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marketing organizations (DMOs), local councils, 

and/or private companies] employing a demand 

perspective to event management would benefit 

from profiling event attendees given the potential 

that targeted approaches offer to innovate and grow 

events, at potentially a much lower cost and risk 

(Getz & Page, 2016).

By employing market segmentation to pro-

file event attendees based on variables such as 
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Background

In their recent review of event research, Getz 

and Page (2016) argued that creating and manag-

ing events requires a marketing orientation and 

commitment to customer service. Echoing earlier 

research (e.g., Allen, O’Toole, Harris, & McDon-

nell, 2008; Getz, 2007, 2008), the authors con-

cluded that event organizers [e.g., destination 
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particularly in the usage of technology (S. Lee, 

Boshnakova, & Goldblatt, 2017; Preston, 2012). A 

variety of software packages available such as Sur-

veyMonkey and Qualtrics have enabled researchers 

to collect data outside of the confines of a physi-

cal event setting. Furthermore, data sources such as 

search queries, online reviews and transaction data 

(Liu, Teichert, Rossi, Li, & Hu, 2017; Pan & Yang, 

2017) have proliferated, enabling researchers access 

to larger samples and alternate data forms. Addition-

ally, although traditional segmentation approaches 

may have employed descriptive statistics in the 

early to mid-1990s (Tkaczynski & Rundle-Thiele, 

2011), continual advancements in statistical pack-

ages such as Predictive Analytics Software (PASW) 

(a Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences 

update) have facilitated multivariate segmentation 

analysis techniques. Consequently, greater access to 

larger sample sizes and data analysis advancements 

facilitates the validity of multivariate analysis tech-

niques such as factor analysis and cluster analysis 

(Dolnicar, Grün, & Leisch, 2014), which can be 

employed in an event context. Application of more 

sophisticated multivariate data analysis alternatives 

has led to revisions in sample size recommendations 

and more (see Dolnicar Grün, & Leisch, 2016, for 

current best practice guidelines).

To provide informed insight into recent advance-

ments in event segmentation, this article seeks to 

conduct a comprehensive literature review. Specifi-

cally, this article profiles event segmentation stud-

ies that have been published following Tkaczynski 

and Rundle-Thiele (2011) to examine progress in 

the field. In addition to comparing and contrast-

ing the findings between Tkaczynski and Rundle-

Thiele’s (2011) study, this research aims to address 

the following issues:

In which journals are event attendee segmenta-•	

tion articles published?

Where are event attendee segmentation carried •	

out?

Which types of events are researched by event •	

attendee segmentation researchers?

What data collection method/s have been used to •	

collect information from attendees?

Which of the four segmentation bases developed •	

by Kotler (1980) are used by researchers to pro-

file attendees?

expenditure, age, trip purpose, and usual place of 

residence, event organizers can attract and satisfy 

attendees that might visit the destination location 

where the event was held (Getz, 2008; Tkaczynski 

& Rundle-Thiele, 2011). Additionally, segmenta-

tion of event attendees enables event organizers to 

estimate and evaluate the spending of event attend-

ees, permitting enhanced understanding of where 

economic benefits are derived from. By under-

standing the different groups attending events, 

event organizers can limit seasonality of demand 

effects, further assisting development (Getz & 

Page, 2016). By appealing to multiple target seg-

ments, improved leveraging for events can be real-

ized and in turn destinations can be economically 

developed (Getz, 2007).

Segmentation studies of event attendees are fre-

quent (Getz & Page, 2016). Tkaczynski and Rundle-

Thiele (2011) reviewed 120 event segmentation 

articles that were published from 1992 to 2010 with 

the aim of developing a reference guide for event seg-

mentation research. Major findings were that event 

researchers used a combination of demographic, 

geographic, psychographic, and/or behavioral bases 

(Kotler, 1980) to profile attendees and they employed 

various data collection methods and analysis tech-

niques across numerous event contexts.

