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Previous research has not focused on the characteristics of visitors to traveling 

exhibitions in museums.  Since these exhibitions are brought to the host institution to 

increase visitor numbers, it is important to be familiar with the factors that motivate 

museum visits.  The purpose of this study is to investigate the nature of museum visitors 

to a traveling exhibition and the characteristics that they all have in common.  More 

specifically, these characteristics include their motivations to visit the exhibition, the 

influences in their decision making process, and their satisfaction with the destination and 

exhibition after arriving. 

The data for this study were collected in conjunction with the “A T. Rex Named 

Sue” exhibition at the Florida Museum of Natural History in Gainesville, FL.  A total of 

414 survey questionnaires were collected during the months of February through May 

2002. 
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This study found that these visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition have a 

definite visitor profile and fit into one of three distinct motivation domains, which 

included education and exploration, friends and family, and rest and relaxation.  The 

results showed that an overwhelming majority of the decisions made by museum visitors 

to this exhibition were shared among a number of different parties.  Two satisfaction 

domains were revealed which included satisfaction with the information given and the 

museum itself.  This exhibition also had a profound economic impact on the Greater 

Gainesville Area and Alachua County. 

The fact that museum visitors are primarily motivated to attend traveling 

exhibitions for education and exploration oriented reasons as well as the fact that 

museum exhibitions are a place where people are motivated to go for friends and family 

reasons is encouraging news to the museum.  This study also demonstrated that people go 

to the museum for rest and relaxation, and that while they were not the primary 

motivation, this factor was still prevalent in these visitors. 

The decision making analysis resulted in overwhelming shared decisions, which is 

helpful for museums to better understand their visitors and for marketing reasons as well 

as in the process of formation of partnerships with other area attractions.  The satisfaction 

levels of the museum visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition were very high 

which indicated that traveling exhibits are indeed a popular draw of visitors to a museum 

and that they deserve further investigation. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Tourism has been an industry that has been vital to the economy of the United 

States, particularly in the State of Florida.  One major aspect of tourism that was often 

overlooked and unrecognized was that of heritage tourism, which included vacation 

destinations such as historic houses, districts, parks, battlefields, zoos, aquariums, 

archeological sites, and many others.  Heritage tourism has been traditionally viewed as, 

“tourism centered on what we have inherited, which could mean anything from historic 

buildings, to art works, to beautiful scenery” (Yale 1991).  According to the Travel 

Industry Association of America, historic and cultural minded tourists took part in more 

activities and ended up staying longer, hence they spent more money than any other type 

of tourist (The Historic/Cultural Traveler, 2001). 

There were many ways in which heritage tourism provided a multitude of benefits 

to the millions of tourists that visited heritage attractions every year.  Swarbrooke (1994) 

agreed that these could vary depending on the destination, but most included benefits 

such as: “. . . an inexpensive family day out, an opportunity to learn something new, 

relaxation, nostalgia, being awe-inspired, and entertainment,” (p. 224) among others.  He 

went on to say that, “Heritage has only been marketed as a tourism asset on any real scale 

in recent years as the tourism industry has realised that the packaging of heritage can be 

lucrative and as public sector bodies have realised that heritage can be used to attract 

tourists, so that the economic benefits can be enjoyed by the community” (p. 224).  Last 

year more than 65 million Americans attended a historic site, museum, music, arts or 
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other cultural event (Miller, 1997).  Following September 11th, 2001, patriotism surged in 

the United States and tourists took to locations which symbolize America (Mason, 2001). 

Museums have existed in some form in the United States since the early 1800s, and 

have awed people with a wealth of information, special events as well as exhibits and 

collections.  Tourists travelled to museums and historic sites for several reasons including 

an interest in history, quality of exhibits, and special events or programs (Confer & 

Kerstetter, 2000).  These and other factors contributed to the decisions of tourists to visit 

a particular location. 

In Kotler and Kotler’s Museum Strategy and Marketing (1998), the stages of 

decision making process in choosing a museum was explored.  Some of the factors 

included: cultural and ethnic, social status, life cycle, lifestyle, reference groups, 

socialization and social trends.  Poria, Butler, and Airey (2001) asserted that heritage 

tourism should be defined by two concepts: the motivations of tourists and the tourist’s 

perceptions of the site.  They went on to suggest that more research should be done in 

these areas. 

This study sought to research these two concepts as well as investigated the 

decision making process involved in museum visitors.  This study also sought to explore 

the differences between residents and tourists to the museum, a facet not previously 

explored in museum research.  The need for more information on why visitors attend 

museums was a compelling reason for the necessity of this study.  In short, the theories of 

motivation, satisfaction and decision making coupled with demographic information 

provided the information necessary to answer the problems and research questions of this 

study. 
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Museum Studies 

Museum professionals and their staff have for many years feared the tourism 

industry for several reasons.  The primary reason stemmed from the general feeling 

among professionals that, as a part of tourism industry, they would be persuaded into 

presenting a more nostalgic view of history, as opposed to a realistic view.  In other 

words, they feared that authenticity would be compromised, and what was once a 

legitimate accredited museum would appear more like a theme park (Swarbrooke, 1994).  

In recent years, many museums have struggled to keep audiences coming to their 

institutions.  Due to an increasing interest in theme parks and other entertainment venues, 

competition for the museums has risen (MacDonald & Alsford, 1995).  As a result, 

marketing has become a strategy where museums are investing more and more of their 

limited dollars and time.  While museum visitor characteristics (such as demographic 

information) began as the initial focus of this paper, it became rapidly apparent museum 

visitors have a multifaceted profile and that there were many reasons why people visit 

museums.  The original questions expanded to include decision making as well as the 

motivations and satisfaction of  both resident and tourist museum visitors with their 

experiences. 

Museums were often attractive because of their content and the history that they 

protected, and saved for future generations.  For example, in Denmark, the focus of 

museums has progressed towards the preservation of their Viking heritage through 

exhibits, village reconstructions, trading fairs, and reenactments or living history societies 

(Halewood & Hannam, 2001).  It has been the nostalgia and an increasing attachment to 

heritage that has caused the focus of the museums to shift towards one common time 

period. 
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Museums have long been places evoking interest and curiosity, however in some 

cases they have also been seen as elitist and uninviting.  Many museums have been 

attempting to overcome that stigma and offer visitors a better experience, however to do 

that, the museums must understand visitors, their wants and needs, as well as the 

behaviors they exhibit.  Harrison (1997) investigated this phenomenon and sought to 

understand tourist’s expectations, what makes the museum attractive, and what tourists 

want when they visit museums.  She asserted that many times tourists attend museums in 

order to obtain a brief history and “condensed interpretations of natural and cultural 

heritage” (pg. 25) with regards to the museum’s location.  She performed this study at a 

museum in Hawaii and utilized visitor’s perceptions of what is “traditionally Hawaiian” 

in order to gain answers to her questions. 

