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Abstract

Findings on European countries show non-uniform decreasing trends of film theatres’
audiences, the decline being more severe in Spain. This research presents a multifaceted
perspective of Spanish filmgoers focused on motives for and barriers to film theatres
attendance. Two comprehensive scales (motives, barriers) are proposed. First, motives and
barriers are optimally scaled with principal components analysis (PCA); and, second, we
identify segments of filmgoers with latent class modelling (LC). PCA recommended a five-
factor solution for motives (education, film popularity, film quality, social interaction, and
mood) and a seven-factor solution for barriers (film offerings, venue’s features, perception,
preference and place, substitute activities, financial restrictions, recreation time disposability).
LC analysis suggested three segments: mainstream filmgoers who watch films in multiplexes
in shopping centers and in the center of the city; art-house filmgoers; and filmgoers who go to
film theatres to watch films in original version. The socioeconomic and behavioral covariates
complete the profile of the clusters, and the findings are consistent with the existing evidence
on film audiences. Increasing cultural participation is the objective of many governments’
cultural policies and a more comprehensive understanding of film audiences can contribute to
this.
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1. Introduction

In a report for the EU, Paris (2014) has shown that the decrease in film theatres’ audiences
has reached its two lowest levels since the beginning of the century, the first in 2005 and the
second in 2009, in spite of being a favorite way of spending spare time, especially among
young people (De Bruyn and Cillessen, 2008). According to Paris (2014), this decreasing
trend was not uniformly distributed, as some countries, such as Spain, have experienced a
very severe decline in their cinema audiences (more than 46% in the period 2001-2013),
while others have managed this trend more effectively. In Spain, this evolution was observed
in the previous century too, with more than half of the film theaters being closed from the
‘60s to the early ‘90s (Cuadrado and Frasquet, 1999). This evidence invites the exploration of
a deeper understanding of the filmgoers’ behavior to help marketers and owners of film
theatres design new marketing strategies meant to increase filmgoers’ attendance.

From a consumer behavior perspective, motives are taken to be at the origin of the
decision process which manifests itself in actions intended to satisfy needs (Crompton and
McKay, 1997:425; see also Murray, 1964; Iso-Ahola, 1980). Jackson (1997) developed the
‘constraints’ paradigm, according to which the desire or need to participate is inherent in
human condition, but individual choices are limited by constraints. Thus, “in order to fully
understand leisure involvement we need to understand both facilitators and constraints, and
how they work together to produce participation and non-participation and their
accompanying experiences” (Raymore, 2002:38).
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With respect to individuals’ engagement with cultural activities, in general, and films, in
particular, many studies have sought to explain the motives underlying filmgoers’ behavior
paying relatively less attention to the barriers. As a matter of fact, even motives have often
been determined from a comparative analysis with the audiences of other media, such as
television (Austin, 1986:117; Austin, 1983). Some authors have argued that the main reason
why fewer studies have paid attention to the motives of cultural audiences (i.e., filmgoers)
was that researchers (i.e., film reviewers) were interested in addressing a more general
audience (Dyer, 1981). This could explain why “in the motion picture industry, the consumer
is the great unknown” (Wierenga, 2006:674). In the case of films, audiences are particularly
important because it is “through the existence of an audience that film acquires social and
cultural importance” (Gripsrud and Lavik, 2008:455).

This research seeks to analyze the behavior of Spanish filmgoers, with a special focus on
motives and barriers of attendance. With this research, we would like to contribute to the
literature on cultural participation by providing a multifaceted characterization of filmgoers.
The empirical analysis builds on data collected via a self-administered questionnaire to a
sample of Spanish population, of 18 years of age and above, selected according to a non-
probabilistic method, based on quotas of gender and age (INE, 2011). The methodological
approach consists of two steps: first, motives and barriers are optimally scaled with principal
components analysis (PCA) and, at a second stage, we employ exploratory latent class (LC)
modelling, a method generally recommended for the study of hedonic products’ consumption
(Botet and Wedel, 1999), with the purpose of identifying specific patterns of film theatres’
attendance. Thus, based on preferences for film theatres and their environmental
characteristics, we identify three segments of filmgoers: one that prefers multiplexes in
shopping centers and in the center of the city, a group for which going to the film theatres
means leisure and entertainment; art-house filmgoers; and filmgoers that prefer multiplexes
showing films in original version. Moreover, the method allows for considering additional
restriction to segment the sample and we do so here by introducing an economic constraint
(see also Swanson, Davis and Zhao, 2008). The key findings are intended to add to the
literature on experiential goods consumption, such as films, for a better understanding of film
audiences’ behavior.

The article unfolds as follows: section 2 provides a brief review of the literature on
filmgoers’ consumption behavior, section 3 is dedicated to the methodology, section 4
presents the main results, and in section 5 we conclude.

