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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to examine the role and importance of certain promotional policies in 
supporting the image of Greek public museums with direct consequences on their visibility and 
attractiveness at national and global level. It also examines whether the implementation of these 
policies is directly related to both the dynamics of the museums and the geographical location in 
which they are located. In particular, emphasis was given to the comparative analysis of the degree 
of adoption of promotion policies between museums located in the major urban centers of Greece 
(Athens and Thessaloniki) and those located in the Greek periphery. For these purposes, 
questionnaires were handed out to museum directors and managers in Greece (national and 
regional). In a total of 173 public museums and archaeological sites (also having a museum) in the 
country, 114 questionnaires were sent out, covering 66% of the surveyed reference population. A 
hundred (100) valid questionnaires were collected (response rate: 88%), covering 58% of the public 
museums in Greece and in particular 25 museums and archaeological sites of national importance 
and 75 of regional/local importance. Data were analyzed by using Exploratory and Confirmatory 
Factor Analyses, Structural Equation modelling techniques as well as Parametric tests (T-tests). The 
results highlight the importance of external orientation, strategic digital engagement, and visibility 
through networks over traditional marketing tactics. Furthermore, the findings reveal that museums 
in urban areas consistently demonstrate higher levels of awareness as well as greater adoption of 
modern and extroverted marketing strategies, indicating that they can be key drivers of urban 
tourism development, reshaping the way cities develop. 

Keywords: public museums; cultural image; policies; regional development; Greece;  
empirical research 
 

1. Introduction: Museums and Cities 

Nearly, three decades ago, Ginsburgh and Mairesse [1] (1997) explored how museums are 
defined. They examined definitions from major organizations like the International Council of 
Museums (ICOM), the Museums Association in the United Kingdom, and the American Association 
of Museums. Despite differences in wording, their analysis concludes to a common point. More 
particularly, what sets museums apart from other institutions is the character of their activities – 
especially conservation, research and communication. Museums, as institutions, also play a vital role 
in interpreting and presenting the material culture of particular societies [2–7]. Almost twenty years 
ago, Van Aalst and Boogaats [8] noted that as museums undergo a process of repositioning, 
simultaneously there is a shift in their function. Their traditional core functions (conservation, 
research and restoration of the collection) have gradually been deprioritized, while museums have 
increasingly evolved into spaces focused on exhibitions. The multidimensional character of 
museums, reflects on the last definition decided to be valid by ICOM in Prague on 24 August 2022. 
More specifically: 
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‘The Museum is a non-profit organization, permanently at the service of the society in which it 
researches, collects, preserves, interprets, and exhibits the tangible and intangible cultural heritage. 
Open to the public, accessible and inclusive, museums support diversity and sustainability. They 
operate and communicate ethically, professionally and with the participation of communities, 
providing diverse experiences for education, entertainment, reflection, and knowledge 
dissemination’ [9] 

As a result, the internal nature of museums as institutions and as ‘distinctive environments’, or 
‘productive organizations’ became increasingly complex since the 1990s [10]. This complexity was 
partially attributed to the incorporation of a commercial function within their operation [11,12]. 
Additionally, their evolving role in the cultural and economic development of cities required a more 
focused and nuanced examination [13–16]. For example, Tufts and Milne [17], argued that the 
economic impacts of museums in local economy extends beyond visitors’ numbers. Over the years, 
several studies have highlighted the vital role of museums and heritage sites in generating income 
and stimulating local economies through cultural content [18–22]. To be more particular, supporting 
local businesses, attracting tourists, creating employment opportunities for locals and encouraging 
new enterprises and residents to settle in the area were among the economic benefits that museums 
and heritage sites offer to urban areas [23]. 

It was in the mid-1970s when the museum development began, and it was expressed by a 
significant focus among many European cities on building new museums and expanding existing 
ones [24]. Kotler et al., [25] referred to this phenomenon as “museum mega-wave” which was 
influenced by place competition and the efforts to enhance urban attractiveness through cultural 
investment. Contrary to the perception of museums as isolated or underused components of the 
urban economy, several examples highlight their integration into broader clusters of entertainment 
and cultural activities. In that way, these clusters have not only contributed to rising visitors’ numbers 
but have also played a role in neighbourhood revitalization and the emergence of new businesses 
[26]. A typical example of a museum cluster is found in the Unites States, in the Penn Quarter of 
Washington D.C., where it serves as a hub of economic and cultural prosperity [26,27]. This case 
suggest that museum investment is not merely symbolic, but also play a significant role in urban 
revitalization strategies. Another characteristic example that demonstrates the strong potential of 
museums to drive local economic growth is the Museum of New Zealand’s Te Papa Tongarewa, 
which attracted over two million visitors in its first year [28]. 