Another recent study that attempted to better understand the role of museums in the 

tourism industry was Prideaux and Kininmont (1999) who explored how to achieve 

maximum tourism visitation in rural museums in Queensland, Australia.  The goal of 

their study was to find out what type of information sources were used by visitors who 

drove to the museum, what advertising mix was needed to attract more of these drive-

visitors, and to develop a checklist that rural museums could use to develop marketing 

plans and increase attendance.  They found that generally, visitors lacked current detailed 

information about museums in the area and thus did not visit.  Prideaux and Kininmont 

suggested that rural museums should use signage as well as up-to-date brochures to 

provide visitors with information.  Understanding the tourist’s motivations and 

expectations, was crucial in raising attendance and awareness for museums. 
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Stephen (2001) investigated leisure as an added function of the contemporary 

museum in society and the roles the museum fulfills within its own community.  This 

study discussed the museum as an institution attracting residents, but did not explore the 

role of tourists. 

Traveling Exhibitions 

One of the areas that has traditionally set museums apart from other attractions are 

traveling exhibitions.  Traveling exhibitions, the largest of which are termed blockbuster, 

have long been an area that museums have excelled in presenting.  Blockbuster 

exhibitions such as, “Titanic: The Artifact Exhibit,”  “Splendors of Ancient Egypt,” and 

“Monet, Renoir, and the Impressionist Landscape,” have not only drawn large crowds, 

but also intrigued and inspired those who attended them.  Blockbuster exhibitions have 

been defined as, “ a popular, high profile exhibition on display for a limited period, that 

attracts the general public who are prepared to both stand in line and pay a fee in order to 

partake in the exhibition” (pg. 1).  It was up for debate as to whether or not the “A T. Rex 

Named Sue” exhibition could be considered blockbuster (the “high profile” portion of the 

definition was the portion in question), but whether it was or not, the effects of 

blockbuster exhibitions and traveling exhibitions were the same. 

These traveling exhibitions not only contributed in the educational role of 

museums, but they attracted an audience that would not normally attend the museum.  

According to Scherer (2001) the Carnegie Museum of Art and the Carnegie Museum of 

Natural History have seen an increase in first-time and repeat visitation as a result of 

these types of exhibitions.  This phenomenon also helped in boosting resources for 

museums from private support (in sponsorships and donors), admission fees, and 

merchandise sales through gift shops and cafes (Calzavera, 2002).  One point should be 
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made that these exhibitions have been traditionally very costly for the museums as 

hosting institutions, and that they do not always mean that these hosting institutions make 

a profit.  It did mean however, that the museum received more exposure to its community 

and hopefully attracted a more expansive audience, thus giving them the opportunity to 

fulfill a larger educational role in their communities. 

Motivations and Push/Pull Factors 

The comprehension and understanding of the theory of motivations among tourists 

was vital to providing a quality experience for the visitor.  There were many facets of the 

theory of motivation that sought to explain what it was that caused tourists to travel and 

what influenced their behavior.  The Push/Pull Theory of Motivation (Dann, 1977) was 

the theoretical framework for which this particular study was based.  Push and pull 

factors were motivational influences, which drove the behavior of the individual tourist 

(Dann, 1977).  Push factors were those that were described as internal, and were present 

to satisfy assorted psychological needs.  Pull factors were those that were external and 

showcased the beneficial attributes of a particular destination.  These factors decided the 

“who, what, where and when” decisions of vacation planning (Dann, 1977;Uysal & 

Jurowski, 1994). 

Using the literature, the researchers in this study developed a model to help 

illustrate the factors of motivation among museum visitors and how they could 

potentially effect the decision being made.  The model on the following page illustrates 

motivation and four components that might influence a person’s decision to travel 

(Fig.1).  These four components were Friends & Family, Education, Exploration and Rest 

& Relaxation. 
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Figure 1-1. The Factors of Motivation Among Museum Visitors 

Purpose of Study 

In recent years, many museums have been struggling to keep audiences.  Much of 

this struggle has come from competing venues such as theme parks and other 

entertainment sites (MacDonald & Alsford, 1995).  Marketing has become a profession 

that museums are investing more and more of their limited dollars and time in, in order to 

“keep up” with other for profit venues.  Museums would benefit greatly from the research 

done by this project because they could spend less time and money on finding out what, 

who and where to market their institution.  They would also be able to utilize the 

information from this study to give their visitors, both residents and tourists, the best 

experience possible and continue developing audiences for the future. 

Traveling exhibitions not only contributed in the educational role of museums, but 

they attracted an audience that would not normally attend the museum.  They not only 

attracted people from their community who don’t normally visit the museum, but they 

also served as attractions for tourists that are in the area.  This meant that the museum 

received more exposure to its community as well as the surrounding areas and hopefully 

Motivations

Friends 
 & Family 

Education Exploration

Rest & 
Relaxation 
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attracted a more diverse audience, thus giving them the opportunity to fulfill a larger 

educational role in their communities. 

Research Problem and Questions 

Research Problem 

The problem of this study was to gain information regarding the characteristics of 

the motivations, decision making processes and the satisfaction of tourist and resident 

museum visitors and the impact of a major exhibition on the museum it hosts.  After 

reviewing the literature, there was little information available regarding tourists and 

residents in museums, and the characteristics they have in common. The little information 

that was available regarding museum visitors failed to explain the motivations and 

decision making processes as well as satisfaction.  There was also little information 

written about these processes in regards to traveling exhibitions, whose primary purpose 

was to serve as a draw for visitors to museums.  Without this information, it would be 

extremely difficult for museums to provide the best possible experience for the visitor. 

Research Questions 

1. Are there distinct motivational domains for museum visitors to traveling exhibits? 

2. Which motive is the most important to visitors to traveling exhibits in the museum? 

3. Are there differences in motivations between resident and tourist museum visitors? 

4. What is the relationship between motives to visit museums and visitor decision 
making in museum visitors to traveling exhibits? 

5. Are there distinct satisfaction related domains for museum visitors to traveling 
exhibits? 

6. What is the relationship between motives to visit museums and satisfaction in 
museum visitors to traveling exhibits? 

7. Are there differences in satisfaction between resident and tourist museum visitors? 



9 

 

8. What is the relationship between motives and demographics of museum visitors to 
traveling exhibits? 

Delimitations 

There were delimitations to this study, just as there were for every research project.  

This study was delimited to the vacation destination of museums in the Greater 

Gainesville area because of the opportunities that made themselves available concerning 

the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition.  One delimitation of this study was that it dealt 

only with the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition.  The survey instrument was also 

delimited to questions that yielded quantitative data because it made for easier analysis 

using statistics. 

Definitions 

Decision Making refers to  “. . . a selection of one particular set of expectations 

and values over others” (Kotler and Kotler, 1998, p. 105).  For the purposes of this study, 

decision making was defined as the process of coming to a decision revolving around the 

details of a museum visit. 

Demographic Information, for the purpose of this study, refers to the variables 

age, gender, and income, which were included on the survey questionnaire. 

A Museum is  “. . . an organized and permanent nonprofit institution, essentially 

educational or aesthetic in purpose, with professional staff, which owns and utilizes 

tangible objects, cares for them, and exhibits them to the public on some regular 

schedule” (American Association of Museums accreditation definition). 

Motivation, comprised of push and pull factors, was the theory that explains what 

causes tourists to travel (Dann, 1977). 
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Museum visitors, for the purposes of this study, a museum visitor was defined as 

one who attends a museum, either resident or tourist. 

Nonprofit refers to having 501c3-tax exemption status. 

Resident is one who lives in the county where the research was taking place. 

Satisfaction is a psychological reaction to an experience, product or service that 

was dependent to some extent upon expectations (Jenkins, 1987). 