2. A Consumer Behavior Perspective of Film Theatres’ Audiences

The motives and barriers approach

While a significant bulk of the research on film audiences has focused on the type of films
(i.e., ‘mainstream’ vs. ‘art house’ films), a particular stream of research has paid special
attention to the motives underlying individuals’ decisions to participate/not participate in
leisure and cultural activities in general, film theatres attendance being one of them. In this
line, Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky (2009) offer, for example, a comprehensive overview of
the motives driving audiences for art versus commercial films. Several features of film
consumption, consistent across various studies, were identified by these authors: 1) there is a
higher frequency of attendance for art film audiences compared to those of commercial films
(see also Faber, O’Guinn and Hardy, 1988); 2) socialization and/or entertainment are not the
main motives for art filmgoers but the films per se (see also Vahemetsa, 1970; Austin, 1984);
3) art film audiences seem to be quite ‘self-determined’ (Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky,
2009:216), as their attendance behavior is less dependent on others’ opinions or company (see
also Faber, O’Guinn and Hardy, 1988); 4), commercial film audiences are more likely to
watch films about which they know more, such as popular movies that are extensively
advertised, while the audiences of art films go to film theatre to watch a film just because it is
an art film (see also Chamberlin, 1960); 5) art film audiences appreciate the ‘cultural value’
transmitted by films (see also Vahemetsa, 1970,); 6), regarding venues’ features, art film
audiences were found to be less demanding than commercial film audiences with respect to
location or facilities (i.e., sound, seats, parking, etc.), given their main interest in the quality
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of the film (Adler, 1959; Austin, 1984); last, art filmgoers who prefer more drama and
original version films, are also motivated to watch a director’s work, and put more weight on
reviewers’ critiques than on advertising (see also Adler, 1984; Austin, 1984; Faber, O’Guinn
and Hardy, 1988).

As for barriers, research on film theatres’ attendance indicates the preference for other
ways (digital TV, internet downloads, DVD discounts, etc.) of enjoying films (De Vany and
Walls, 2007; Silver and McDonnell, 2007); the preference for film substitutes (videogames)
or other viewing environment (mall entertainment) (Silver and McDonnell, 2007), or the
existence of domestic constraints, such as lack of time, family obligations, etc. (Collins, Hand
and Ryder, 2005). Hart, Kerrigan and Vom Lehn (2016), have analyzed film consumer’s
hedonic experience with an introspective (diary) research method and identified three
dimensions of film consumer behavior that support existing evidence: film characteristics
(artistic, commercial), viewing environment (home or film theatre) and situational
environment (time, mood, companions, etc.). Their findings also confirm the importance of
previous film experience on filmgoers “future sense making and film consumption
experiences” (pp. 388).

Types of film theatre audiences

This stream of research distinguishes among various segments of filmgoers. Vahemetsa
(1970) found, for example, four segments of art filmgoers: the ‘cultural prestige type’, for
whom film is a specific cultural expression; the ‘first cognitive type’ (films are important
information sources contributing to increasing life experiences); the ‘second cognitive type’
whose motive for art film attendance is to escape from reality; and the ‘aesthetic type’ who
perceives art films as ‘creative products'. Sedgwick and Pokorny (2012:329-330) worked with
a historic micro-dataset (early 1940s) on 22 film theatres in Philadelphia, in the US, and
identified three types of filmgoers: a non-selective segment, consuming films more as a
generic commodity, but who go to the film theatre for various motives —film-viewing habits,
the experience of viewing films in a movie theater rather that the film per se, or
accompanying friends who want to see a specific film; the selective film consumers, whose
preference for recommended films is directly related to their social status; and a small
segment of filmgoers who based their choice on personal recommendations.

In Spain, Cuadrado and Frasquet (1999) found three segments of filmgoers —social
viewers, apathetic viewers and filmgoers— and, the benefits of going to film theatre to watch
films, ranged from having a good time and feeling emotions to having fun. Garcia-Alvarez,
Filimon and Lopez-Sintas (2007) focused on filmgoers’ choices of films by country of origin
—US, Spain and other countries— and identified three typologies of film theatres audiences: a
majority of filmgoers with a clear preference for US films, especially families and younger
individuals; an audience for Spanish films, integrated mainly by middle-age and middle-class
filmgoers; and a social and intellectual elite that preferred European films. The dominant
preference for US films was explained by the fact that these were perceived by audiences as
synonymous of familiar and reliable entertainment, and in Spanish language; in contrast,
these qualities were not all met by Spanish and European film productions. In a research
closer to the approach presented here, Fernandez-Blanco, Orea and Prieto-Rodriguez (2009)
worked with a 1998 Spanish dataset containing self-rated valuations of both US and Spanish
films. The authors applied LC models and identified two groups of filmgoers, differentiated
by variables such as income, ticket price, education, and age, among others. Overall, their
results advocate in favor of introducing socioeconomic indicators and self-rated preferences
in the analysis, for a more complete identification of the hidden consumer preferences.

Socioeconomic context and film audiences

From a temporal perspective, the research evidence seems to indicate that there has been a
change in the social context surrounding the experience of going to the film theatre to watch a
movie (Tudor, 2013), with a significant change in the age profile of the filmgoers over the last
twenty years (1993-2012): while young people (11-14 and 15-19 age segments, in particular,
and to a lesser extent, the 20-24 year-old segment) go to the film theatre less frequently, those
above 50 years of age have increased their consumption of films (Paris, 2014:12-13). Other
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demographics, such as gender, point to a rather even trend of film theatre attendance for men
and women (Sedgwick and Pokorny, 2012; Tudor, 2013); and, the inverse correlation
between film theatre attendance and filmgoers’ social status, education level and income, has
also weakened over time (Tudor, 2013).