Although Tkaczynski and Rundle-Thiele’s (2011) 

review provided a valuable overview of a diverse 

range of approaches that had been used to derive 

event attendee segments at the time, advancements 

in analytical approaches and data collection tech-

niques have occurred since. For example, big data 

now offers the potential to combine different data 

sources, delivering a rich source of information for 

segmentation researchers to draw from. Moreover, 

recent advancements such as online social media 

(e.g., Facebook, Snapchat) and online marketplace 

and hospitality services (e.g., Airbnb, Flipkey) may 

have potentially influenced the purchase decisions 

and the travel behavior of event attendees. Addi-

tionally, further progression in the unique types 

of events such as culinary festivals (e.g., Getz, 

Andersson, Vujicic, & Robinson, 2015) and wed-

ding expositions (e.g., Daniels, Lee, & Cohen, 

2012; S. Kruger, Saayman, & Ellis, 2014) may 

impact research design and approaches employed.

Event academics and practitioners have benefited 

greatly from development in the research field, 
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(letter) it indicated that the researcher/s employed 

past literature (e.g., festival motivation) as the basis 

for the event attendee segmentation research instru-

ment. The Data Analysis column lists 12 different 

techniques that have been employed. These are 

coded as: descriptive statistics (I), chi-square test(s) 

(II), t test(s) (III), factor analysis (IV), analysis of 

variance (V), cluster analysis (VI), regression (VII), 

correlation analysis (VIII), discriminant analysis 

(IX), qualitative analysis techniques (X), post hoc 

analysis (XI), and other analysis (XII).

Event Management is the dominant avenue for 

published event attendee segmentation research in 

both the current (24.4% of studies) and the initial 

(46.7% of studies) reviews. Despite not being part 

of the initial review, the International Journal of 

Event and Festival Management has published 

several event segmentation studies (12.2% total of 

the most recent review) since its inception in 2010. 

The Journal of Convention & Exhibition Tourism 

[14.4% (current) up from 2.5% (initial)] and the 

Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing [10.0% 

(current) up from 2.0% (initial)] were popular out-

lets for attendee segmentation research. The remain-

ing 14 journals in the current review contributed to 

approximately two fifths (39.0%) of segmentation 

studies summarized.

The highest number of segmentation studies (see 

Table 2) were conducted in the US [26.7% (current) 

and 45.5% (initial)]. Event attendee segmentation 

research in South Africa (17.8%) has increased dra-

matically since 2010 largely due to prolific research 

conducted by M. Kruger and associates (e.g., 

M. Kruger, Saayman, & Ellis, 2011, 2012) across 

a variety of contexts (e.g.,, sports and culture). 

Conversely, Australia, while again the third most 

popular context for event segmentation research, 

reported slightly fewer studies [11.1% (current 

review) compared to 13.3% (initial review)]. In 

total, 28 countries provided the research context, 

which is a slight increase from the 24 reported in 

Tkaczynski and Rundle-Thiele’s (2011) review. 

Three studies (Getz & McConnell, 2014; Horng, Su, 

& So, 2013; Mair, 2010) compared attendees across 

two countries, a slightly higher increase (2 stud-

ies) from the initial review. For both reviews, the 

event locations (countries) were categorized into 

six continents (see Table 2). Chi-square analysis 

identified significant differences based on overall 

What variables were utilized by researchers to •	

classify attendees?

What data analysis methods were applied to seg-•	

ment attendees?

Have sample sizes increased over time?•	

Do sample sizes vary according to the data analy-•	

sis techniques employed?

Method

A total of 90 academic event segmentation arti-

cles published from between 2010 and 2017 in 17 

selected ranked event-focused journals form the 

basis of this study. Procedures reported in Tkac-

zynski and Rundle-Thiele (2011) were followed to 

establish which articles from each of the surveyed 

journals qualified for inclusion. First, at least one 

of Kotler’s (1980) segmentation bases needed to 

be used to differentiate event attendees. Therefore, 

studies were considered that used segmentation 

bases and/or variables without the word “segmen-

tation.” Second, in a similar format to Tkaczynski 

and Rundle-Thiele’s (2011) review, data reported in 

the articles (year of publication, sample size, data 

collection method, and analysis) were entered into 

PASW permitting additional analysis (e.g., descrip-

tive analysis, chi-square analysis) to form the data 

set to assess segmentation practice. Tables 1–3 

present the findings. In Table 1, articles are assem-

bled in alphabetical order to provider clearer under-

standing to the reader. The event’s name (e.g., 2014 

Masquerade Festival) has been provided for further 

clarification and reference for the reader.