Tourist is one who travels away from home for business, pleasure, personal affairs, 

or any other purpose except to commute to work (McIntosh and Goeldner, 1984).  For the 

purposes of this study, congruent with research by the Center for Tourism Research at the 

University of Florida, a tourist is defined as a person coming from outside the home 

county of the site of research. 

Units of analysis refers to the individual tourist. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The problem of this study was to gain information regarding the characteristics of 

the motivations, decision making processes and the satisfaction of tourist and resident 

museum visitors and the impact of a major exhibition on the museum it hosts.  More 

specifically, these characteristics included their motivations to travel to a traveling 

exhibition, the influences in their decision making process, and their satisfaction with the 

destination after arriving.  This chapter sought to review the literature relevant to 

motivations, decision making and satisfaction, as well as the tourist destination of 

museums.  The review of literature was structured in this manner regarding their 

influences on tourist visitation: 

• Museum Literature 
• Motivation 
• Decision Making 
• Satisfaction 
 

Museum Literature 

The information written on audiences, visitors to museums, and ways to best 

manage these attractions, was for the most part, very recent.  Bunch, Jacobs, Luksetich, 

and Lange (1988) looked at whether traveling exhibitions influence museum attendance, 

using two anonymous museums over a two-year period.  Each had a different value of the 

traveling exhibits, one had a mean value of $204,000 and the other had a mean value of 

$97,500.  The authors focused primarily on two effects of the traveling exhibit: museum 

attendance and the financial effects of the exhibit on the museum.  The data were 
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gathered from Museum A for 45 weeks and Museum B for 72 weeks looking at the 

popularity, value and availability of each of the temporary exhibitions on display.  Using 

a least squares statistical regression analysis separately on each museum, they found that 

the number of visitors to exhibitions dwindled the longer a particular exhibit was on 

display.  They also found that there was no relationship between the number of objects on 

display and attendance to the exhibition, however there was a significant relationship 

between the value of the collection and museum attendance.  In short, these researchers 

found that “differences in insured value of traveling exhibits are related to [museum] 

attendance,” (pg.135) and that these may be a possible indicator of the popularity of the 

exhibition.  It also made sense that they found that museums will incur positive financial 

impacts such as, new memberships and added gift shop sales from successful traveling 

exhibitions.   

Tian, Compton, and Witt (1996) performed a study in the historic district of 

Galveston, Texas with the help of the Galveston Historical Foundation in order to 

identify “target markets” for maximum spending and marketing strategy.  Their study 

asked three questions: 1) “What benefits did museum-goers seek from their visits?” 2)  

“What were the major constraints that inhibited museum-goers from visiting the 

Galveston museums?” 3) “Can these constraints and benefits be meaningfully integrated 

to identify target groups that are likely to be either more or less responsive to investments 

in marketing efforts directed at them?”  Some of the benefit domains that they included 

were bonding, relaxation, social recognition, self-esteem, and educational entertainment.  

Results revealed four priority target markets for their marketing strategies.   They ranked 

them based on the established benefit domains.  The four markets were called Child-
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Centered Adults who are Unconstrained Mature Enthusiasts, Child-Centered Adults who 

are Committed Localites, Extensive-Benefit Seekers who are Committed Localites, and 

Extensive Benefit Seekers who are Cost Conscious Visitors.  They suggested that these 

four markets could be extremely beneficial in segmenting the visitors surveyed in the 

current study. 

Harrison (1997) examined the relationship between museums and tourism through 

studying tourists who visited the Bernice Pauahi Bishop Museum in Honolulu, HI.  She 

asserted that while museums have always been interested in gathering information about 

their visitors, they fail to utilize this information effectively.  Specifically, insights on 

details of what tourist’s experience, what makes a museum an attraction, and what 

tourists look for when they visit a museum are usually omitted.  Harrison surveyed 200 

visitors to the Bishop Museum, of whom were given a “slightly elaborated” questionnaire 

in effort to gain better understanding of their perceptions regarding Hawaii.  In this 

survey, respondents were given a list of words and were asked to identify which ones 

they associated with Hawaii before coming to the museum.  The list of words was in 

three groups and came from tourism brochures, informed writings of the culture and 

history of Hawaii, and literature written by native Hawaiians.  The frequency of 

association for the first group of words averaged around 70%, while the frequency of 

Group 2 averaged around 50% and Group 3, averaged 27%.  From the survey the 

researchers found that the museum enhanced or enriched what they already knew about 

Hawaii. 

In Kotler and Kotler’s Museum Strategy and Marketing (1998), they explored the 

stages of the decision making process in choosing a museum visit.  They began by saying 



14 

 

that museum audiences are comprised of tourists and local visitors, and that museum 

visits were usually planned rather than accidental.  They asserted that there were five 

stages to the process of decision making, which included: the need for arousal, 

information gathering, decision evaluation, decision execution, and post-decision 

assessment and action.  After explaining these factors in depth, Kotler and Kotler 

discussed the factors that influence museum-going behavior.  Some of the factors they 

mention included: cultural and ethnic, social class, life cycle, lifestyle, reference groups, 

socialization and social trends. 

Tufts and Milne (1999) asserted that the educationally and culturally driven 

mandates of museums are changing.  Museum managers are realizing the economic 

impact and influence on tourism of museums. Tufts and Milne (1999) examined 

museums from a supply-side perspective and asserted that museums are essential to 

understanding a particular time and place, and are of key importance to the tourism 

industry.  In looking at museums in Montreal, Canada, they examined a shift in the search 

for revenue, new technologies, labor practices, and network development.  These 

researchers indicated a focus for museums which relates to its public mandate as well as 

its ability to contribute to the tourism industry and enhance the visitor experience. 

Garrod and Fyall (2000) investigated museums as a component of the management 

of heritage tourism destinations in the United Kingdom.  They suggested that although 

museums and other heritage tourism destinations account for a substantial percentage of 

areas (generates an estimated 28% of all tourism expenditure in the UK every year) 

attended by tourists, often times they are overlooked and not viewed as being part of the 

“tourism business.”   Possibly this was because of their non-profit status and educational 
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mission.  However, Garrod and Fyall indicated, heritage tourism destinations face many 

challenges both internally and externally, with one of the greatest challenges being 

competition for the time of the tourist.   Not only was there competition between heritage 

tourism destinations (internal), but competition also existed between these destinations 

and other leisure venues such as theme parks, shopping malls, and multimedia 

entertainment complexes such as movie theaters and arcades. In their study, on a list of 

fourteen challenges, “increased competition from other leisure activities” were ranked 

third by heritage tourism professionals in the UK. 

Plaza (2000) investigated the degree to which the Guggenheim Museum attracted 

tourists in Bilbao, Spain by analyzing the number of visitors and overnight stays between 

January 1994 and July 1999.  The data were analyzed using regression analysis and it was 

found that the Guggenheim Bilbao was indeed a tourist attraction in that area, and 

therefore had a positive economic impact on the city of Bilbao.  Some of the different 

motivations listed for visitors to the Guggenheim Bilbao included the desire to see the 

building itself, special exhibitions, the associations with the Guggenheim name, and 

publicity through advertising. 