There are more cases highlighting the vital role museums play in shaping urban cultural identity 
and offer tourism development opportunities, especially in the last decade. For instance, a key 
element in Rotterdam’s strategic plan to become the “European City of Culture” in 2020 was how to 
leverage the city’s traditional museums in order to enhance its urban tourism offering [29]. Similarly, 
the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao gained great attention as a powerful catalyst for urban 
regeneration and tourism development, giving rise to the well-know “Bilbao effect” [30–34]. In 
Bradford, the National Museum of Photography Film and Television, the Colour Museum and the 
National Millennium Heritage Center offered a tourism zone just outside the city center [35]. Berlin 
also invested in its museum-driven urban transition. This transition included the redevelopment of 
the Hamburger Bahnhof into a contemporary art museum, the establishment of a new Jewish 
Museum, and the enhancement of the German Historical Museum [36]. From this perspective, it has 
been examined the boarder role that museums play in urban revitalization in regeneration efforts 
across the UK and Europe [37,38]. In addition, recent studies have emphasized the positive impact of 
museums in advancing the sustainable development goals [39–44]. 

In the Greek context, which is the focus of this study, the role of public museums—particularly 
archaeological museums—has long been difficult to define. For decades, these institutions have 
primarily been associated with a traditional mission of preservation and custodianship of cultural 
heritage [45]. However, more recently, they are increasingly expected to adapt to a flexible and 
market-oriented role, functioning as cultural products within the dynamics of the global economy 
[46]. 
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In addition, being entrusted with the preservation and promotion of the national cultural 
heritage, museums accumulate and activate social authority, by providing interpretative suggestions 
on their collections, narratives that are employed communicatively in the social framework they 
function. The interpretive and operational role they adopt confirms their institutional character and 
ensures their survival [47]. 

This transition from a “traditional” to a “modern” museum model is particularly evident in the 
growing importance of digital technologies, visual communication, and social media. While such 
tools have long been integrated into museum practices across Europe and globally, it is only within 
the past decade that these developments have begun to significantly influence the Greek cultural and 
museum sector [48–53]. This evolution underscores the pressing need for adaptation to the new 
digital and communicative realities shaping the contemporary museum landscape. 

The cases above constitute successful examples of museums contribution on places’ economic 
and cultural development. Of course, some very important questions arise concerning the adoption 
and the planning of marketing and promotional policies. 

In line with the aims of the present research, this article investigates the marketing and 
promotional policies adopted by public museums. To this end, it draws on primary empirical data 
collected from museum executives (including directors, managers, and administrators) across 100 
public museums in Greece—a country renowned for its cultural legacy and historical heritage. In 
particular, Section 2 introduces the conceptual framework of museum marketing and the role of 
promotional policies. Section 3 reviews key findings from previous studies, while Section 4 outlines 
the principal marketing strategies examined. Sections 5 and 6 describe the methodology and present 
the empirical findings, followed by discussion and interpretation. The article concludes by drawing 
together the main outcomes of the quantitative analysis and reflecting on their implications for 
cultural policy and museum management. 

2. Marketing Museums and the Role of Promotional Policies 

A huge number of studies especially the last decades, award the contribution of marketing to 
museums. The main hypothesis is that museums are ‘goods’, which are applied to specific potential 
target markets, contributing to urban cultural and economic development, as well as, to the 
satisfaction of the needs, demands and perceptions of the target markets [54–58]. Kotler and 
Andreasen [59], Rentschler and Hede [60] and Heroux and Csipak [61], define marketing strategy for 
non-profit organisations, including museums, so that it is customer focused, with appropriate 
orientation towards the marketplace. Museums were no exception to the implementation of modern 
marketing strategies. Tobelem [62] identifies four main factors on museums marketing: the growth 
of museums, the financial constraints, the increased competition among museums, and the necessity 
to deeper understanding of visitors’ behavior. He claimed that each of these factors influences specific 
strategies and approaches within the museum’s marketing plan, which is designed to meet the goals 
of the museums within the boarder micro- and macro-economic context of a given period. 

Marketing is a powerful tool for organizations; however, it can have negative impacts if it is not 
focused properly to the actual needs and perceptions of target markets [63,64]. For a marketing plan 
to be considered successful, it is necessary to analyze both the museums’ internal and external 
environments. This process involves the identification of institutional strengths and weaknesses, as 
well as the recognition of opportunities and threats within an increasingly competitive cultural 
environment. Importantly, the adoption of marketing strategies in museums does not imply a 
dilution of their historical or cultural significance, nor does it compromise the traditional cultural 
identity of the urban context in which they operate. In contrast, as Kotler and Kotler [65] argued in 
their ‘market repositioning strategy’, the repositioning of a museum should not exclude but to be 
centered on meeting the needs of the community and playing an active role in its development. In 
that way, museums can enhance their appeal and make more substantial contribution to urban 
development. 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 21 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.1708.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.1708.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 4 of 21 

 