In UK, Chan and Goldthorpe (2007) analyzed visual arts and found evidence for gender
effects only in the cases of theater, cinema and dance, with women exhibiting a more
omnivorous pattern of consumption than men. Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky (2009) found
that art filmgoers, compared to commercial filmgoers, were, on average, more educated (high
cultural capital), more likely to be single, and men, although gender differences have proven
to be an inconsistent feature across the research on film audiences and elitist cultural
consumption. From a cross-country perspective, Governo and Teixeira (2014) explored the
determinants of the consumer demand for art house films vs. mainstream film theatres
offerings and found no significant relationship between social and cultural status indicators,
(the relative demand for art films was usually associated with higher income and education
levels of film consumers). While these findings are in line with the cultural omnivorousness
setting (Peterson and Kern, 1996), other authors (see Katz-Gerro, 1999; Lépez-Sintas and
Garcia-Alvarez, 2006, etc.) did find evidence supporting cultural stratification thesis
(Bourdieu [36]).

Finally but not lastly, according to Morley (1992:157-158), cited in Meers (2001:140),
“picture palaces” and “domestic context” are considered to be different film watching
experiences inviting to take into account the ‘context’ (place) of film consumption (see also
Hart, Kerrigan and Vom Lehn, 2016). Richins (1997) also argues that in the case of goods
embedding meanings (i.e., experiential goods like films), context is particularly important for
emotions. The place was found important also in the case of music consumption: Roose and
Vander Stichele (2010), differentiated among music listening and attending behavior in
Flanders, through activities or practices that embed a socially visible status marker (i.e., a
concert hall) and others that do not (i.e., home), among others.

Overall, existing research indicates that it is necessary to look into the relationship
between the film theatre audiences and the role of motives/barriers, and socioeconomic
variables to gain a more complete understanding of filmgoers’ decision-making behavior.

3. Methodology

Data and variables

The data were gathered with a personal survey based on a structured questionnaire using a
quota sampling method that yielded information from 516 individuals of both genders, aged
18 or older in 2013. The questionnaire was divided in three parts: filmgoers’ consumption
habits, motives/barriers and sociodemographic variables. A comprehensive number of self-
rated items registered the motives for (17 items) and the barriers to film theatre attendance (28
items) (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Motives for and barriers to film theatres attendance

Wariable Range Mean Median 5D
Motives for film theatre attendance

1 go to the film theatre .

To feel emotions 1-5 317 30 1.177
To see a director’s work 1-5 313 3.0 1.181
To achieve self-fulfilment 1-5 233 20 1.146
To reach educational development 1-5 n 30 1130
To learn languages 1-5 213 2.0 1207
To find out about other cultures 1-5 257 30 1.182
To watch my favourite actors films 1-5 3.2 3.0 1.158
To see successful box-office films 1-5 320 30 1150
To see a film recommended by others 1-5 355 4.0 0970
To watch prized films i-5 im 30 1.168
To enjoy a film with good reviews 1-5 15 4.0 1048
To see a film that has been intensively advertised 1-5 326 30 1.179
To socialize 1-5 114 30 1204
To experience better sound and image quality 1-5 33 40 1.028
To relieve boredom 1-5 276 30 1201
To share an experience 1-5 i 30 1020
To look for relaxation 1-5 332 4.0 1.122
Barriers to film theatre atendance

{ do not ga fmare offen) io film theatre because:

Too many films to choose 1-5 238 20 1014
I do not know what's on 1-5 249 20 1116
Films are very similar 1-5 235 2.0 108D
I'm not interested 1-5 21 20 1.147
It 15 difficult for me to understand films 1-5 1.75 1.0 0907
Mobody to go with 1-5 1.77 1.0 0933
Scarce information on what's on 1-5 217 20 0945
Difficult to get tickets 1-5 1.85 20 0941
They sell smelly food 1-5 1.92 20 1.080
People disturb by using their mobile phones 1-5 2 20 1198
Timetables are inconvenient 1-5 23 20 1.132
Muoviegoers make noise by eating food 1-5 n 20 1.137
I prefer watching movies in diff. media (TV, PC, etc.) 1-5 147 4.0 1.204
I prefer doing other act. (shopping. going out, etc.) 1-5 152 4.0 1.071
Watching movies at home is more comfortable 1-5 369 4.0 1104
There are cheaper ways of watching films 1-5 Ied 4.0 1226
I prefer social networking 1-5 200 20 1.127
I prefer videogames 1-5 1.76 1.0 1.096
It 15 not as pleasant as years ago 1-5 2.51 20 1.187
Current cinemas are not my type 1-5 234 20 1.186
Lack of time i-5 108 30 1.315
I don’t like the films that are on 1-5 270 30 1.093
Films are bad 1-5 230 20 1.069
I prefer other cultural events (concerts, theatre) 1-5 n 30 1.203
Cinema tickets are expensive 1-5 n 4.0 1158
Mot being able to go out {(children, etc.) 1-5 249 20 1.382
Multiplexes are far away from home 1-5 2an 20 1164
1. Strung]}' disaErcc... 5. Strongly agree

Socioeconomic and behavioral characteristics of cinemagoers

The survey comprised information on several representative indicators of individuals’
positions in the social hierarchy: socioeconomic status and education level, all informative
with respect to the respondents’ social, economic and cultural capital endowments. The
occupational status, at the time of the survey, was used as a proxy for the socioeconomic
status, as the survey did not elicit information on income level. The categories were as
follows: 1) employed, 2) unemployed, 3) retired, 4) student, 5) house work, and 6) others.
Educational attainment, recorded with four levels, was used to operationalize the cultural
capital: 1) primary school, 2) secondary school, 3) technical college, 4) university studies. A
special five-point Likert scale question was meant to measure whether the interviewees had
enough disposable income to enjoy leisure pursuits. For calculation purposes, the five levels
of responses were reduced to three: disagree, neutral, agree. The profile of the respondents
was completed with sociodemographic indicators (see Table 2).