To understand how Table 1 has been summarized 

and presented, the following explanatory notes 

based on Tkaczynski and Rundle-Thiele (2011) are 

presented. If the event’s name is not provided (e.g., 

confidentiality reasons), this event was simply 

listed as unnamed. If secondary data were utilized, 

a superscript “a” was placed after the sample size.

The column labeled Method deals with the differ-

ent data collection techniques. These were coded as: 

self-administered mail survey (A), self- administer 

on-site survey (this included diaries and recollection 

methods) (B), personal interview (e.g., in-depth/

semistructured) (C), self-administered online sur-

vey (D), interviewer administered on-site survey 

(E), telephone interview (F), and observation (G). 

If a superscript “b” was listed after the method 
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location (p = 0.00). No changes in the amount of 

studies reported across three continents namely, 

Asia (p = 0.960), Australasia (p = 0.073), and South 

America (p = 0.737) were observed.

In employing Getz and Page’s (2016) event type 

categorization, it was noted (see Table 2) that in 

both reviews, cultural festivals (e.g., multicultural, 

music) dominated segmentation research. Sports 

events (e.g., marathons, Olympic Games) repre-

sented approximately a quarter of event segmenta-

tion studies in both reviews. Conversely, business 

events (e.g., conferences, exhibitions) were con-

ducted in a minority of studies. In both reviews 

there were a few studies (e.g., Bosnjak, Brown, 

Lin, Yu, & Sirgy, 2016; Nicholson & Pearce, 2000) 

that were conducted at multiple event types (e.g., 

sport and cultural). Chi-square analysis identified 

no significant differences among event types (e.g., 

p = 0.092 for culture, p = 0.419 for sport) based on 

the two reviews.

On-site self-administered surveys remained the 

most frequently applied method [63.3% (current) 

up from 45.8% (initial)], with an increase in use 

observed when compared to the previous review 

(p = 0.017) (see Table 2). Not surprisingly, online 

(e.g., web surveys), which were largely not avail-

able until the last decade, have increased dra-

matically (27.8% up from 1.1%, p = 0.000). The 

increased use in online surveys is expected given 

technology advances that are supportive of online 

data collection (e.g., Pan & Yang, 2017). Both mail 

(1.1% down from 25.8% of studies, p = 0.000) and 

interviewer-administered (6.7% down from 31.7% 

of studies, p = 0.000) surveys have decreased in use. 

A combined approach (5.6%) was rarely reported in 

the current review, indicating a change in favored 

survey data collection methods.

In comparing reviews, it was concluded that the 

most popular segmentation approach employed 

was all four of Kotler’s (1980) bases [46.7% (cur-

rent), 52.2% (initial) p = 0.425] (see Table 2). Three 

bases [42.5% (current), 41.1% (initial)] were also 

prevalent (p = 0.840). Two bases [6.7% (current) 

and 8.3% (initial)] were infrequently employed 

(p = 0.652) and one base was not used in any of the 

90 segmentation studies, whereas a small number 

(2.5%) considered only one base (psychographics 

or behavioral) in the initial review.
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The variables employed by event researchers 

exhibited similarities over time (see Table 2). The 

demographic variables age (92.2%), gender (91.1%), 

education (62.2%), and income (57.8%) and the 

geographic item origin (64.4%) in this review were 

once again the most frequently employed variables. 

Similarly, the three most applied behavioral items 

of length of stay (43.3%), expenditure (42.2%), past 

experience (40.0%), and the psychographic base of 

motivations (53.3%) were frequently used. Only 

three of the 24 items produced significantly differ-

ent findings between the two reviews, with gender 

(p = 0.000), employment (p = 0.026), and accommo-

dation (p = 0.009) more frequently employed in 2017 

when compared to 2010.