However, to transform the traditional character of a museum or to adopt and alternative model 
for it is not a straightforward task. This process requires a deep understanding of the role that the 
museum has for the city and the significance it holds for its target markets. Museums serve several 
functions. Among its fundamental roles is to collect and preserve objects, but their boarder cultural 
function extends to serving as a symbol of community pride and as an institution that contributes to 
the civil and cultural development of society [66]. As previously mentioned, museums have long 
been defined by their traditional roles - conservation, research and communication - as unique 
institutions offering distinctive cultural goods. At the same time, their commercial function has 
become increasingly prominent, as cities often use museums as strategic assets to enhance their 
attractiveness. Among the main advantages of the commercialization of arts and culture is that allows 
cultural institutions, such as museums, to strengthen their competitive profile relative to other sectors 
by effectively utilizing marketing and management tools [67]. The role and significance of museums 
in the context of urban development have undergone a substantial transformation over time. Today, 
each museum is recognized as possessing distinct value—not only for its visitors, but also for the 
local community and for the institution itself, as it contributes to cultural vitality, education, and 
social cohesion. Withing this redefined perspective on the role of museums, effective promotion 
strategies have become essential. In Scotland, several museums have taken adopted this modern 
approach and developed their management and marketing strategies in order to elevate their public 
presence. The main characteristic of these initiatives is their focus on understanding the needs of their 
audience and enhancing the quality and efficiency of the services they provide. Exhibit-related 
information, publications, academic research, donation programs and a variety of educational 
initiatives are among the modern services that have been provided by museums [68]. Furthermore, 
several cases around the world have adopted notable marketing strategies. These include the Quai 
Branly Museum in Australia [69], the Vietnam Museum of Ethnology [70] or the Virginia Museum of 
Fine Arts, and the Boston’s Museum of Science (both in USA) [65]. These examples highlight not only 
the essential role of marketing strategic planning in enhancing the development and attractiveness 
of museums, but also the importance of effectively implementing these strategies in contributing to 
the broader economic development of the regions in which the museums operate. 

3. Some Previous Studies in Brief 

Several studies examine the promotion policies of museum’s image. For instance, Johnson and 
Thomas [10] and Deffner and Metaxas [15] supported that videos, tapes, and publications based on 
the museum’s collections can reach a far wider audience than is possible via the turnstiles. There are 
also, studies that related with the planning and the implementation of strategies and policies through 
museums development. Tufts and Milne [17], drawing on data from 26 museums and 61 interviews, 
examined the significance of the supply-side operational context in 1990s Montreal, with particular 
emphasis on the evolving role of cultural institutions in urban economic development. Similarly, 
Jansen-Verbeke and van Rekom [29] conducted a qualitative study exploring the relationship 
between the ‘cultural tourist’ and the ‘museum visitor’, as an initial step in assessing the potential of 
the ‘museum park strategy’ within the framework of urban tourism development policy in the case 
of Amsterdam. Pusa [71] used semi-structured interviews of managers of the Museum of 
Contemporary Art Kiasma, the Espoo Museum of Modern Art (EMMA) and the Didrichsen Art 
Museum, in Finland, in order to describe and analyze the branding processes in practice as well as 
the components of the museum brand in three art museums. In addition, Munk [72], with 
questionnaires, has evaluated future policies, considerations, projects and vision, in the case of the 
Terezin Memorial, Czech Republic. Furthermore, Mejon et al., [73] using questionnaires to managers 
of 133 museums in the Autonomy Community in Catalonia, determine to which cultural institutions 
perform marketing policies. Lehman and Roach [74] explores the strategic role of electronic 
marketing in the Australian museum sector, using a qualitative approach, while Cole [56] considers 
the contribution that marketing can make to museum survival strategies and, in particular, the 
application of marketing tools to mining heritage museums. Vicente et al., [75] examine the role of 
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innovation regarding visitors experience through the use of questionnaires in 408 museums in 
Britain, France, Italy and Spain. Finally, Luscombe et al. [76], drawing on findings from a five-year 
qualitative study of penal history museums across Canada, examine how such institutions seek to 
attract visitors and generate revenue in order to sustain their operations within an increasingly 
competitive cultural landscape. 

Regarding Greece, scientific empirical studies are limited but it’s important to mention some of 
them that took place in Greece over the last years. For instance, Apostolakis and Jaffry [77] used 
discrete choice modeling methodology in order to examine consumers’ preferences regarding 
heritage attractions in the island of Crete. At the same way, and using primary data, Mavragani [78] 
investigates the level of tourist satisfaction and its relationship to both intention to recommend and 
future revisit behavior, based on empirical data from five museums located in urban areas of Greece. 
Polyzos et al., [79] measuring the attractiveness of the archaeological sites, historical monuments and 
museums of Greek prefectures and using statistical analysis and data from NSSG, concluded that 
cultural resources do influence the tourist development in a positive way. In addition, Deffner et al., 
[80], using primary data, pinpointed the role and importance of the Tobacco Museum of Kavala city 
and its contribution to the enforcement of the image and development of the city, while recently, 
Goulaptsi and Tsourvakas [81] examines the way that small regional museums have managed to 
adopt strategic managerial methods in order to face economic crisis. Similarly, the last years there are 
a number of scientific efforts to identify the ways and the means of cultural heritage management of 
Greek museums [82–84]. 