50 Cuadrado-Garcia M., Filimon N., Montoro-Pons F.J., Regional Science Inquiry, Vol. X, (2), 2018, pp. 45-60

Table 2. Main demographics

Variable Proportion | Variable Proportion

(%a) (%a)
Age {render
18-35 35.7 Male 49.6
36-50 320 Female 504
=50 years 314 Oecupational Status
Education level Emploved 43.2
Primary school IR Unemploved 10.1
Secondary school 327 Retired 11.2
Technical college 18.8 Student 279
Liniversity 40.6 House works 5.0
Sratus Others 25
Single no children 26.6 Nationality
Single with children 6.2 Spanish 84.7
With partner no children 229 Other 15.3
With partner and children 444 1 have enough free time to

enjoy leisure activities
Freguency of going to the (il Disagree 29.6
theatre
Less than once per year B2 Meutral 25.2
(nce a yvear 26.3 Agree 45.2
Once every 3 months 333 I have enough disposable
income io enjoy leisure pursuiis

Twice every 3 months 18.6 Disagree 30.2
Twice a month 11.0 Meutral 314
Once a week 2.6 Agree 384

The frequency of cinema attendance was organized in four levels: 1) once a year or less, 2)
once or twice every three months, 3) twice a month, 4) once a week or more. A five-level
Likert type question —strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree— asked
the respondents to assess whether they had enough time to enjoy leisure activities (see Table
2).

Motives for cinema attendance

A set of 17 items (see Table 1) were dedicated to understanding the motives for cinema
attendance. In order to determine the adequate number of components to retain in the
analysis, we applied a principal components analysis (PCA). Basic assumptions on the
suitability of the data for this type of analysis were checked with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olking
(KMO) statistic, which should be greater than 0.600 (KMO=0.744) and the Bartlett’s test,
which was significant (Chi-squared=1382.486; df=136; p-value=0.000). The PCA procedure
recommended a five-factor solution explaining 54.07% of the total variance (TVE). Table 3
shows the final five-factor solution (Varimax Procedure), consisting of 17 items selected
based on eigenvalues, TVE, loadings and interpretability. Except for the ‘mood’ component,
integrated by only two items —to relieve boredom and to look for relaxation— which returned
high communalities (>0.500), the other components were determined by at least three items
(see also Hager and Winkler, 2012, for similar reports of factors with only two items).
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Table 3. Rotated factor structure of motives for film theatres attendance

Variable Factor | Factor Factor | Factor | Factor | Communality
I i 11 v v (L%}

Education (mean=21.57)

To reach educational development 0.737 0.590

To leamn languages 0.730 0540

T find out about other cultures 0698 0.553

T sec a director’s work 0627 0417

To achieve self-fulfillment 0575 0.507

Film s papularity {mean=3.5)

To see successful box-office films 0.735 0573

T see a film that has been 0.702 0639

intensively advertised

To watch my favornite actors 0600 0.442

To watch prized films 0509 0529

Film s guality (mean=3.463)

To experience better sound and 0.736 0640

image

T see a film recommended by 0613 0480

others

To enjoy a film with good reviews 0642 0.559

Social interaction (mean=3.13)

T share an expenence 0.720 0.551

To socialize 0650 0510

To fiee]l emotions 0.555 .454

Mood {mean=3.235)

T relieve boredom 0.711 0.557

To look for relaxation 0692 0617

Eigemvallies 3417 1 48K 2012 1.17% 1.0497

Total variance explained (%o 15823 | 10.59% 10943 9167 T.538 54.07

Crombach-a* 0.730 0.62 0.532 0441 311

*see Hager and Winkler (2012) for similar levels of Cronbach- a for performing arts attendance

For each factor extracted, the items were summated, and in order to reduce the sparseness
of the data, the five-level Likert scale was collapsed into two levels, taking as reference the
mean of each subscale (1-disagree/below the average; 2-agree/above the average).