Cunnell and Prentice (2000) sought to establish the museum as a service provider 

and in doing so, suggested a threefold foci for the museum in order to establish the best 

quality experience for their visitors.  This threefold foci consisted of a consumer 

experience focus, a facility focus and a research defined focus.  They suggested that the 

designers of the museum define the facilities, the researchers define the measurement and 

the visitors define the experience and that by better understanding these foci, the 

museums would be better service providers.  They surveyed visitors to the Royal Mile in 
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Edinburgh, which North American visitors and English visitors.  The results indicated 

that both the American and the English visitors yielded similar results in their views of 

quality.  Cunnell and Prentice explored the museum as a service provider for their 

visitors, both residents and tourists, and established that english speaking visitors to 

international museums and attractions have similar expectations and interests when 

visiting. 

Kerstetter, Confer, and Graefe (2001) asserted that not only was heritage tourism a 

popular type of tourism, but also that tourists could be categorized on a specialization 

continuum based on their motivations, visitation behavior, socio-demographic 

characteristics, and perceptions of the site and its authenticity.  In their study, visitors to 

Pennsylvania’s Path of Progress, were interviewed on site and given a follow up survey 

via mail.  Their responses were then placed on a Heritage Tourism Specialization Index 

and several statistical analysis were performed to determine the results.  These results 

showed tourists within the heritage tourism sector could in fact be organized along a 

specialization continuum and that travel behavior, motivations, and overall satisfaction 

were indicators of specialization.  Each of these indicators were being analyzed in the 

current study in the hopes that the motivations, travel behavior and satisfaction could be 

further established among heritage tourists. 

Stephen (2001) explored the role of the museum in its community and the added 

function of the museum as an opportunity for recreation.  Stephen asserted that the 

museum, a symbol of community pride, has the primary function of collecting and 

preserving objects, which symbolize a significant portion of history in the community 

where it resides.  An added function of the museum included the opportunities for 
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recreation, according to Stephen, given the museum’s role within society.  In addition to 

providing stimulation and empowerment in learning for their visitors, Stephen 

encourages museum professionals to not neglect the opportunities to reach new audiences 

within their communities through recreation opportunities.  While this article greatly 

discussed the functions of the museum in the community where it resides, the tourist 

visitors still seemed to be neglected in museum research. 

Prentice (2001) investigated the role of museums as attractions in experiential 

cultural tourism and what marketing concepts are being used.  He asserted that the 

phenomenon of experiential cultural tourism is all about the search for authenticity in the 

experience that a visitor has.  According to Prentice, museums either needed to invest in 

new marketing strategies and face their competition, or be left behind in the race for the 

time and attention of the tourist.  Prentice spent the remainder of the article discussing 

authenticity as a draw for tourists to the museum.  This study covered tourists to the 

museum in a very in depth manner, however failed to account for the residents in the 

communities where museums reside. 

Museums and other venues of historic preservation, which comprised the heritage 

tourism sector, were vital components to the tourism industry, and played a pivotal role in 

the economy, particularly in Florida.  McLendon and Klein (2003) reported that historic 

preservation “activities” contributed approximately $4.2 billion to Florida’s economy 

annually, which included jobs, generated income, taxes and many other variables.  The 

results of the economic impact study presented six overall conclusions about the 

significance of historic preservation venues, museums included.  First, they found that 

historic preservation created jobs in Florida, based on the 123,000+ jobs generated, which 
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meant $2.7 billion in income to Floridians in the year 2000.  They also found that historic 

preservation venues significantly contributed to state and local taxes, and more 

importantly, that heritage tourism generated billions of dollars in local spending.   They 

reported that the direct economic benefits of the heritage tourism sector of historic 

preservation equaled $3.72 billion overall.  In their study, according to a Visit Florida 

survey in 2002, six in ten of those surveyed reported that they had participated in history-

based activities while vacationing in Florida in the past year.   Other conclusions that 

McLendon and Klein found were that historic grants create local wealth and jobs and that 

these grants were of the utmost importance in the restoration and revitalization of many 

of Florida’s most visited communities including Key West and Miami’s Art Deco 

district.  They also determined that Florida’s Main Street Program had been successful 

and promoted community growth, and in that growth, they found that historic 

preservation maintained property values in Florida. 

There were no studies present in the museum literature, which explored and 

differentiated the role of residents and tourists in museum attendance.  Nor are their 

studies that differentiated residents and tourists in their motivations, decision making 

process and satisfaction with museums and traveling exhibitions. 

Therefore, it was important to better understand the visitors to museums, and in 

turn, the traveling exhibitions that they host, in order to fully understand the community’s 

role in museum programs and provide the best experience possible. 

Theoretical Framework 

The primary theory utilized in this study was Dann’s (1977)  “Push and Pull 

factors” of motivations.  Dann first introduced push and pull factors in the late 70’s, and 

as described before incorporated internal and external influences on visitor behavior.  He 
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defined the push factors as incorporating things like escape and nostalgia, which gave the 

tourist the desire to travel.  He defined the pull factors as being those factors, which make 

certain locations more appealing than others like the sunshine or the ocean. 

Fodness (1994) described push factors in motivation as those internal factors that 

predispose an individual tourist to travel.  The theory of push and full factors basically 

asserted that when tourists visit a particular destination, they had certain expectations and 

needs for stimulation that should be met by their leisure experience (Kim & Lee, 2002) 

Pull factors were the forces that draw the tourists to visit a particular vacation 

destination.  Pull factors were considered to be the attractions themselves, such as special 

events or exhibits, information received about the destination advertisements, location of 

destination and the bundle of attractions in a destination (Kim & Lee, 2002).  For 

example, pull factors for a tourist would include a special exhibit at a museum, a new ride 

opening at a theme park, or new trails opening at an outdoor park.  The pull factors were 

those qualities that appeared attractive to the tourist once the decision to travel has been 

made (influenced by the push factors).   These push and pull factors were directly related 

to motivations and the decision making process, which were investigated further in this 

study. 

Uysal and Jurowski (1994) later proposed that recognition and understanding of 

these factors could be useful information in helping marketers and tourism destination 

developers originate ideas for vacation spots.  They postulated that tourists travel because 

of internal factors that pushed them into making certain decisions and external factors 

that pulled them towards certain features of a specific destination. 
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The hierarchy of needs developed by Maslow in the 1950’s coupled with these 

expectations that visitors have are considered push factors.  These factors pushed tourists 

to visit a specific location in order to fulfill their need for leisure.  Examples of push 

factors included motivations that are intrinsic, such as the need for relaxation, escape 

from stress, social interaction, adventure, and rest.   Each of these factors were basic 

needs that humans had according to Maslow, and had a significant influence on the 

decision to travel for leisure according to Uysal and Jurowski (1994). 