The role of partnership development is crucial in cultural tourism area [85,86]. Museums 
establish short or long-term relationships with individuals, organizations, governments and 
businesses that contribute to the museum and, at the same time, provide some benefit to their 
partners [87,88]. The details of these relationships vary, from direct financial or in-kind contributions 
in return for advertising or promotional opportunities, to cooperative ventures with other museums 
or community organizations. In all of these collaborative efforts, it is clear to be said that museums 
cannot operate in isolation and must rely on partners and allies if they like to achieve their goals [88]. 
Partnership with other museums that share similar interests can be particularly valuable, enabling 
the exchange of exhibitions, ideas, and even artifacts. In addition, a partnership between two or more 
museums can focus on joint marketing strategies, the sharing of personnel or specialized knowledge, 
and co-production of exhibitions [88]. Therefore, it is essential for a museum to be an active member 
of national and regional cultural associations. By participating in such association, museums 
contribute to collective efforts in areas such as such as advocacy, standards development and policy 
influence. In return, they benefit from increased representation, access to funding opportunities and 
advocacy information, as well as professional development and networking through conferences, 
workshops and training sessions. 

Taking into account the main interest in policies promoting the image of museums in the 
formulation of strategies and policies, this research focuses on the Greek reality by examining the 
role and importance of certain promotion policies in supporting the image of 100 public Greek 
museums and archaeological sites with direct consequences on their degree of recognition. It also 
examines whether the implementation of such policies is associated with the operational capacity of 
each museum, as well as its geographic location within the country. This study offers an innovative 
contribution, as empirical research on the marketing practices of public museums, particularly within 
the Greek context, remains limited. Its findings shed light on critical dimensions of national cultural 
policy, with particular emphasis on the evolving role of public museums as strategic actors in cultural 
and urban development and visibility. 

4. The Studied Marketing (Promotional) Policies 

This study uses seventeen (17) promotional policies in order to evaluate which of them public 
museums in Greece pay particular attention. Our analysis includes specific promotional policies such 
as representation on cultural magazines and cultural-tourism guides [89], public relations plan [90], 
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the creation of a brand museum image [91,92] or planning and organising cultural events [93–95] etc. 
Through the examination of these policies, the study seeks to assess the extent to which museums 
actively promote their institutional image within their external environment, their orientation toward 
the development and implementation of structured marketing and public relations plans, as well as 
the degree of their collaboration with local stakeholders and their connection with cultural 
organizations at the European level. These specific marketing policies are outlined in Table 1. 

Table 1. Museum Marketing Policies and Analysis Codes. 

Marketing (Promotional) Policies (MP) Codes Some Related studies 

Develop partnerships with tourism agencies b1 Deffner et al., [80]; Johanson and Olsen 
[96] 

Develop partnerships with foreign museums b2 
Hughes and Allen [97]; Xie [98]; 

Deffner and Metaxas [99] 
Develop partnerships with international Cultural 

organisations 
b3 

Rouwendal and Boter [100]; Schouten 
[101] 

Develop partnerships with Local Authorities b4 Deffner et al., [80]; Frey [102] 
Planning and organising cultural events b5 Bienkowski [95]; Baron and Leask [103] 

Participation in international cultural events (fairs 
and exchbitions) b6 Kuo et. al., [104] 

Promotion via INTERNET (social media) and 
virtual / digital apps b7 

Howe [105]; Halsall [106]; Chung et al. 
[107]; Mas et al., [108] 

Develop partnerships with Cultural Research 
Centres b8 Anderson [109]; Gigerl et al., [110] 

Representation on International Cultural magazines b9 Silberberg [111]; Wallace [112] 

Promotion via Cultural and Tourism Guides b10 Prentice, [113]; Ababneh [114]; Khater 
[115]  

Production of a Cultural-Museum Journal b11 Cole [56]; Robbins [116] 

Existence of Museum’s Marketing Plan b12 Mottner [117]; Deffner et al., [80]; 
Metaxas [118] 

Develop of Museum Brand Image b13 Pusa and Uusitalo [67]; Ferreiro-
Rosente et al., [119]   

Participation in European Cultural Programmes b14 Frey [102]; Plaza [31] 

Promotion via Coupons, school trips, brochures  b15 Prentice [113]; Mokhtar and Kasim 
[120] 

Promotion via MEDIA (TV, cinema et al.) b16 Silverstone [121]; Xia et al., [122] 

Promote attractive pricing policies generally b17 
Rentschler et al., [123]; Palumpo et al., 

[124] 

5. Methodology 
5.1. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

To investigate the relationship between marketing strategies and the visibility of public 
museums, this study formulates a set of research questions and corresponding hypotheses, grounded 
in the relevant literature on public sector marketing that was presented above. More specifically, 
three main research questions were developed: 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): To what extent do different types of marketing strategies adopted by public 
museums in Greece influence their national visibility? 