Barriers to cinema attendance

In a similar fashion, the barriers were registered on a five-point Likert scale by a set of 28
items (see Table 1). The PCA procedure converged to a final seven-factor solution (see Table
5 below), explaining 58.2% of the total variance and retaining 26 items out of 28, based on
eigenvalues, the items’ loadings, TVE and interpretability. The tests of the initial hypotheses
(KMO=0.859 and Chi-squared=3091.634; d.f.=190; p-value=0.000) confirmed that a PCA
analysis could return significant factor structures. After a first PCA iteration, indicating a
suitable seven-factor solution (TVE=56.52%), two items (nobody to go with and multiplexes
are far away from home) with very low loadings were eliminated, and the final solution is
presented hereafter. A similar procedure, as the one in the previous section, was applied to
rescale the items and to reduce the sparseness of the data.
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Tahle 4. Rotated final seven-factors solution for film theatres attendance barriers

Variable Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Communality
I 1] I w v VI VII i)

Film offerings

fmean=21%)

Too many films to choose 0565 0435

I do not know what's on 0.494 0475

It is not possible talking in 0546 0478

cinemas

I'm not interested 0619 0.540

It is difficult for me to 0682 0514

understand films

Scarce information on 0541 0519

what's on

Difficult to get tickets 0.703 0588

Venue features
fmean=21.27)

They sell smelly food 0.592 0.535
People disturb by using 0.757 0640
mokile phones

Timetables are 0612 0524
inconvenicnt

Movicgoers make noise by 0.763 0646
cating food

It is not as pleasant as years 0.634 LGRS
Al

Current cinemas are not my 0.533 0593
type

Perceprion fmean=245)

I dom’t like films that are on 0.748 0598
Films are very similar 0.651 0573
Films are bad 0.733 .598
Preference and place

fmean=3.82)

I prefer watching films in 0.702 0619
TV, PC, etc.

I prefer other cultural 0.587 0.501
cvents

I prefer doing other act. 0637 06GLS
(shopping, etc.)

Watching movies at home 0.745 0664

is meore comfortable
Substitute act.(mean=2.03)
1 prefer social networking 0.760 0627
1 prefer videogames 0.751 0627
Financial (mean=3.91)
Cinerma tickets are LE1G 0725
cupensive
Cheaper ways of watching 0665 0684
films
Recreation time
fmean=3.01)
Lack of time 0.789 0L6TS
Mot being able to go out 0692 0613
(children care)
Eigenvaluwes 5.T63 2424 1.914 1.479 1.336 1.234 1.143
Toial Variance Explained 22064 | 9325 T.360 5.687 5.138 4744 4.396 SHAE2
Pl
Cronbach-a* 0.792 0.79%9 0682 0.654 0579 0588 0418
*so¢ Hager and Winkler (2012) fior similar levels of Cronbach- a for performing arts attendance

Type of film theaters and audiences

Film theatre attendance was recorded for four types of venues: a) multiplexes in shopping
centers, b) multiplexes in city centers, ¢) film theaters, and d) multiplexes showing films in
original version. Each respondent was asked to rank the four types from 1 to 4, according to
the frequency of attendance. A paired samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the
respondents scored differently on these variables. The results indicated that there was not a
significant difference in the scores for multiplexes in shopping centers (M=1.79; SD=0.932)
and multiplexes in city centers (M=1.75; SD=0.728) at the 0.05 level of significance (t=0.564;
df=447; p=0.573). In this case, we would not reject the null hypothesis that the scores for
these two variables are the same, and a new variable —multiplexes in shopping and city
centers— was calculated using the mean scores of these two variables. Finally, in order to
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control for the sparseness of the data, the frequency ranks were re-coded in two levels: most
preferred and less preferred film theatres, respectively (see Table 5).

Table 5. Descriptive statistics lor llm thealres ratings
Variable Range Mean | Median SD 1™ -muost 2 less
frequented frequented
Multiplexes shopping and city centres 1-2 1.274 100 0446 T25% 27.5%
Art houses 1-2 1.E40 2.00 0366 15.9% B4, 1%
Multiplexes original version 1-2 1838 200 (.368 16.1% B3.9%,

Data analysis and parameters of the model

We are interested here in exploring the unobserved data heterogeneity associated to
filmgoers’ patterns of attendance emerging from the type of film theaters usually chosen to
watch a film. These patterns are next analyzed in association with filmgoers’ motives for and
barrier of attendance, and other variables such as, socioeconomic indicators, behavior
(frequency of film theatre attendance), generational patterns (age), film preferences, etc., with
the purpose of showing that they respond to socioeconomic and generational structures and
this applies also to filmgoers’ motives/barriers of attendance (for a previous version of this
research, without PCA analysis for motives and barriers see Cuadrado et al., 2013). To do
this, we employed the latent class (LC) method (Lazarsfeld and Henry, 1968) to test the
consumer behavior model according to which, individuals consume patterns of products
(Boter and Wedel,1999). Intuitively, the LC method splits the sample in T clusters or latent
classes and estimates, for each one, a set of parameters. In the LC model defined in the
equation below (see Vermunt, 2010), Y stands for the whole set of indicators Y1, Y2, and Y3,
corresponding to the three types of film theatres defined in Table 5, and Z, for the set of so-
called active covariates (e.g., financial constraint) as they will condition the final number of
clusters.

T 3
P =y12)= ) Pe) | [ PO = wilt)
t=1 k=1

The model estimates, for each cluster, its size and the probabilities of the indicators (Y),
conditioned to cluster membership. Once obtained the clusters and the parameters, each
individual (observation) is assigned to a cluster only (Magidson and Vermunt, 2001) based on
the calculated membership probabilities (see also Vermunt and Magidson, 2008).