Interestingly, when an online survey method was 

chosen, approximately a third (36.0%) of studies 

chose all four bases, with geographic segmentation 

not considered in these instances (e.g., King, Chan, 

& Funk, 2015; Lamont & Jenkins, 2013). It should 

be noted that M. Kruger and Saayman (2015b; 

2017) employed language (p = 0.00) and number 

of people paid for (p = 0.00) consistently (over a 

dozen times) in this review, variables that were not 

frequently employed by other researchers in this 

or the earlier review. This focus on language could 

Table 2 (Continued)

Initial Current

Sample size

<200 11.7% 14.4%

200–399 27.5% 35.6%

400–599 25.8% 18.9%

600–799 5.8% 10.0%

800–999 8.3% 3.3%

1000+ 16.7% 17.8%

Data analysis method

Descriptive statistics 94.2% 96.7%

Chi-square 23.3% 33.3%

 t Test 25.0% 32.2%

Analysis of variance* 31.7% 45.6%

Factor analysis* 38.3% 56.7%

Cluster analysis* 11.7% 27.8%

Regression 20.8% 24.4%

Correlation analysis 7.5% 6.7%

Discriminant analysis 5.0% 6.7%

Qualitative analysis 5.0% 5.6%

Post hoc** 4.2% 25.6%

Other 8.3% 16.7%

Note. The data analysis methods will be greater than 100% 

in some instances due to a combined approach employed by 

event segmentation researchers. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001.

Table 2

Chi-Square Analysis (One Sample)

Initial Current

Location**

North America* 47.5% 28.9%

Asia 19.2% 18.9%

Australasia 17.5% 8.9%

Europe* 10.0% 22.2%

Africa* 4.2% 18.9%

South America 1.7% 1.1%

Event type

Cultural 70.8% 61.1%

Sport 26.7% 28.9%

Business 5.8% 12.2%

Unnamed 0.8% 2.2%

Multiple (e.g., cultural and sport) 5.8% 4.4%

Data collection method

Mail survey** 25.8% 1.1%

Self-administered on-site survey* 45.8% 63.3%

Personal interview 10.8% 4.4%

Online survey** 2.5% 27.8%

Interviewer-administered on-site

survey**

31.7% 6.7%

Telephone interview 4.2% 1.1%

Observation 2.5% 1.1%

Segmentation bases

All four bases 46.7% 52.2%

Three bases 42.5% 41.1%

Two bases 8.3% 6.7%

One base 2.5% 0.0%

Segmentation variables

Demographic

Gender** 71.7% 91.1%

Age 83.3% 92.2%

Education 50.8% 62.2%

Income 50.8% 57.8%

Marital status 22.5% 31.1%

Employment/occupation* 27.5% 42.2%

Travel party composition 32.5% 21.1%

Group size 26.7% 30.0%

Ethnicity 10.8% 12.2%

Geographic

Origin 57.5% 64.4%

Psychographic

Motivations 41.7% 53.3%

Trip purpose 35.0% 25.6%

Perceptions 23.3% 31.1%

Involvement 15.8% 13.3%

Satisfaction 16.7% 27.8%

Behavioral 

Past experience 39.2% 40.0%

Expenditure 34.2% 42.2%

Length of stay 31.7% 43.3%

Frequency 25.0% 25.6%

Information sources 21.7% 27.8%

Repurchase intentions 20.8% 27.8%

Tourism activities 14.2% 17.8%

Accommodation* 10.8% 24.4%

Transport mode 8.3% 8.9%

(continued)
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A t test was used to compare sample sizes 

between the two reviews. Although the sample size 

(n = 888.08) is larger for the current review than 

the initial review (n = 683.90), it was not statisti-

cally significant (p = 0.340). Chi-square tests (see 

Table 2) indicated that the number or types of bases 

applied and second, the same size employed, was 

statistically insignificant. Taken together, these 

tests indicate that no changes in segmentation prac-

tice are evident in the past 5 to 7 years, which is 

surprising given the growth in big data.

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed 

to first identify if there was a significant relation-

ship between year of publication and sample size 

and second whether sample sizes varied according 

to the data analysis technique used by event seg-

mentation researchers. No significant relationship 

was found (p = 0.620) between year of publication 

and sample size, indicating that sample size has not 

increased in more recent years despite the facili-

tation of data collection techniques (e.g., online  

methods). Conversely, as outlined in Table 3, sig-

nificant differences were found between both clus-

ter analysis (p = 0.010) and regression (p = 0.000) 

and sample size. It was concluded that of the 25 

segmentation studies in the current review that 

employed cluster analysis, four (Alexander et al., 

2015; Getz et al., 2015; K. Kim & Tucker, 2016; 

M. Kruger & Saayman, 2015b) employed sample 

sizes in excess of 3,000, whereas eight (e.g., C. 