Research Question 2 (RQ2): How does national visibility influence the international awareness of 
public museums? 

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Are there significant differences in marketing practices and levels of 
awareness between urban and regional museums? 
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The first research question aims to determine which strategic marketing approaches are most 
effective in enhancing recognition and awareness within the national context, whereas the second 
explores the mediating role of national awareness in achieving broader international recognition. 
Lastly, the third research question investigates the extent to which museum location (urban vs. 
regional) affects the adoption of marketing strategies and institutional visibility. RQ1 and RQ2 are 
designed to test theoretically derived, directional hypotheses using Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM), while the third question (RQ3) explores group differences using Independent Samples T-tests. 
Therefore, from the two first research questions the following research hypotheses are derived: 

Research Questions Hypotheses 

To what extent do different types of 
marketing strategies adopted by public 

museums in Greece influence their national 
visibility? (RQ1) 

H2: Digital and Destination-Oriented Marketing (DDOM) has 
a positive effect on National Awareness. 

H3: Institutional Extroversion and International Outreach 
(IEIO) has a positive effect on National Awareness. 

H4: Museum Promotion and Brand Visibility (MBV) has a 
positive effect on National Awareness. 

How does national visibility influence the 
international awareness of public museums? 

(RQ2) 

H1: National Awareness has a positive effect on International 
Awareness. 

5.2. Research Process 

A quantitative approach was used. In particular, questionnaires were handed out to museum 
directors and managers in Greece (national and regional). In a total of 173 public museums and 
archaeological sites (also having a museum) in the country, 114 questionnaires were sent out, 
covering 66% of the surveyed reference population. A hundred (100) valid questionnaires were 
collected (response rate: 88%), covering 58% of the public museums in Greece and in particular 25 
museums and archaeological sites of national importance located in major urban centers—Athens, 
Thessaloniki, and Heraklion- and 75 of regional/local importance distributed across the broader 
Greek periphery. 

Table 2 presents the top 15 museums and archaeological sites in terms of visitor numbers and 
revenues, along with the regions in which they are located. Figures A1 and A2 in Appendix A 
illustrate the visitor and revenue data of these top 15 institutions in comparison to the total figures 
for all public museums in Greece during the period 2015–2023. These 15 museums accounted for 
90.5% of total public museum visits and 94.8% of total public museum revenue in Greece in 2023, 
clearly reflecting their disproportionate impact within the national cultural landscape. Their 
inclusion allows for a deeper understanding of the structural inequalities between urban and regional 
museums, which is further explored in the comparative analysis. 

Table 2. The top 15 public museums in Greece. 

MUSEUMS REGION 
Acropolis of Athens*- Acropolis Museum - National Archaeological 

museum Attica 

Mykines* - Mystras - Ancient Olympia - Ancient Korinthos - Epidavros* Peloponnese 
Delfi Central Greece 

Dilos*- Palace of Great Magistros South Aegean 
Iraklio -Knossos Crete 

Thessaloniki Archaeological Museum - White Tower Museum Central Macedonia 

5.3. Methods of Analysis 

Analysis of data was conducted with SPSS v.25, JASP, and the Lavaan package. The “lavaan” 
package is a statistical analysis package in the R programming language that uses SEM and related 
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techniques. Firstly, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was employed for classifying the marketing 
policies applied by museums in certain dimensions according to their orientation. The internal 
consistency of each dimension in EFA was tested with Cronbach A. Secondly, Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA) was used for refining and validating the results of the EFA. In particular, reliability 
and convergent and discriminant validity were tested. In the third stage, Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) was used. Covariance-based SEM was employed, using the maximum likelihood 
method (ML) for parameter estimation. Missing data were handled by excluding cases listwise. In 
the last stage of the analysis Independent T-tests were used for identifying differences between 
museums located in urban (city) areas and those in regional settings in the dimensions derived from 
EFA and CFA analyses. 

6. Analysis 

6.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

At the first stage of the analysis, EFA was conducted using the Varimax rotation with the 
principal component approach (see Table 3). From the EFA analysis three key factors were derived, 
namely F1: Museum Promotion and Brand visibility, F2: Institutional Extroversion and International 
Outreach, and F3: Digital and Destination-Oriented Marketing. In particular, F1 includes three sub 
factors and reflects the strategic efforts of public museums to enhance their institutional image and 
public presence. F2 includes seven subfactors and reflects the proactive orientation of public 
museums toward building external visibility and establishing strategic relationships beyond their 
immediate local context. The term “institutional extroversion” denotes a broader organizational 
disposition toward outward-facing initiatives, such as cross-border partnerships, international 
cultural programming, and educational outreach activities. Lastly, F3 includes also three subfactors 
and reflects the dual emphasis on modern digital promotion tools and strategic alignment with 
tourism stakeholders. This naming captures the hybrid nature of the factor, which combines 
technology-driven outreach with place-based promotional strategies, consistent with recent trends in 
cultural tourism and museum marketing bibliography. KMO value was 0.876, and Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity was statistically significant at 0.000, revealing the suitability of the data for factor analysis 
[125,126]. 

