors with 3.65 (SD=.978) is still slightly ahead of that
of the no-longer-visitors (M=3.38; SD=.885). The highest mean values
could be found for the statement that Technorama offers the opportuni-
ty to learn new things and to develop oneself further. Visitors had a mean
value of 4.37 (SD=.955) and the no-longer-visitors a mean value of 4.48
(SD=.687). The mean values of these three statements showed no signi-
ficant differences between groups or survey sites.

For the third image question, a classical semantic differential was
used. Both the visitors and the no-longer-visitors rated the tested cha-
racteristics of Technorama very positively. Both groups believed Techno-
rama was modern, educational/informative, fascinating, child-friendly,
serious/relevant, and inspiring. The greatest—but still not significant
group difference—was seen in the characteristic “child-friendly.” Here,
the visitors tended to be slightly more of the opinion that Technorama
was child-friendly (MW=1.59; SD=.769) than the no-longer-visitors
(MW=1.82; SD=.876).
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Potential of the park project

To test the potential of Technorama Outdoors, the park project was
briefly shown to all survey participants. Subsequently, they were asked
whether they could imagine visiting Technorama again or for the first
time (for the never-visitors) in the future because of the planned park.

Figure 8 shows that the percentage of respondents who could imagine
visiting Technorama (a further visit or first visit, as applicable) in the fu-
ture—due to the planned park—is much higher among visitors (84.4%)
than among never-visitors (60.6%). Conversely, 9% of the never-vi-
sitors “cannot” or “rather not” imagine a future visit, whereas the figure
for visitors is only 3.3%. The only significant difference was found bet-
ween visitors and never-visitors. Visitors answered “yes” (could imagine
a future visit) significantly more than never-visitors (67,2% to 42.9%,
respectively (p < 0.001)). At 72.5%, almost-visitors exhibit the highest
value for the “yes” responses.

80%

N\

70% 67.2%1
60.7%
60%
50%
42.9%"
40%
30% 28.3%
20% 17.9% 172%  17.7%
14.3% N
" 5% z 5% 125%
V

10% 2

7% »:/3"/“/ % 36% 00, 2.5%

0.8%0.0% 0.0% 0.0% é 08% m

0% —_— 2 —_— %

No Rather not Quite possible / may be Rather yes 1 cannot judge

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\f

W Visitors (n=122) @ No-longer-visitors (n=56) N sitors (1=254) st-visitors (n=40)

Notes. The following question was asked: “Do you think/could you imagine that you will visit Technorama in the future because of the planned park
project "Technorama Outdoors™?”.

! significant group differences between visitors and never-visitors (p < 0.001).

Figure 8: Responses of all visitor groups (incl. the almost-visitors) regarding the potential of the
park project called “Technorama Outdoors”

A Net Promoter Score (NPS) survey was conducted with all survey parti-
cipants who had already visited Technorama once—that is, with visitors
and no-longer-visitors. An NPS survey had previously been conducted
with visitors in the 2014 visitor study. At that time, the NPS was 38.00.
In the 2019 non-visitor survey, the visitors’ NPS was 44.26, slightly
higher than five years earlier. At 16.07, the no-longer-visitors’ NPS is
much lower than that of visitors. Since the NPS is calculated by subtrac-
ting the percentage of detractors from the percentage of promoters, the
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two groups were examined for significant differences in terms of their
percentages in these two NPS categories. No-longer-visitors had a signi-
ficantly higher percentage of detractors than visitors (p < 0.05).

Discussion

The following section elaborates the marketing measures derived from
the survey findings, intensive project meeting discussions, and further
insights from implementing the results. The newly generated insights
about the target groups—both visitors and non-visitors—allow a more
nuanced modeling of the Falk phenotypes among visitors and non-vi-
sitors, and thus more systematic targeting. Both regular observations
at the ticket office and results of the visitor research demonstrated that
adults with school-age children (parents, but also grandparents, godmo-
thers, godfathers, and others) are the most common visitors to Techno-
rama. The survey using Falk’s motivational scales showed that as a tar-
get group, adults in this segment largely correspond to the Facilitator
phenotype. Adults want the children they accompany to have a good
experience, one which the individual child perceives positively both as
an individual and as a family member. Image measurement results, as
well as the NPS results above, show that the marketing communication’s
focus on families, addressing both offer-specific features (the possibi-
lity of joint experiences), and their psychological effects (affiliation,
strengthening of the sense of community, spending quality time in the
family network), has been highly successful. Differences between visi-
tors, no-longer-visitors and never-visitors, on the other hand, make it
clear that visitors’ image of Technorama is more in line with Techno-
rama’s intended image than that of all other groups, which have not
recently experienced Technorama and therefore have to rely more on
marketing information. In this light, digital communication measures
have the potential—to a certain extent—to positively influence visitors’
perception/image of Technorama.

A critical and frequent issue remains the organization’s image as abad
weather destination, one result of which is that attendance is relatively
low during the summer season. Combined with the specific survey re-
sults, this finding highlights the potential of Technorama’s new park pro-
ject. Additionally, the park project seems to better address two of Falk’s
phenotypes that are underrepresented in the Technorama visitor spec-
trum: Rechargers and Explorers. The results from questions specifically
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asking about the park project show additional potential to create more
visits from visitors and non-visitors alike, as the project will potentially
create new reasons to visit again or special interest in visiting for the first
time. In general, a large proportion of no-longer-visitors and never-visi-
tors seem to have no clear reasons for not coming (or not returning), or
just need to be reminded or persuaded that Technorama relates to their
desires and motivations. This also indicates the potential for effective
digital marketing communications. Many potential visitors just seem to
need the right nudge at the right time.