Bradford, Baloglu, and Uysal (1996) believed that much of the research had been 

done on the concept of push and pull factors, oddly enough, few had looked at these as 

factors of motivations in tourists.  These researchers described push and pull factors as 

forces of motivation that pushed individuals into making travel decisions and pulled the 

same individuals to a specific destination area, and through travel, tourists sought to 

satisfy many needs at the same time.  The goal of their study was to gain a better 

understanding of push and pull factors, thereby helping marketers and travel developers 

create better “tourism product bundles” through the understanding of German pleasure 

travelers.  The data were collected through in-home interviews throughout West 

Germany, and the respondents were those 18 years and older who had taken a vacation 

trip of four nights or longer by plane outside of Europe and the Mediterranean in the past 

three years, or were planning a similar trip within the next two years.  Their study 

involved a questionnaire containing 30 push and 50 pull items, which the respondents 

were asked to rate on a 4 point Likert scale.  The data were analyzed using canonical 

correlation analysis, which included MANOVA.  The results of their study yielded four 

pairings of product bundles based on the ratings by the respondents.  The first pair was 
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primarily sport related, and had a relation to beach–resort items.  The second pair 

involved novelty with motivations including the desires to learn new things, see and 

experience foreign destinations, and experience new and different lifestyles, which were 

matched with destinations that provide ways to increase knowledge.  The third pair 

consists of urban life experience and contained such attributes as high quality restaurants, 

historical sites, guided tours, as well as museums and art galleries and focused on safety, 

cleanliness, and warm hospitality.  The fourth pair were the beach-resort destinations and 

were more adventurous motivations including, being daring and adventuresome, finding 

thrills and excitement, and getting away from everyday life.  Based on these four pairs, 

market segments were formed.  The overall findings of this study showed that there is a 

significant relationship between motivations and specific attributes of destinations.  It 

also showed that matching push and pull items can be a successful marketing strategy. 

Motivations 

In the motivation literature, many authors delved into the field of psychology and 

combined that with leisure.  One such study that helped in explaining motivations for the 

purpose of this project was Crompton’s 1979 study.  He began by gleaning data from 

thirty-nine unstructured two hour interviews about motivations for pleasure vacations.  

He found that the vacation process began with a desire to break from a routine and from 

there, the respondents had to decide whether to go on a pleasure vacation, stay at home, 

or go on a non-pleasure vacation.  Nine motivations were derived from these interviews 

and fit into two categories: socio-psychological and cultural.  The socio-psychological 

motives were escape from a perceived mundane environment, exploration and evaluation 

of self, relaxation, prestige, regression, enhancement of kinship relationships, and 

facilitation of social interaction.  The cultural motives were novelty and education.  The 
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cultural motives were aroused by the qualities a particular destination offered, while the 

socio-psychological motives were present despite the destination.  Crompton called for 

further research in this area to determine the role of tourist motivation’s in the tourism 

industry. 

In 1983, Beard and Ragheb found four primary motives for leisure.  The first 

component was an intellectual component, defined as, “the extent to which individuals 

are motivated to engage in such leisure activities, which involve substantial mental 

activities such as learning, exploring, discovering, creating, or imagining.”  The second 

component labeled as the “social component,” was, “the extent to which individuals are 

motivated to engage in such leisure activities for social reasons,” this included both the 

need for friendship and the need for the praise of others.  The third component was the 

competence mastery component, which they defined as an assessment of “…the extent to 

which individuals engage in leisure activities in order to master, challenge, and compete; 

usually physical in nature.”  The fourth and final component found by Beard and Ragheb 

was the stimulus-avoidance component, which they defined as an assessment of the drive 

to escape and get away from over-stimulating life situations” (1983, p. 225) 

Iso-Ahola later (1989) defined motivation theory as, “an internal factor that arouses 

and directs human behavior.”  His basis for studying motivation theory within the field of 

leisure was that it could predict some leisure behaviors and be applied by leisure 

providers in assessing what kinds of leisure experiences to offer tourists.  He used this 

basis for study to develop the S-O-R model of motives for leisure.  This S-O-R model, 

which asserts that the organism’s (O) emotions and thought processes are connected and 

work together in responding (R) to a stimulus (S).  He found that a lack of motivation in a 
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person’s leisure time led to boredom and apathy.  For example, if a person was not 

motivated to go see an exhibit or visit a museum, they would not do so.  Overall, Iso-

Ahola’s findings were that motivation was a necessary part of the leisure experience and 

that people feel a need for leisure in their lives, which was the basis for this current study 

that motivations played a role in what activities people took part in and where they went. 

Fodness (1994) agreed that understanding the theory of motivation and its driving 

factors was essential in marketing tourism destinations and services effectively, and even 

went so far as to say it was the “driving force behind all behavior.”   His article discussed 

three different studies on motivation in leisure travel, which explained that people travel 

for leisure because they had the psychological need to do so, and leisure travel fulfilled 

those needs.   The first study dealt with a functional approach to leisure travel motivation.      

The study was performed using qualitative interviews in three different stages.  

Multidimensional Scaling Solutions (MDS) were then applied and a list of vacation 

themes were developed from the interviews.  Four primary dimensions were established: 

the knowledge function of leisure travel, the utilitarian function of leisure travel, the 

social-adjustive function of leisure travel, and the value-expressive function of leisure 

travel.  The second study in Fodness’s research involved measuring tourist motivation.  

The data was collected quantitatively through a mail-out survey to individuals who had 

recently requested a Florida Visitor’s Guide.  A factor analysis was performed and 

several of the same functions found as in the previous study.   The third study performed 

was a market segmentation study performed in a similar manner to that of study two.  

This study tested three hypothesis developed by Fodness.  They were able to develop 

several variables related to traveling party, trip planning, trip behavior, and expenditure.   
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He postulated that all of these variables would be useful to marketers and tourism 

development personnel in creating an ideal tourism destination.  Fodness felt that the 

understanding of tourist motivations and these variables could also assist marketers in 

product development, quality evaluation of goods and services, and promotional 

activities. 

Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant (1996) explored motivation in leisure through a 

meta-analysis of 36 studies that had used the Recreation Preference Scales (REP) 

method.  REP scales have been defined as, “. . . psychometric scaling that could be used 

to measure the dimensions of people’s recreation experience” (p.188).  Data for this study 

derived from 36 studies that had used the REP scales to measure motivation in leisure 

between the mid to late 70s.  Correlation and confirmatory factor analysis revealed that 

108 of the 328 items in the REP scale item pool showed correlations and remained for 

further analysis.  Some of these scales include achievement/stimulation, family 

togetherness, similar people, learning, nostalgia, creativity, and escape personal-social 

pressures.  The results of the study concluded that the REP scales were reliable and 

should be used in further research.  They called specifically for further use of the REP 

scales in leisure studies not pertaining to outdoor recreation specifically to see if the 

validity scores would stay the same. 

Gnoth (1997) introduced the model of tourism motivation and expectation 

formation as a way to better understand the relationship between motivations and 

satisfaction.  He asserted that visitors develop expectations based on their motivations 

and that those expectations help to determine the satisfaction of the visitor on the 

destination.  Through a review of literature including motivations, performance, and 
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expectations, Gnoth proposed a model, which began with the urge (also termed push or 

drive) to visit, followed by the objective situation, which was influenced by the 

perceptions and values.   This then lead to the subjective situation (also termed pull), 

which in turn lead to the attitudes and expectations in the actual event and those 

following the event.  Gnoth called for further research to be done using this model in 

studying the motivations of tourists. 

In their book about learning in museums, Falk and Dierking (2000) related the 

Conceptual Model of Learning to museum visitors and explained that many times visitors 

to museums are motivated to form, expand upon or relive their own personal experiences.  