Table 3. EFA. 

Construct Items 
Factor 

Loadings 
Cronbach A 

F1: Museum Promotion and 
Brand Visibility Museum brand image  0.905 0.777 

 Advertise in Media, Cinemas  0.737  
 Organizing cultural events  0.519  

F2:  Institutional Extroversion 
and International Outreach 

Coupons, school trips & brochures  0.597 0.880 

 
Develop partnerships with foreign 

museums 
0.680  

 Participation in international cultural 
events (fairs and exhibitions) 

0.659  

 
Representation on International Cultural 

magazines 0.525  

 Develop partnerships with Cultural 
Research Centres 

0.571  

 Participation in European Cultural 
Programmes 

0.416  

 
Develop partnerships with international 

Cultural organisations 0.453  

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 21 July 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202507.1708.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.1708.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 9 of 21 

 

F3: Digital and Destination-
Oriented Marketing 

Promotion via INTERNET (social media) 0.851 0.893 

 Develop partnerships with tourism 
agencies 0.844  

 Promotion with Local authorities  0.601  
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 0.876   

Sig. 0.000   

6.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

CFA was used for testing the validity of EFA, following the paradigm of Lance and Vandenberg 
[127] who state that CFA is a statistical technique used to test the hypothesized factor structure of a 
set of observed variables. It is often used after conducting EFA to validate and confirm the factor 
structure identified in the exploratory phase. Table 4 shows the final measurement model where one 
factor was removed from the dimension of Institutional Extroversion and International Outreach. 
Overall, the final measurement model met the criteria mentioned by Hair et al. [128], namely: CFI = 
0.957, TLI = 0.945, NFI = 0.940, and GFI = 0.976. In addition, root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were less than 0.08 in both cases 
(0.071 and 0.058, respectively), following the criteria mentioned by Hooper et al. [129]. Furthermore, 
composite reliability (CR) in all cases was larger than 0.60, meeting the criterion of Fornell and Larker 
[130]. The standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.438 to 0.996, with the majority exceeding the 
recommended threshold of 0.50. In the same length, convergent validity was established since 
average variance extracted (AVE) was greater than 0.5. Finally, discriminant validity was also 
ensured since the roots of AVE were greater than the correlations among dimensions (Table 5). 
Therefore, from the transition from EFA to CFA, the item “Participation in European Cultural 
Programmes” was excluded from the final model, since its contribution in the CFA phase was limited. 
Its removal contributed to improved model parsimony and enhanced overall fit, without 
compromising the integrity of the underlying factor structure. 

Table 4. CFA results. 

Factor Indicator Loadings AVE CR 
Museum Promotion 
and Brand Visibility Museum brand image (b13) 0.882 0.572 0.796 

(MPBV) Advertise in Media, Cinemas (b16)  0.769   
 Organizing cultural events (b5)  0.588   

Institutional 
Extroversion and 

International Outreach 
(IEIO) 

Coupons, school trips & brochures (b15) 0.575 0.561 0.879 

 Develop partnerships with foreign museums (b2) 0.829   

 
Participation in international cultural events (fairs 

and exhibitions) (b6) 
0.917   

 
Representation on International Cultural 

magazines (b9) 
0.779   

 Develop partnerships with Cultural Research 
Centres (b8) 

0.841   

 
Develop partnerships with international Cultural 

organisations (b3) 0.438   

Digital and 
Destination-Oriented 
Marketing (DDOM) 

Promotion via INTERNET (social media) (b7) 0.962 0.765 
 

0.904 
 

 Develop partnerships with tourism agencies (b1) 0.996   
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 Promotion with Local authorities (b4) 0.616   

CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.961, NFI = 0.917, GFI = 0.993, RMSEA = 0.071, SRMR = 0.058. 

Table 5. Discriminant validity. 

Construct AVE  CR  MPBV IEIO DDOM 
MPBV 0.572 0.796 0.756   
IEIO 0.561 0.879 0.599 0.748  

DDOM 0.765 0.7904 0.492 0.681 0.874 
The square root values of AVE are shown on the diagonal. 