Model selection

The parameters of the LC model are estimated by first fitting the null, or restricted, model
(T=1), with one latent class and the unrestricted model (T=2) with two latent classes. A
likelihood ratio test (L2) is performed, such that if the null model is rejected, the process
continues by incrementing, each time, the number of latent classes by one. This process aims
at finding the model that provides an adequate fit for the data and stops once we fail to reject
a null model. Table 6 gives the statistics used to assess the goodness of fit of the LC model
used in the analysis: the chi-squared likelihood-ratio statistic L2; the Bayesian information
criterion (BIC) and the Consistent Akaike’s Information Criterion (CAIC) are both based on
L2 (see also Raftery, 1986; Fraley and Raftery, 1998). The L2 statistics indicate, for each
model, the amount of unexplained association among the variables (hence, lower values are
preferred). The data in Table 6 show that the addition of a latent class (from the model with
one cluster to the model with two clusters) contributed to reduce the L2 statistic by 75.6%,
while the contribution of the additional latent classes (the models with three to four classes)
was much lower (22.5%; 1.2%). The p-value (>0.05), indicates that the model with three
clusters provides an adequate fit for the data. Additional statistics (Dayton,1998), such as BIC
(which takes parsimony into account) and CAIC, also suggest that the model with three
clusters would be a better fit for the data (the lower their values, the better).
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Table 6. Goodness of fit statistics for the latent class model

LCA model LL MNpar L2 BIC{L®) | CAIC(L?) | df | p-value | Class. Error
Cine-cluster -637.686 3 [ 5208521 | 4116205 | 3936205 | 18 | 4. 30E-99 0.000
Two-cluster -440.7467 9 [ 1269735 | 54.1524 42,1524 | 12 | 2.50E-21 0.001
Three-cluster | -381.032 15 9.5443 | -26.83663 -31E663 | 6 0.15 ool
Four-cluster -37R.9298 21 3.3398 3.3398 33398 | 0O . 0.024

4. Main Findings and Discussion

The parameters of the model

Table 7A presents the estimates of the parameters for the three-cluster model. The first
row presents the proportion of how many individuals have been classified in each
cluster, P(t|Z) that is, the cluster’s relative size, and the following rows indicate the

probability of filmgoers’ behavior (preference for a type of film theatre), given their
classification in that cluster P(¥%|t) in percentages. If take, for example, a filmgoer classified

in cluster 1, he or she has a probability of 99.97% of going very frequently to watch films in
multiplexes in shopping and city centers, a probability of 99.96% of not going to multiplexes
showing films in original version (OV) and a 32.78% probability of facing financial
constraints on cultural and leisure activities. Thus, based on these conditional probabilities
and mean values, we can characterize the probabilistic behavior of the Spanish filmgoers
regarding the type of film theater preferred, constrained by the disposable income for cultural
pursuits.

The parameters estimated suggest one big cluster (70.53% of the sample) of filmgoers that
basically prefer multiplexes in shopping centers and in the center of the city (mainstream
filmgoers). A second cluster (15.87% of the sample) stands for art-house filmgoers; according
to Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky (2009:214), “[a]rt films are frequently selected to be shown
at major film festivals and are often the winners of distinctive film awards. Many of these
films are made in non-English speaking countries... In terms of the theatrical release of art
films, they are screened primarily in art-house and repertoire theatres only”. The third cluster

(13.6%) represents filmgoers that prefer to watch films in original version (OV filmgoers).
Table TA: Probahilistic patterns of film theatres attendance
(column profiles im %)

Cluster | Claster ¥ Cluster 3 Sample
Clusier Size, P(t|Z) TO53 15.87 13.6 100
fee) (D.0217) (0.01%) {0.0179)

Indicators of tvpe af film theatre P(¥,|t)
Multiplexes shopping and city centres

Most frequent (Yes) 99.97 035 3.71 725
{0,001 ) {0.0071) {0.0256)

Less frequent {Mo) N3 99 65 96.29 275
{0,001} {0.0071) {0.0256)

Art hinizes

Most frequent (Y es) 002 99.52 1.2 159
(0. MWD0E) {0008 (0.05349)

Less frequent {Mo) 9% 95 048 988 41
(0. WD0E) {10008 (0.05349)

Multiplexes original version

Most frequent (Y es) 004 13.75 99.5 16.1
(0.1 T) (0.0575 (0.4 )

Less frequent {Mo) 09,96 B6.25 0.5 B39

(0.0017) (0.0575) (0.00594)

Financia! constraimt
I have enough disposable income to enjoy leisure pursuits

Disagree 3ILTE 2292 22.T6 302
Meutral 3573 3342 2587 4
Agree 3149 4366 51.37 84

An alternative, and easier, interpretation of filmgoers’ profiles is based on whether the
individuals classified in cluster z, P(¥,|t), are over- or underrepresented among individuals

with that behavior (similar to a row profile table, see bold values in Table 7B). Thus,
filmgoers in cluster 1 (70.53%) are overrepresented among those choosing the very frequent
level (Yes) of attendance for multiplexes in shopping and city centers (mainstream filmgoers),
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and for whom film theatres mean leisure and entertainment, and the less frequent level (No)
of attendance for venues showing films in original version (OV filmgoers). Cluster 2 (15.87%)
is overrepresented among individuals who prefer film theaters, an elitist segment of filmgoers
for whom watching films at the movie theatre is an experience (art-house filmgoers); cluster 3
(13.6%) is overrepresented among filmgoers who have a clear preference for watching films

in multiplexes showing them in original version (OV filmgoers).
Table 7TB: Probabilistic patterns of film theatres attendance
(row profiles im %)
Cluster 1 Cluster I Cluster 3 Sample
Cluster Size, P(t]|Z) T53 15.87 13.6 1M
f5.e) (00217} (0.0.01%) (0.0 79)
Indicators of tvpe of film theatre P{Y )
Multiplexes shopping and city centers