They gain more knowledge about themselves, their experiences, and the world around 

them through the exhibitions and settings presented.  These visitors gained a sense of 

fulfillment in reminiscing about the past and learn more of themselves as they were 

presented with their own feelings regarding past events and history.  Also, according to 

Falk and Dierking, “One action that can, and for many people does, flow from interest is 

the decision to attend a selected museum or pay selective attention to specific exhibitions 

or exhibit elements once inside a museum” (pg. 23).  These served as motivations for 

these visitors to attend a particular museum or exhibition and all occured within the 

personal context of the Conceptual Model of Learning. 

Jewell and Crotts (2002) explored the methodology of the Hierarchical Map Value 

technique (HVM) in attempts to identify possible motivations for visitors of a historic 

house heritage tourism attraction in South Carolina.  The HVM technique was one in 

which sought to identify “both higher and lower values and their connections via a series 

of probing questions,” such as “why.”  It was typically diagrammed as a ladder structure 
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and from this, attributes and consequences were identified.  Attributes were features or 

components specific to the attraction, whereas consequences, also termed core values, 

were the desirable outcomes of the attraction visit.  In their study, the core values were 

the motivations that were derived from the respondent’s interviews.  The researchers 

followed the traditional HVM sample size of 30 participants and gave each participant a 

20 minute interview following their visit to the house.  From the 30 interviews, eleven 

attributes were identified and from those, four lines of consequences were found, which 

led them to the “Satisfying experience/pleasure” end.   Some of the consequences were 

identified as “knowledge/understanding, relaxation, and connection to the past/nostalgia.”  

This method was considered for this current study, however due to the small sample size 

and time required for the interviews, in addition to the question of reliability, it was the 

opinion of this researcher that the push/pull framework was a better measure for the 

purposes of the current study. 

Decision Making 

In the decision making literature, many dimensions of the decision making process 

existed.  Jenkins (1978) investigated family decision making as it relates to vacations.  He 

sought to determine the subdecision areas, measure the family role and influence each 

member had in the decision, and determine what criteria were important to families in 

choosing a destination.  The data were collected from two focus group interview sessions 

with five couples who took a vacation in 1976.  From these focus groups, a final 

questionnaire was developed and then sent to 105 couples in the Columbus, Ohio area.  

The results revealed that the following served as subdecisions: collection of information, 

whether to take the children, how long to stay, the exact time of year or actual date, the 

type of transportation, amount of money to spend, kind of activities to participate in, 



27 

 

commercial lodging facilities to use, and destination points of interest.  The results 

showed that the dominance of decision making was based entirely upon what decision 

was being made.  It was found that children had considerable influence on the decisions 

made, particularly in the areas of the activities to participate in and where they would go.  

They found the collection of information happened anywhere from one to three months 

before the scheduled vacation.  The determination of date was primarily husband 

dominated, whereas the transportation decision was joint by the husband and wife.  The 

decision of how much to spend was viewed as being primarily the husbands decision by 

the wives, and an equal decision by the husbands.  The selection of commercial lodging 

was a joint decision between the husbands and wives with considerable influence by the 

children.  Jenkins (1978) asserted that understanding the decision making process as it 

related to family vacation destinations was of vital importance to the tourism industry and 

recreation providers. 

Ritchie and Filiatrault (1980) sought to replicate and expand and improve an earlier 

study done on family decision making.  They interviewed husband and wife couples from 

vacation-taking families, using a questionnaire.  Using the constant sum method, the 

couples were asked to allocate 100 points in proportion to each of the members of the 

family on the basis of their perceived importance in determining the outcome of a 

particular subdecision.  There were 17 subdecisions included on the survey, of which 10 

dealt with the vacation itself, while the remaining seven revolved around the lodging 

where the family was staying.  Using MANOVA to compile the results, Ritchie and 

Filiatrault found that on average, husbands were perceived to have greater influence than 

wives, and in none of the subdecisions were the wives or children perceived as having 
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more influence than the husbands.  They also found that influence in the decision process 

varied with the subdecision under consideration.  Children have very little influence in 

lodging decisions, however, they did have some influence in other factors.  Children 

exerted the highest degree of influence on decisions concerning when to go on vacation, 

where to go, the type of vacation, and whether to go on vacation at all. 

They also investigated lodging criteria and found that family vacationers placed 

more importance on factors including swimming pools, attractiveness of grounds, room 

layout, credit card acceptance, television in rooms, on site restaurant, and special rates for 

children than couple vacationers.  Couple vacationers placed more importance on factors 

such as personal safety from theft, recreation/entertainment facilities in hotel, and 

published information about the hotel.  They found that “chain” lodgers had great 

importance attached to; external appearance, swimming pool, attractiveness of grounds, 

room layout, credit card acceptance, ease of making reservations, hotel/motel that looks 

like one at home, television in rooms, on site restaurant, level of personalized service, 

special rates for children, recreation and entertainment facilities in hotel, quality of meals, 

and proximity to main travel route.  Whereas, independent lodgers attached more 

importance to the price of the rooms.  Overall, they found that the findings of this study 

were consistent with those of previous studies surrounding the influence of the family 

structure in decision making, however, there needs to be better scales developed for 

measuring lodging choice criteria. 

Crompton (1981) investigated an individual’s selection of a particular destination 

and if social groups had any influence on that individual’s decision.  He sought to find 

out if this influence existed, who might be the influencers, and do these influences 
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enhance the satisfaction of the destination in the eyes of the individual.  The data for this 

study came from 39 unstructured two hour interviews concerning leisure.  He found that 

other individuals may directly influence a person to visit a particular destination, that they 

may mold an individual’s opinion and image of a destination, that they may acquire 

stereotypes from long term socialization about a particular destination, and that social 

influences from other individuals can come from those living far away from the 

individual decision-maker.  The composition of these social influences included the 

family unit, friends, and children.  The roles of these groups in enhancing pleasure 

vacations included components such as the saving of money by traveling with others, the 

presence of companions and reduction of lonliness, the stimulation and added 

perspectives by others, and finally, the ability to share experiences and occurrences. 

In 1988, Carr and Woodside sought to analyze the effect of marketing strategies 

geared toward tourists and what guided their decision to visit the vacation destination 

they visited.  They began with the hypothesis that destination awareness, preference, and 

choice were all related in a positive manner in the decision making process.  The study 

was performed using empirical analysis.  First destination awareness was measured using 

the unaided awareness method.  Preference was measured using the constant sum scale, 

and choice was measured using the conjoint analysis method.  The authors concluded that 

marketing strategies could be influential on tourists, and that vacationing tourists can be 

categorized by these decision making variables.  The article also suggested that more 

research should be done on this topic, and went on to say that marketing departments 

should consider annual surveys utilizing the three methods that were used in this study. 
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Nichols and Snepenger (1988) investigated family decision making and the 

behavior and attitudes toward tourism.  They compared three decision making models 

that had come from previous literature: husband- dominant, wife-dominant, and husband-

wife joint decision making.  The data came from one individual from each family that 

filled out a 1983 survey for the Alaska State Division of Tourism.  The results revealed 

that joint decision-makers tended to plan their vacation earlier and they tended to consult 

their friends more often than the other groups.  It was apparent that husband-dominant 

groups spent more than the other groups and wife-dominant groups tended to spend the 

least amount of time in leisure activities.  The joint decision making groups tended to 

visit family members, camp/hike or visit national parks more so than the other two 

groups.  The implications for this study were that marketers and tourism providers would 

better understand who to market to, ie. the person who makes the decision. 