6.3. Structural Model 

To test the hypothesized relationships between the latent constructs, Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) was conducted using the validated measurement model from the prior CFA stage. 
Figure 1 shows the results of the structural model. In particular, goodness-of-fit criteria revealed that 
overall, the model had a good fit in the data: CFI = 0.951, TLI=0.937, NNFI = 0.937, GFI = 0.989. 
Although the RMSEA value slightly exceeds the ideal threshold of 0.08, the combination of high CFI, 
TLI, and low SRMR supports the adequacy of the model [128]. Table 6 shows the results of the 
structural relationships. As shown below, the impact of National awareness on International 
awareness was statistically significant (β = 0.924, p < 0.001), indicating that enhanced national-level 
awareness of public museums substantially contributes to the development of their international 
profile. This finding highlights the mediating role of national visibility in global positioning 
strategies. H2 was also statistically significant (β = 0.455, p < 0.034), suggesting that integrated digital 
promotion and collaborations with tourism stakeholders contribute meaningfully to public 
recognition at the national level. Similarly, a very strong and highly significant association was found 
between Institutional Extroversion and International Outreach (IEIO) and National Awareness (β = 
0.900, p < 0.001), confirming that outward-facing actions, international partnerships, and cultural 
networking directly reinforce domestic visibility of museums. Lastly, the relationship between 
Museum Promotion and Brand Visibility (MBV) and National Awareness was not statistically 
significant (β = -0.076, p = 0.0691), indicating that traditional promotional tools and internal branding 
efforts alone do not significantly drive national recognition in the current context. 

 

Figure 1. Results of Structural Model. CFI = 0.951, TLI=0.937, NNFI = 0.937, GFI = 0.989, RMSEA= 0.087 and 

SRMR=0.064. Statistically significant association ; No significance . 
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Table 6. Regression coefficients. 

Hypotheses Structural 
Coefficient 

p Value Status 

H4: Impact of MBV on National awareness   -0.076  0.0691 No Association   

H3: Impact of IEIO on National awareness   0.900 <0.001 
Signified 

association   

H2: Impact of DDOM on National awareness  0.455 <0.034  
Signified 

association   
H1: Impact of National awareness on growth 

International awareness  
0.924 <0.001  

Signified 
association   

6.4. Independent T-Tests 

In the last phase of the analysis, Independent T-tests were conducted to identify differences 
between museums located in urban (city) areas and those in regional settings in the discussed 
dimensions. As shown in Table 7, statistically significant differences (p < 0.001) were identified across 
all measured dimensions. More specifically, City-based museums reported higher levels of national 
awareness (M = 6.44, SD = 0.92) compared to their regional counterparts (M = 3.99, SD = 1.42), (p < 
0.001). Similarly, urban museums exhibited greater visibility at both the European (M = 5.64 vs. 2.45) 
and international levels (M = 5.00 vs. 1.92), indicating a strong disparity in reach and positioning. In 
terms of strategic practices, urban museums scored significantly higher in all dimensions as well: 
Museum Promotion and Brand Visibility (M = 5.88 vs. 5.12, p < 0.001), Digital and Destination-
Oriented Marketing (M = 6.31 vs. 5.41, p < 0.001), and Institutional Extroversion and International 
Outreach (M = 6.10 vs. 4.27, p < 0.001). These findings reveal a consistent pattern: urban museums 
appear better resourced, more strategically integrated, and more externally connected than their 
regional counterparts. The differences suggest a structural imbalance that may be linked to 
differences in access to funding, institutional capacity, digital infrastructure, and proximity to policy-
making hubs or tourism clusters. 

Table 7. Independent T-tests results. 

Dimension Type of Museum N Mean Std. Deviation P Value 

Αwareness on national scale City 25 6.44 .91 .000 
Regional 75 3.98 1.41  

Awareness on European scale 
City 25 5.64 1.38 .000 

Regional 75 2.45 1.38  
Awareness on international 

scale 
City 25 5.00 1.65 .000 

Regional 75 1.92 1.03  
Museum Promotion and Brand 

Visibility 
City 25 5.88 .57 .000 

Regional 75 5.12 .86  
Digital and Destination-

Oriented Marketing 
City 25 6.30 .49 .000 

Regional 75 5.40 .83  
Institutional Extroversion and 

International Outreach 
City 25 6,1000 .32 .000 

Regional 75 4,2733 .87  

7. Discussion 

This study examined the structural relationships between key marketing strategies adopted by 
public museums, located in urban and regional areas, in Greece and their influence on national and 
international awareness. First of all, it was found that Institutional Extroversion and International 
Outreach (IEIO) affects directly and positively awareness of Museums in a national basis. This fact 
highlights the crucial role that proactive external engagement plays in building visibility. This 
engagement is reflected in practices that were also mentioned in previous empirical studies such as 
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development of partnerships with foreign museums [97–99], international cultural organizations and 
research centers [100–102], participate in international fairs and exhibitions [80,104], achieve visibility 
through inclusion in international cultural publications, and use coupons, school trips & brochures. 
Therefore, visibility, networking and legitimacy are increasingly earned through participation in 
global cultural ecosystems rather than through local promotional efforts alone. 