Most frequent (Yes) D036 ALY .64 115
Less frequent (Mo LAY 54.69 45.31 215
Art houses

Most frequent (Yes) LY a5 095 15.9
Less freguent (Mo B3.97 0.01 16.01 54.1
Multiplexes ariginal version

Maost frequent (Yes) (.09 13.81 B 10 16.1
Less froguent (Mo B3.74 16.26 000 839

Financial consiraini
1 have enough disposable income 1o enjoy leisure pursuits

Disagree TT.44 12.19 1037 0z
Meutral T4.07 15.59 1034 314
Agres 6] 48 19.18 19.34 384

As already mentioned, the LC model estimated here also takes into consideration the
income available for cultural pursuits (see i.e., Fernandez-Blanco and Bafos-Pino, 1997;
Fernandez-Blanco, Orea and Prieto-Rodriguez, 2009). The estimates show that while
filmgoers in cluster 1 (mainstream filmgoers), who prefer multiplexes in shopping and city
centers, are subject to financial constraints, those in the other two clusters (art-house and OV
filmgoers) ‘agree’ with having enough income for cultural pursuits, as they are
overrepresented in these indicators.

Motives for going to film theatres

According to the results presented in Table 8, for cluster 1 (mainstream filmgoers), films’
popularity (i.e., prizes, intensive advertising, favorite actors and successful box-office
records) and mood (to relieve boredom and to relax) are the main drivers of cinema
attendance. They do not seem to be influenced by films’ quality (good reviews, recommended
by others, or better image and quality of the exhibition) or by educational purposes or
socialization needs. All in all, on average, they seem to fit well in the profile of filmgoers who
prefer commercial and popular films for entertainment. Cluster 2 (art-house filmgoers)
exhibits a different motivational pattern: as expected, they are overrepresented in indicators
related to motives of personal education achievements and social interaction (share emotions,
experiences and socialize with filmgoers sharing common preferences for art films) (see
Swanson, Davis and Zhao, 2008; Hager and Winkler, 2012); neither films’ quality nor
popularity seem to be strong motives for choosing film theatres, as they seem to be a well-
informed and rather specialized film audience and go mainly for the movies alone. Cluster 3
(OV filmgoers) exhibits a pattern similar to cluster 2, except for the fact that these filmgoers
do take into account films’ quality (reviews, recommendations, better sound and image). It
appears that film theatres allow them to benefit more from the impact of technical innovations
on film releases. This result is consistent with the findings of Governo and Teixeira (2014)
predicting, on average, a positive relationship between the countries’ level of technological
development and the domestic demand for art films.
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Table 8. Motives for film theatres attendance (row profiles, %a)

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Cluster size T0.53 15.87 13.6
I por tor the film theatre...
Education {mean=2.57)
Agree (>=2.57) 6616 16.53 17.31
Dhisagree (<2.57) 7541 1514 045
Film s guality (mean=3.63)
Agpree 695 13.89 16.61
Disagree 72.12 18.9%6 892
Film s popularity (mean=3.5)
Agprree T0.75 1582 13.42
Digagree 7026 15.93 13.81
Social imteraction {mean=3.13)
Agree 63 68 18.47 585
Disagree 75.8 13.05 11.15
Mood (mean=3.25)
Agpree Th.25 11.70 12.04
Disagree 66 835 18.55 14.60

Barriers for attending film theatres

The results in Table 9 indicate that clusters 1 and 2 (mainstream and art-house filmgoers)
are, on average, the most affected by the barriers analyzed. Thus, the mainstream segment is
sensitive to factors such as: film offerings (too many films to choose, difficult to get tickets,
etc.), perception about the films released (very similar or bad films), their preference for other
cultural activities and places; for this audience, the distinction between home and film theatre
‘contexts’ is important (see Morley, 1992; Sedgwick and Pokorny, 2012); while financial
resources act as a constraint (see Fernandez-Blanco, Orea and Prieto-Rodriguez, 2009), they
face no leisure time restrictions. Overall, these barriers seem to fit well with this profile of
filmgoers, looking mainly for entertainment, and that exhibits features similar to the
commercial films’ audiences (see also Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky, 2009). Cluster 2 (art-
house filmgoers) shares some of the barriers of cluster 1 (film offerings, perception,
preference and place), but in contrast, they are not affected by financial restrictions. They do
not face leisure time restrictions either, and as expected, are sensitive to film theatres’ features
(i.e., smelly food, mobile phone noise, nostalgia for former type of film theatres, etc.). In this
respect, Tudor (2013) argues, for example, that an important part of social life in the past
century was closely related to ‘going to the movies’ ritual, and the change in this social
context surrounding the experience of going to the film theatre eventually affected attendance.
Finally, cluster 3 (OV filmgoers) is affected by two barriers only, that is, leisure time
restrictions and the preference for other substitute activities (social networking, videogames).
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Table 9. Film theatres attendance barriers (row profiles, %)