Howard and Madrigal (1990) investigated the role of parents and children in the 

decision making process when selecting a recreation experience.  They wanted to find the 

degree to which parents and children influence recreation choice, the effects of older 

versus younger children in the decision making process, and the perceived level of 

influence by children on recreation purchase.  The data for this study were collected 

through a four-page questionnaire of parents registering their children in recreation 

programs.  The influence of family members was measured by a constant sum method, 

which allocated 100 points to the decision influencer in proportion to their perceived 

involvement in the decision.  The results revealed that the mothers and child have more 

influence on the recreation choice than do the fathers, perhaps because the mothers were 

taking full responsibility in the search for their child’s recreation.  Children were very 
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rarely found to make an independent decision.  The results were unclear as to whether the 

lack of the paternal involvement was due to ambivalence, or whether it was a matter of 

convenience to the mother as the primary caretaker. 

Fodness (1992) sought to explore the role that the family played in the vacation 

decision making process, and whether or not it’s position in the family life cycle also had 

an impact on the decision being made.   He came up with a two-part hypothesis, which 

thought that the patterns of vacation information being sought and the patterns of the final 

decision made would depend upon the family’s stage in the family life cycle.  They 

“focused on the stages of the vacation decision making process which were available 

from the secondary data-information search and final decision.”  The results attained 

from this study supported the original hypothesis, and it also discovered some new 

information.  They found that the family does move through a cycle over time and where 

they are in the cycle has a great influence on where they decide to vacation.  Also, the 

study showed that wives are more likely to gather information regarding a vacation 

destination than are husbands.  From this they inferred that the role of decision-maker 

also changes over time. 

Madrigal (1993) again investigated the parent’s perceptions of family member’s 

influence in vacation decision making.  The data were collected from forty-eight married 

partners with children currently living in the home.  A 100-point constant sum scale was 

used to determine the relative influence of each person on the vacation decision made.  

The results showed that husbands were perceived as having the majority of the decision 

in deciding where to go, and how much would be spent on the trip.  Wives were 

percieved to have had greater influence in decisions relating to gathering information 
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about the trip and choosing where to stay.  Older children were perceived as having more 

influence than were younger children by the parents.  The conclusions of this study were 

that while the decisions to take a vacation were for the most part joint decisions, both the 

husband and wife still assumed certain roles as decision-makers in specific decisions. 

Gitelson and Kerstetter (1994) explored the degree to which friends and relatives 

influence the travel decision making process.  The thought that friends and relatives could 

have as much, if not more influence than children, this needed to be pursued further.  The 

data for this study was collected through a one-page questionnaire and a follow up 

questionnaire of visitors to three heritage sites in Southwestern Pennsylvania.  Using the 

constant sum method, respondents were asked to allocate who had made the decisions in 

the following areas: which sites to visit, what to do in the area, how long to stay in the 

area, where to eat, who was responsible for getting trip-related information, and where to 

stay if the trip lasted for more than a day.  Results indicated that all of the travel decisions 

were influenced by friends and/or relatives, and in approximately one third of the groups, 

friends and relatives dominated the decisions made in at least four of the six decisions 

made.  Gitelson and Kerstetter suggested that further research be done in this area. 

In 1995, Millman and Pizam conducted a study of awareness and familiarity with 

the region of Central Florida as a site for potential vacations.  They initially hypothesized 

that those persons that were familiar with Central Florida and aware of it as a tourist 

destination would be more likely to visit and have a more positive image of it than those 

who were not familiar with it would.  Using focus groups and sample surveys by means 

of telephone calls, they questioned persons 18 years and older from many regions of the 

United States.  They found that there were stages to familiarity with a destination, and 
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that just because people are aware of an area as a tourist destination, they might not 

choose to visit this area. 

According to Sirakaya, McLellan, and Uysal (1996), the decision making process 

can be categorized into two groups: structural (the relationship between stimulus and 

response) and process (the complete process).  This article discussed the factors that 

influence vacation destination choice. The authors created a model comprised of three 

assumptions.  These three assumptions were 1) the “assessment of the factors affecting a 

person’s choice,” 2) “Brunswik’s suggestion that most decision-makers employ a few 

criteria when making their decisions,” and 3) most consumers “process information 

additively.”  The authors realized that the decisions made by the subjects were individual 

specific.  As well, students tended not to demonstrate good insight into their decisions.   

They concluded that individuals make decisions specific to themselves is helpful in this 

study, because it decreases the amount of constraining factors that need to be considered 

when formulating the methods and procedures section. 

Kerstetter and Pennington-Gray (1999) studied the decision making roles and 

attitudes of university-educated women who enjoyed travelling for pleasure.  One of the 

primary goals of this study was to find out whether generation had a significant influence 

on the decision making process and outcome of that process.  A sample of 1,000 women 

representing four generations were randomly chosen from the alumni list of a large 

university in the northeast.  These women received a mail-back questionnaire with cover 

letter explaining the study and a prepaid self addressed envelope for convenience.  From 

the 49% response rate, respondents were categorized into five categories based on 

percentage allocation: 1) sole decision-maker (these made 100% of the decision to 
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travel), 2) dominant influence (greater than 50% of the decision to travel), 3) equal 

influence (50% of the decision to travel), 4) lesser influence (less than 50% of the 

decision to travel), and 5) no influence (0% of the decision to travel).  They were 

questioned on five types of travel decisions: 1) what to do, 2) who to travel with, 3) how 

to travel, 4) when to travel, and 5) where to travel.  There was a fairly even distribution of 

generations involved in decision making and the results showed that overall, the “equal 

role” decision maker was the most common type.   Also, significance was found in three 

of the five types of decisions being made: 1) what to do, 2) who to travel with, and 3) 

how to travel.  This study also showed that the “decision making role of women changed 

when controlled for income.”  The measures of the percentage allocation of the decision 

making role and type of decision being made proved to be valid and reliable in measuring 

what they set out to measure.  This study was also significant because it showed that the 

decision making process can be the result of many different types of people with many 

different types of decisions. 

Satisfaction  

Satisfaction was a concept that was essential in understanding and evaluating 

tourists and exploring their behaviors.  Measuring satisfaction can be somewhat difficult 

in that the questions being asked must be valid measures of satisfaction.  Satisfaction in 

tourism stemmed from the expectations a visitor had, combined with their overall 

experience (Pizam, 1978).  After initial interviews and survey questionnaires study of 

tourists vacationing in the Cape Cod area of Massachusetts, factor analysis was used to 

break the original thirty-two factors into several domains that could comprise satisfaction 

in the tourism industry.   The results yielded eight different domains of satisfaction that 

the original thirty two fell into in this first study: beach opportunities, cost, hospitality, 
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eating and drinking facilities, accommodation facilities, campground facilities, 

environment, and the extent of civilization.  Obviously some of these factors were not 

applicable to all areas of tourism as beaches are not plentiful everywhere, however the 

methods employed to discover these domains are valid and could be applied to other 

areas where other domains should be identified (such as museums). 

Beard and Ragheb (1980) sought to develop a suitable measure for satisfaction in 

leisure in the hopes of providing better leisure experiences and therefore contributing to 

the “pursuit of happiness” of recreationists.  It was their belief that not only those 

participants of recreation related activities would benefit from this research, but also 

those decision-makers, planners, and managers that provide recreation and leisure.   They 

defined satisfaction in leisure as, “…the positive perceptions or feelings, which an 

individual forms, elicits, or gains as a result of engaging in leisure activities and choices.”  