Lee & Won, 2012; J. Lee & Kyle, 2014; Yeh, Hua, 

& Huang, 2016) had sample sizes smaller than 

500. Similarly, five (e.g., Brida, Disegna, & Osti, 

2013; Lim & Bendle, 2012; Pechlaner, Dal Bo, & 

Pichler, 2013) regression studies had a large sam-

ple size (n > 1,000) whereas seven studies (e.g., 

Croes & Lee, 2015; Savinoic, Kim, & Long, 2012; 

Tzetzis, Alexandris, & Kapsampeli, 2014) had a 

small sample size (n < 250).

When combining all 210 studies from the two 

reviews, it was again concluded that no significant 

relationship was found (p = 0.922) between year of 

publication and sample size when multivariate cluster 

techniques were applied, suggesting there has been 

no change in sample sizes obtained despite guide-

lines for market segmentation samples increasing 

over time (Dolnicar et al., 2014). Furthermore, sig-

nificance differences were only found between clus-

ter analysis (p = 0.002) and regression (p = 0.001).

largely be due to the uniqueness of the dual lan-

guage of Afrikaans and English exhibited by South 

African event attendees in their usual lifestyle. 

Conversely, the focus on the number of people paid 

for has been a variable focused upon by M. Kruger 

and Saayman, but not other event attendee segmen-

tation researchers, which rather tend to focus on 

economic models (Herrero, Sanz, & Devesa, 2011; 

Warnick, Bojanic, & Cariter, 2017) as a basis for 

profiling attendees.

The usage of past literature in the formation of 

the event attendee segmentation research instru-

ment produced significant differences (p = 0.00) 

between the two reviews. The current review 

employed past literature (72.2%) as the basis for 

research much more frequently than studies con-

ducted prior to 2010 (64.8%). Within the initial 

review it was also noted that secondary data (e.g., 

K. Kim, Sun, Jogaratham, & Oh, 2007; LeBlanc, 

2003) or event industry practitioner-focused stud-

ies (e.g., Slack, Rowley, & Coles, 2008; Taks, 

Chalip, Green, Kesenne, & Martyn, 2009), which 

were used by fewer than three times each in the cur-

rent review. However, the focus on festival moti-

vational literature (e.g., Formica & Uysal, 1996; 

Scott, 1996) was statistically insignificant between 

both reviews (p = 0.052). The current (65.5%) and 

initial (61.8%) emphasizing motivation across all 

event types as a relevant segmentation item across 

different contexts.

Descriptive statistics such as frequencies and 

means were the most popular method [96.7% (cur-

rent), 94.2% (initial), p = 0.400] for both reviews. 

However, unlike Tkaczynski and Rundle-Thiele’s 

(2011) earlier research that identified a high num-

ber of studies (15.8%) employing descriptive statis-

tics as the sole analysis method, only one study in 

the current review (Mackellar, 2014) exhibited this 

trait. Potentially due to the usage of data analysis 

techniques in PASW, the number of segmentation 

studies employing factor analysis [56.7% (cur-

rent), 38.3% (initial), p = 0.008], analysis of vari-

ance [45.6% (current), 31.7% (initial), p = 0.040], 

and cluster analysis [27.8% (current), 11.7% (ini-

tial), p = 0.004] have risen in the past 7 years. These 

three data analysis methods were all employed in 

the same study to derive segment profiles on twelve 

occasions (e.g., Alexander, Kim, & Kim, 2015; 

Báez & Devesa, 2014).
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reviews. However, since 2010, numerous segmen-

tation studies have been conducted in South Africa 

and various locations in Europe (e.g., the UK, Ger-

many). Therefore, this suggests that event attendee 

segmentation research, while occurring across 

the globe, remains dominated by the US, which 

may limit understanding. Although this recent 

review has provided insight into the profile of 

event attendees, research into cultural events (e.g., 

M. Kruger & Saayman, 2015b; M. Kruger et al., 

2011) are limited to one country (South Africa). 

Cross-country comparisons, although present (e.g., 

Horng et al., 2013; Mair, 2010), are minimal and 

do not focus on examining cultural differences that 

may be limiting understanding about whether it is 

appropriate to derive segments across countries. 