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Cluster size 70.53 15.87 13.6
1 dir mot go (more often) fo the film theatre because. ..
Film offerings (mean=2.1%
Apree (>=2.19) 71.91 16.99 11.1
Disagree (<2.19) 6931 14.91 15.76
Venue features imean=2.27)
Agree 6898 19.14 11.88
Disagree 71.83 13.13 15.04
Perception {mean=2.45)
Aprep 72.59 18.52 B9
Disagree 69.01 1393 17.06
Preference and place {mean=3.82)
Agres T1.16 17.13 11.71
Disagres 6908 1353 17.39
Substitute activities (mean=2.05)
Agree 67.37 16.96 15.67
Disagree T1.87 1541 12.72
Financial (mean=3.91)
Apresg 72.94 15.65 1141
Disagree 64.79 16.40 18.81
Recreation time (mean=3.01)
Apree 65.83 1581 18.37
Disagree 7146 15.90 11.64

Socioeconomic and behavioral profile of cinemagoers in clusters

The estimates for the socioeconomic context presented in Table 10 indicate that
individuals in cluster 1 (mainstream filmgoers) are, on average, more likely to be men below
50 years of age, some unemployed and with a low education level (primary and secondary
school), and single with or without children; they are not affected by leisure time restrictions,
as they are either unemployed or students (most of this group being foreigners residents in
Spain at the moment of the interview); they are also very frequent filmgoers. Cluster 2 (art-
house filmgoers.) is overrepresented among women, who are more likely to be unemployed or
retired, but with a higher cultural level (technical and university studies) than the mainstream
filmgoers, and some dedicated to housework, with a partner and children; in contrast to
cluster 1, they are above fifty years of age and mainly Spanish. They do not go very often to
the film theatre, also due to leisure time constraints. Cluster 3 (OV filmgoers) exhibits a
different socioeconomic profile: mainly foreign women, above 50 years of age, highly
educated (university studies), employed or with another occupational status, and with partner
and no children. They are frequent filmgoers and have enough time for leisure pursuits (see
also Ferndndez-Blanco et al., 2009, for the significant impact of socioeconomic indicators on
film theatres’ audiences). These findings are also in line with the cultural stratification
framework (Bourdieu, 1979) confirming previous research evidence on cultural consumption
(see Lopez-Sintas and Garcia-Alvarez, 2006).
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Table 10: Socioeconomic and behavioral patterns of filmgoers (row profiles, %)

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Sample
Cluster size T0.53 15.87 13.6 100
Education
Primary School B304 12.04 4.02 T8
Secondary School 75.29 12.58 1213 2.7
Technical college 69 GE 18.66 1166 189
University studies 65.13 17.48 1739 406
Personal status
Single no children T6.47 11.18 1235 6.5
Single with children R0.70 742 1188 62
Partner no children 64.74 15.50 19.T6H 29
Partner with children GR.TH 0.24 110 4.4
Occupational Status
Employed GE.BD 13.67 1745 432
Unemployed 73.73 1547 080 10.1
Retired G657 20 1337 11.2
Student 75.73 12.04 1223 79
House works 57.79 31.24 1096 5.0
Dithers G657 16.72 16.71 23
Age
18-35 years T3.67 12.98 1335 5.7
36-50 years T3 14.39 1278 32.0
=50 years 64.01 2115 14.83 324
Citizenship
Spanish T0.48 17.04 1247 .7
[rther T0.7TT 927 1996 153
Fender
Male T4 13.11 1289 49.6
Female 67.18 18.54 14.29 50.4
I have enough free time to enjoy leisure activities
D 671 18.7 1421 9.6
N 75,36 14.73 2.91 52
A 69,94 14.65 1541 45.2
Frequency of film theatre attendance
(Once a year or less TORE 2086 .26 4.6
1-2 every 3 months 70,91 1553 1357 51.8
Twice a month 67.24 4.01 I8.75 11.0
Once a week or more TLi64 B.65 18.71 26

5. Conclusions

This research explored the behavior of Spanish filmgoers in order to disentangle their
tastes and habits, with a special interest in the motives and barriers of going to film theatres.
The empirical results suggest three clusters of filmgoers with the following probabilistic
patterns of behavior: a segment of mainstream filmgoers, for whom going to film theatres to
watch a film means leisure and entertainment; a segment of art-house filmgoers, and a
segment that enjoys watching films in their original version (OV filmgoers). The
segmentation of the data set in three clusters was conditioned by filmgoers’ financial
constraints showing that they may affect filmgoers’ behavior.

The PCA findings identify five groups of motives —educational purposes, film popularity,
film quality, socialization and mood— and seven groups of barriers: film offerings, venue
features, perception, preference and place, substitute activities, financial barriers and
recreation time disposability. The socioeconomic and behavioral (frequency) indicators
complete the profile of the filmgoers. These findings add to the existing research evidence in
favor of using self-rated preferences and socioeconomic variables to determine (film)
consumer groups. This paper illustrates the different filmgoers segments, and in doing so,
illustrates the specific barriers and motivations for each of these groups. These insights can
assist cultural policy makers and film theatres’ managers in designing specific actions and
market strategies to better meet the needs and preferences of each of these distinct segments.
Finally but not lastly, these findings invite to expanding filmgoers’ analysis to other national
contexts, to allow for further cross-country comparisons.
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