Moreover, it was found that National Awareness is also formulated by Digital and Destination-
Oriented Marketing (DDOM), reinforcing the idea that effective museum marketing today must be 
technologically integrated and tourism-aware. This was also supported by Johanson and Olsen [96]; 
Deffner et al., [80], Frey [102], Howe [105], Schouten [101], and Halsall [106]. In this context, practices 
such as promotions via social media and local authorities as well as develop partnerships with 
tourism agencies gain growing importance. It seems that digital media not only extends reach but 
enables museums to align themselves with national destination branding strategies, thereby 
enhancing their visibility beyond traditional cultural audiences. 

On the other hand, National awareness is not associated directly with Museum Promotion and 
Brand Visibility. Probably branding should be built in later stages, ensuring first Institutional 
Extroversion and International Outreach and Digital and Destination-Oriented Marketing. 
Traditional branding may no longer be sufficient to establish strong national recognition. One 
plausible explanation lies in the saturation and fragmentation of media landscapes, which limit the 
effectiveness of conventional promotion unless complemented by broader strategic partnerships and 
experiential engagement. This finding challenges conventional marketing paradigms in the cultural 
sector and calls for a shift toward more relational, experiential, and digitally enabled models of 
audience development. 

Another important finding was the strong relationship between national recognition and 
international recognition. Therefore, the analysis indicates that for building international awareness, 
firstly national visibility should be established. Prior domestic recognition is a prerequisite for 
international standing, probably echoing theories of institutional isomorphism [131,132]. This means 
that museums must first cultivate recognition and support from stakeholders at the national level 
before they can effectively position themselves on the international stage. 

Finally, the study underscored significant disparities between urban and regional museums in 
Greece. In particular, museums in urban areas consistently demonstrate higher levels of awareness—
national, European, and international—as well as greater adoption of modern and extroverted 
marketing strategies. There are two consequences of this reality. First, the majority of the strategies 
that were included in our framework may consist efficient tools mainly for well-established urban 
museums, reshaping the overall strategies for promoting the city’s image. On the other hand, there 
are structural imbalances that could perpetuate inequalities in cultural visibility, access to networks, 
and institutional growth, reflecting the overall inequalities that exist in Greek economy and society 
in general [133,134]. 

8. Limitations and Future Research 

While this study provides important insights into the marketing strategies of public museums 
in Greece, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the research is context-specific, focusing 
solely on Greek public museums; therefore, the generalizability of the findings to other cultural or 
geographic contexts may be limited. Second, the data are cross-sectional in nature, capturing 
perceptions and practices at a single point in time. As such, the dynamic evolution of marketing 
strategies and their long-term effects on awareness cannot be fully assessed. Third, there are 
marketing policies mentioned in the literature that were not mentioned in the current paper. 
Considering the above, future research could adopt a comparative cross-national approach, 
examining how marketing policies function across different public museum systems, especially in 
Southern vs. Northern Europe. Furthermore, and as it is stated by Mandic et al. [135], longitudinal 
studies would also be valuable to capture the progression and impact of strategic changes over time. 
Additionally, further investigation into visitor perspectives, including audience segmentation and 
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response to specific marketing tactics, could enrich the understanding of effectiveness from a 
demand-side perspective. Finally, integrating qualitative methods—such as interviews with museum 
directors or policy-makers—could offer deeper insights into the institutional logic behind marketing 
decisions. 

9. Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to examine the role and importance of certain promotional policies in 
supporting the image of Greek public museums with direct consequences on their visibility and 
attractiveness at national and global level. It also examines whether the implementation of these 
policies is directly related to both the dynamics of the museums and the geographical location in 
which they are located. Emphasis was given to the comparative analysis of the degree of adoption of 
promotion policies between museums located in the major urban centers of Greece (Athens and 
Thessaloniki) and those located in the Greek periphery. The results offer a detailed understanding of 
how marketing policies work in the specific institutional and cultural environment of Greek public 
museums. They highlight the importance of external orientation, strategic digital engagement, and 
visibility through networks over traditional marketing tactics. Furthermore, they propose a new 
model of cultural marketing that is multi-layered and connects the local, national, and international 
dimensions of audience building and institutional legitimacy. Lastly, results indicated that museums 
in urban areas consistently demonstrate higher levels of awareness as well as greater adoption of 
modern and extroverted marketing strategies, revealing that they can be key drivers of urban tourism 
development, reshaping the way cities develop. 
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Appendix A 

Figures A1 and A2: Number of visitors and receipts in top 15 museums related to all museums 
(2015-2023) 
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Figure A1. Number of visitors and receipts in top 15 museums related to all museums (2015-2023). 

 

Figure A2. Number of visitors and receipts in top 15 museums related to all museums (2015-2023). Source: INSETE (2015-2023) https://insete.gr/ [136]- Author/s elaboration. 
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