Although selected studies examine attendee eth-

nicity (e.g., Báez & Devesa, 2014; Ko, Kim, Kim, 

Lee, & Cattani, 2010) and language differences  

(e.g., M. Kruger, Myburgh, & Saayman, 2016; 

M. Kruger & Saayman, 2013), further research into 

segmenting event attendees to extend understand-

ing of inclusion of the impact of cultural factors 

in segmentation research is recommended (Getz & 

Page, 2016).

Which Types of Events Are Researched by 

Event Attendee Segmentation Researchers?

Cultural events have dominated event attendee 

research since the 1990s. For example, research at 

music festivals led both the initial (e.g., Bowen & 

Discussion

Event market segmentation continues to remain 

a dominant area of research enquiry across cultural 

(e.g., festivals), sports (e.g., World Cups), and busi-

ness (e.g., conferences) events. Utilizing Tkaczyn-

ski and Rundle-Thiele’s (2011) previous framework 

as the basis for a comparison between the initial 

and current review, the answers to the nine research 

issues that were asked in the introduction are now 

discussed in turn.

In Which Journals Are Event Attendee 

Segmentation Articles Published?

Event attendee segmentation research contin-

ues to be largely published in Event Management. 

Despite this journal’s dominance, a relatively new 

journal, International Journal of Event and Festival 

Management, and the established tourism marketing 

journal, Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, are 

now providing additional avenues for event attendee 

segmentation research. Consequently, researchers 

should consider viewing not only Event Manage-

ment, but a view variety of available journals when 

seeking to further develop theory and understand 

current research practices in event segmentation.

Where Is Event Attendee Segmentation  

Carried Out?

The US is the most popular country for event 

segmentation research across both research 

Table 3

Sample Sizes

Data Analysis Technique

Average Sample Size 

Analyzed (Pre-2010)

Average Sample Size 

Analyzed (Post-2010)

Average Sample 

Size Analyzed (All)

Descriptive statistics 682.6 886.3 772.1

Chi-square 652.6 119.5 940.4

t Test 492.1* 388.6 490.3

Analysis of variance 460.6* 1064.0 799.5

Factor analysis 444.4* 1287.7 841.6

Cluster analysis 808.8 1708.5* 1357.4*

Regression 806.4 4548.5* 1530.7*

Correlation analysis 439.0 1067.8 690.5

Discriminant analysis 400.4 98.8 249.6

Qualitative analysis 617.5 622.4 621.6

Post hoc 474.2 678.9 642.4

Other 548.9 941.5 775.4

*p < 0.05.
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base, which may be applied to extend destination 

visitation in low tourist seasons.

The geographic base is the least frequently used 

base in segmentation research. Inclusion of a geo-

graphic item in an on-site survey (e.g., S.-B. Kim, 

Ao, Lee, & Pan, 2012; Tkaczynski & Rundle-Thiele, 

2013) may provide greater insight into where event 

attendees usually reside, which can inform event 

marketing planning. Specifically, inclusion of 

geographic measures offers diagnostic informa-

tion to inform targeting and communication efforts 

(Moscardo, Pearce, & Morrison, 2001). Economic 

impact measurement techniques incorporating var-

ious data collection methods are being produced 

(e.g., Warnick et al., 2017). Future research in event 

segmentation can calculate impact by segments 

identified to compare and contrast the contributions 

each segment delivers. This understanding informs 

resource allocation, ensuring that data drives deci-

sion making and that monies are invested to maxi-

mize return for the destination thereby benefitting 

local communities who depend on flow-on effects 

delivered by events.

What Variables Were Utilized by Researchers 

to Classify Attendees?

Multiple bases (and variables) to segmentation 

have been and should continue to be applied by 

researchers when profiling attendees. The combi-

nation of at least three of Kotler’s (1980) segmenta-

tion bases have been regularly employed by event 

segmentation researchers across three decades of 

research. Furthermore, within this review, gender 

and age were again identified as the most domi-

nant event segmentation items used in event seg-

mentation research (Tkaczynski & Rundle-Thiele, 

2011). Despite their popularity, their usage as seg-

mentation variables must be used cautiously given 

research that has found that both age and gender are 

insignificant variables in differentiating segments 

(Hallman & Wicker, 2012; M. Kruger et al., 2016). 