Based on the study results, which were presented both orally and as
a written report, Technorama developed a digital marketing campaign
with an appropriate “model family” exploring the offerings of the new
park together.

Each family member represents and speaks to one of Falk’s phenotypes:

« Mother Karin (40) — Facilitator
Relation to Technorama: Karin goes to Technorama primarily
because of her children. She wants to show her children new per-
spectives and transfers the experiences to other situations from
life. Learning is fun! Even if it happens unconsciously.

« Father Michael (45) — Professionalist
Relation to Technorama: Has a professional interest in Techno-
rama’s STEM topics. He therefore really wants to understand the
phenomena and takes time to do so. He likes to explain the back-
ground behind the exhibits to his family.

+ Son Leandro (13) — Experience Seeker
Relation to Technorama: Finds the XXL exhibits really cool and
loves action. When experimenting, he likes to show his sisters how
things can be done. Technorama really is such a fun adventure.

« Daughter Livia (11) — Explorer
Relation to Technorama: Bubbling with energy and curiosity. She
observes, tries things out, and draws the family to places in the
park that they might not have otherwise discovered. She is also
very inquisitive and loves to learn.

« Daughter Annina (9) — Recharger
Relation to Technorama: Likes being cozy and loves nature and
everything in it. She likes to discover the park and enjoys nature
here very much, too. Sometimes it doesn’t have to be more than
that.
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Figure 9: Image excerpt of a Technorama campaign video clip (Technorama, 2021)

This marketing campaign with the family phenotypes resulted in a cam-
paign consisting of twelve different video clips which, styled as authentic
video reportage, bore witness to the value of a visit to Technorama. It
was distributed via the social media platforms Facebook and YouTube
as paid posts, supplemented with Google SEA. The figure above repre-
sents the family described with Falk’s phenotypes and is being used for
the marketing campaign for the new Technorama Outdoors.

The approach based on Falk’s phenotypes is meant to create a sense
of proximity, as claimed by Trondle (2019). Digital marketing, especially
through social media, allows targeting of these segments separately, ef-
fectively, and with little scatter loss, using specific messages and content
for each target group.

To evaluate the intended change of perception of the organization,
Technorama should conduct the survey regularly. A repetition after
approximately three years is recommended after the park project is com-
pleted. Of particular interest for future studies is the impact of the new
park on Technorama ‘s image as a bad weather destination with visitors
and non-visitors, as well as its impact on attendance levels. In relation
to pricing, the outcomes of the study in relation to the relevant literature
are not straightforward. Our survey findings are consistent with the li-
terature in terms of subjective barriers (RENZ 2015). Yet, according to
the traditional assumption in cultural economics of inelastic demand for
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the arts (SEAMAN 2006), a price adjustment alone would not dramati-
cally increase the interest of non-visitors, and our survey showed that
high prices are not at the top of reasons not to visit. This indicates, in
line with the literature, that targeted outreach, communications and of-
ferings are also necessary.

Conclusion

Our study sheds light on the methodological, managerial, and communi-
cative ways an organization can draw on systematic visitor and non-vi-
sitor research to generate empirically valid insights about diverse target
groups, which allows it to better engage with visitors and non-visitors.
Our insights assume a broad interpretation of the concept of audience
development for which systematic non-visitor research is crucial. Only
by acknowledging, and better understanding the differences between
visitors and non-visitors, as well as the differences among non-visitor
groups, can an organization systematically adjust its offerings and com-
munications accordingly. In line with Trondle (2019), cultural organi-
zations can then better understand which non-visitor groups are im-
possible to target in terms of creating a sense of proximity to arts and
cultural organizations while legitimizing this result for the purposes of
policy making. In addition, regular repetition of surveys will allow the
measures implemented to be evaluated.

The above understanding of how to engage with audiences implies
a shift in the thinking of arts and cultural organizations to one of un-
derstanding that more resources need to be allocated for research and
evaluation, which have been treated with some skepticism in the arts
and cultural sector (LABARONNE 2017). Cultural policy can foster this
development by promoting and funding visitor/non-visitor research and
evaluation above and beyond normal subsidies. This is already the case
with some private funding agencies, who are earmarking a percentage of
their funding for audience research.

Our paper has limitations and suggests avenues for further research.
The empirical work conducted for Technorama as elaborated in the
methodology section draws on generally approved and accepted scales
(Falk visitor typologies, NPS). This allows for benchmarking as well. Yet,
our article is based on a single case study, which limits the generalizabi-
lity of findings. For example, depending on the specific cultural institu-
tion, the distribution of the five phenotypes may vary. The methodology
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described, however should provide insights for similar organizations in
their design of visitor studies and for the systematic use of survey findings
toinform strategic decision-making.

We believe our insights advance scholarly discussion at the inter-
section of non-visitor studies and audience development, in particular
by complementing Falk’s phenotypes with differentiated knowledge of
non-visitor groups. Further studies can validate our approach for diffe-
rent cultural offerings, such as those of performing arts organizations.
We hope that our study also offers insights informing arts management
practitioners and cultural policymakers alike when meeting the challen-
ges of engaging with audiences and addressing new target groups.
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