Therefore, although not the most frequently applied 

segmentation variable in both reviews, festival 

motivation has and should continue to be a relevant 

focus on event attendee research. Armed with this 

knowledge, event attendee segmentation research-

ers can identify whether motivational factors such 

as socialization and enjoyment identified as relevant 

Daniels, 2005; Formica & Uysal, 1998) and current 

(e.g., Blesic, Pivac, Stamenkovic, & Besermenji, 

2013; Oakes, 2010) reviews. Likewise, culinary 

festivals were a popular context for event attendee 

segmentation across both reviews (Getz et al., 2015; 

K.-S. Park, Reisinger, & Kang, 2008). The diversity 

of sports is also prevalent in event attendee segmen-

tation research, with running (Agrusa, Lema, Kim, 

& Botto, 2009; Aicher, Karadakis, & Eddosary, 

2015) and mega-sport events (Peters & Schnitzer, 

2015; Qi, Gibson, & Zhang, 2009) prevalent since 

the initial review. Although special events such as 

wedding expositions (e.g., Daniels et al., 2012; S. 

Kruger et al., 2014) represent a relatively new form 

of events, event attendee segmentation into this 

field is relatively sparse, which provides opportu-

nities for future research.

What Data Collection Method(s) Have Been Used  

to Collect Information From Attendees?

Online surveys are beneficial, permitting data 

to be gathered in sports events (King et al., 2015; 

Lamont & Jenkins, 2013) or for those who travel 

to locations not usually open to the public such 

as airbases (Bojanic & Warnick, 2012; Warnick, 

Bojanic, Mathur, & Ninan, 2011). It is interesting 

to observe that researchers continue to employ self-

 administered on-site surveys as the predominant 

method of data collection. On-site administration, 

which may be more expensive (Jennings, 2010), 

may assist to increase representativeness, general-

izability, and limit skewness towards one particular 

cohort (e.g., females) and should be used as a basis 

for continual event attendee segmentation, despite 

its time and financial constraints.

Which of the Four Segmentation Bases 

Developed by Kotler (1980) Are Used by 

Researchers to Profile Attendees?

Few changes in the number or types of bases 

applied and the measures applied over time were 

noted in this study. A lack of innovation in mea-

sures and/or bases may be limiting understanding 

of the most effective and efficient means to segment 

and target event attendees. For example, in a tour-

ist context, situation was proposed (Tkaczynski, 

Rundle-Thiele, & Prebensen, 2015) as a potential 
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permitting an event attendee rather than researcher 

driven profile to emerge.

Multivariate techniques allow researchers to 

simultaneously consider the role each individ-

ual factor has, which is more reflective of reality 

given identification of an event attendee persona to 

describe the identified segment involves more than a 

single variable. With the advancement of technology 

in data analysis techniques now available in PASW 

that was largely not available in the 1990s, which 

represented a major component of the initial review, 

employing these packages can allow greater analysis 

and validation (both internal and external), which 

can inform event attendee segmentation practice.

Have Sample Sizes Increased Over Time 

and do Sample Sizes Vary According to the 

Data Analysis Techniques Employed?

This review identified that samples employed 

in segmentation studies have not changed signifi-

cantly in size over time. Although advancements in 

the amount of data and data collection technology 

are available to event researchers, it appears access 

to data may be problematic for researchers, limiting 

event researchers’ ability to reach recommended 

sample sizes (e.g., Dolnicar & Grün, 2008; Dolni-

car et al., 2014). This problem could be explained 

by the potentially small population (e.g., <500 

people) at minor events such as specialized cultural 

celebrations or focused sports carnivals.

Limitations and Opportunities for Future Research

This research is not without its limitations. This 

review is based on a previous synthesis framework 

and is, therefore, restricted to the agenda reported 

in the earlier 2010 study. Consequently, certain 

analysis techniques such as the external valida-

tion employed by multivariate analysis cannot be 

compared and contrasted due to the unavailability 

of many data analysis multivariate techniques and 

their associated validated techniques (e.g., Two-Step 

Cluster Analysis) in the initial review (Tkaczynski 

& Rundle-Thiele, 2011). Secondly, this study has 

determined how event attendees are profiled but it 

has not aimed to identify why selected processes 

were employed. Future research can examine 

whether common sense or data-driven segmentation 

in seminal research across different contexts (e.g., 

Formica & Uysal, 1996; Scott, 1996) continue to be 

relevant in current event attendee research.

Event researchers may find it of greater strategic 

value to focus on behavioral (e.g., expenditure) and 

psychographic (e.g., motivations) variables to dis-

tinguish segments and descriptive variables (e.g., 

demographic) to profile tourists (Tkaczynski & 

Rundle-Thiele, 2011). Further, although the accom-

modation option represents a moderately popular 

behavioral segmentation item (behind more fre-

quently employed variables such as length of stay 

and expenditure), its industry relevance cannot be 

understated. Although event segmentation studies 

have focused extensively on tourists (Pechlaner 

et al., 2013; Peter & Anandkumar, 2016), event 

academics and practitioners may need to conduct 

future research with new innovative, accommoda-

tion options such as AirBnB and Flipkey potentially 

revolutionizing understanding of how and where 

event attendees stay during a performance and how 

this impacts a destination economically. Finally, 

although information sources such as digital media 

options (e.g., social media) have increased in prev-

alence (Liu et al., 2017; Wang & Cole, 2016), their 

importance as a segmentation variable remains 

inconclusive. Future research could examine how 

event attendees can be differentiated based on how 

they search for and share information (both online 

and offline) on their event experience before, dur-

ing, and after its duration.

What Data Analysis Methods Were Applied 

to Segment Attendees?

Descriptive or univariate statistics remain 

the dominant analysis method for segmentation 

research. Extending beyond univariate treatment, 

numerous event segmentation researchers are using 

bivariate techniques such as analysis of variance 

(e.g., Daniels et al., 2012; Peter & Anandkumar, 

2014) or regression (e.g., Savinovic et al., 2012; Son 

& Lee, 2011) in combination with descriptive sta-

tistics to profile attendees. Additionally, data reduc-

tion techniques such as factor analysis have been 

applied to assist researchers to profile segments and 

reduce data prior to clustering. This article calls for 

application of multivariate forms of data analysis 

such as cluster analysis in segmentation research, 
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Carlsen, J., Rosenberger III, P. J., & Rahman, M. M. (2016). A 

hierarchical model of perceived value of group-oriented 

travel experiences to major events and its influences on 

satisfaction and future group-travel intentions. Journal 

of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 33(9), 1251–1267. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2015.1117407

Case, R., Dey, T., Hobbs, S., Hoolachan, J., & Wilcox, A. 

(2010). An examination of sporting event direct-
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of Convention & Event Tourism, 11(2), 1191–1137. 
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Cetin, G., & Bilgihan, A. (2016). Components of cultural 

tourists’ experiences in destinations. Current Issues in 

(Dolnicar, 2004) approaches were considered by 

researchers and if theory development or theory 

testing was the aim for the research.

Future research opportunities for event segmen-

tation research could include examining segmenta-

tion studies across different continents and across 

different event types to identify whether salient/

important profiling attributes exist given the event 

context or country studied. Although festival moti-

vation research based on previous literature has and 

will likely dominate event attendee segmentation 

research, an opportunity for future segmentation 

research is to segment a cohort of event attendees 

at different time periods (potentially before and 

after an event) to identify whether segments can be 

validated over time such as whether their motiva-

tions were fulfilled. Studying the validity measures 

employed by academics to profile attendees into 

specific segments (e.g., clusters) through multi-

variate analysis presents an opportunity for future 

research, considering the noted advancements in 

quantitative analysis in event research.

Finally, a research area of concern noted by Getz 

and Page (2016) is the lack of longitudinal event 

research. Additionally, longitudinal data assess-

ments permit researchers to examine the predictive 

capability of segments derived. By understand the 

extent (or not) that a segment solution can explain 

event attendance behavior researchers can compare 

and contrast bases and measures used. Compari-

sons and contrasts permit identification of optimal 

measures and bases for prediction. Research effort 

that is directed towards assessing predictive capa-

bility of alternatives enhances the precision of our 

decision support tools over time.
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