In attempts to better understand how this occurs in the individual, they developed the 

Leisure Satisfaction Scale (LSS), whose primary purpose was to measure the degree to 

which individuals are satisfied with and through their leisure activities.  This scale 

allowed respondents to mark the extent of the truth of statements relating to six different 

areas in their life and leisure activities, using a five point Likert scale.  The truth 

statements included words like almost never, seldom, sometimes, often, or almost always 

true.  The six different areas, derived from previous psychology literature included areas 

such as psychological, educational, social, relaxational, physiological, and aesthetic.   

After a series of field tests, which included a mailed questionnaire, the results indicated 

that four of the six areas were clearly discernable.  They found that respondents often 

confused relaxation with recreation and the physiological areas became more clear after 
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several rotations in factor analysis.   The reliability and validity of these factors were 

consistent at the time of the study, but further research and development was necessary. 

Maddox (1985) discussed another method of measuring satisfaction, the Multitrait-

Multimethod (MTMM) approach, where several factors aimed to measure the same 

construct.  For example, in this current study, there were three factors of satisfaction 

being tested as well as the overall satisfaction: information, services, and facilities.  Each 

of these three factors had variables that the participant had to address.  For example, in 

order to test the participant’s satisfaction with the information available, they are asked to 

rate their satisfaction on a 5 point Likert scale with such items as the information about 

the exhibit, what to do in Greater Gainesville, and in trip planning.  Each of these 

variables helped the participant and researcher to evaluate the satisfaction with the 

information available, as Maddox suggested in the MTMM method. 

Satisfaction was a crucial theory to tourism, not only because as service providers 

satisfied customers were essential, but also because if customers were dissatisfied, then 

they may not be repeat visitors. The quality of the service provided was key to the degree 

of satisfaction that the visitor will experience (Quinn & Gagnon, 1986).  To illustrate this, 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry (1988) developed SERVQUAL as a measure of 

customer satisfaction in relation to issues of quality in service agencies.   This measure 

was designed to analyze the visitor’s perceptions of their expectations or importance 

levels and the perceived performance of each different item.  They began with ten service 

dimensions, each with two statements measuring the perceived performance.  From this, 

five service dimensions were then derived: tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, 

assurance and empathy.  The SERVQUAL model of measurement was designed to be 
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applied to a broad spectrum of service agencies, and therefore has been challenged in its 

effectiveness in the recreation/tourism industries. 

MacKay and Crompton (1988) took this quality of services provided theory and 

applied it to the fields of recreation and park management.  They investigated service 

quality as the result of what happens when expectations meet perceived performance 

using the five dimensions found by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry (1988). 

Mannell (1989) suggested the satisfaction can be analyzed through two dimensions, 

motivations and specificity level in attempts to better understand satisfaction as it relates 

to leisure.  He asserted that satisfaction is based on human needs and that it is a 

comparison of the expectations visitors have (based on their motivations) to the actual 

experience that they have at their respective destination.  Specificity level he asserted 

could be measured through three approaches: molar, molecular and molecular-molar.  

The molar approach referred to an overall level of satisfaction whereas the molecular 

approach referred to more specific items that contribute to the overall experience. The 

molecular-molar approach was a combination of the two, similar to the measure used in 

this current study.  From this, a global satisfaction score was derived, which showed the 

researcher the level of satisfaction present in a certain visitor. 

Chadee and Mattson (1995) measured customer satisfaction within four distinct 

tourist settings among college students.  Following the idea that an indication of the 

quality of service was the measure of the gap between expectations and perception of 

service by the customer, these researchers analyzed college students in four “tourist” 

settings: eating out, hotel stays, car rentals, and sightseeing tours.   They gave each of the 

students one set of four pictures showing each of these locations and asked them to rate 
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how satisfied they would be with each location, using a five-point Likert scale.  In each 

picture, one quality variable was reflected in a negative manner from a standard generally 

positive picture.  This allowed the researchers to determine which factor was of more 

importance to the students at each of the four locations.  For example, at the hotel, the 

facilities were the most important factor, while at the rental car facility the pickup and 

delivery services were most important.  Cost was only the most important variable at the 

restaurant, whereas at the sightseeing tour, the educational value of the tour was ranked 

most important to the students.  While this study was helpful to service providers in the 

tourism industry, further research using the model was difficult to find. 

Reed and Hall (1997) studied customer satisfaction and defined it as a relationship 

between a customer, the product/service, and the provider.  They also found that 

satisfaction was the result of the visitor’s feelings as to whether or not their needs and 

expectations had been met.  One key concept that was important to tourism service 

providers was that satisfaction was not fixed and that it was influenced and manipulated 

over time.  If the visitor perceived a poor quality service, then they were much more 

likely be dissatisfied with that service, and as a result not return to that particular 

attraction. 

Bramwell (1998) introduced the framework of ‘place marketing’ into a study that 

he performed in the United Kingdom aimed to gain a better understanding of customer 

satisfaction with tourism products and services in a city setting in order to improve 

planning for those same facilities elsewhere.  ‘Place marketing’ in this context referred to 

the fact that the marketing and development of products should be focused on the target 

users and what their needs and wants are and how they should meet those needs and 
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wants.  This study was performed in Sheffield, England using face to face questionnaires 

with separate ones for visitors and residents.  Respondents were selected randomly and 

approximately 390 visitors and 191 residents were interviewed at several tourist 

destinations in the city.  A statistical test was applied and satisfaction ratings of different 

services and tourist destinations were accumulated from the surveys.  Bramwell made an 

interesting point in that he stated it was wasteful when products and services are 

developed and promoted and the intended users are not satisfied with these products and 

services.  Bramwell felt that situations like these could be avoided if marketers and 

development personnel better understood satisfaction and performance quality. 

Absher (1998) reduced the dimensions of satisfaction from the five earlier 

researched by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) and proposed that there are three 

dimensions of satisfaction found among visitors to National Forests: information, 

services and facilities.  Absher asserted that the simpler the measure, the more 

information could be gleaned regarding the visitor’s satisfaction. 

Baker and Crompton (2000) asserted that one of the most important factors for 

marketing professionals to master is that of customer satisfaction.  This is evident in their 

study of satisfaction at a festival destination, which investigated the roles of performance 

quality and degrees of satisfaction in the tourism industry.  Here, performance quality 

was described as a measure of the service or product of the provider, and satisfaction was 

devoted to measuring the tourist’s outcome.  This study was performed at an outdoor 

festival held in a community’s downtown historic district and included many attractions 

from living history demonstrations to carnival rides.  Respondents were given a mail-

back questionnaire with a prepaid postage envelope and asked to return it.  
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Approximately 73% were returned and factor analysis was performed in order to 

establish different variables measuring quality, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions.  

They found that perceptions of quality had a significant impact on visitor behavior and 

also that satisfaction had a significant effect.  Baker and Crompton suggested that the 

festival planners and the tourism industry concentrate on enhancing perceived 

performance quality and degrees of satisfaction of the tourists that visit their destinations. 

Burns (2000) stated that there were components to service organizations and that 

each of these components came together to form an overall whole of satisfaction.  These 

components were facilities, services, information, and experience.  Three of these four 

components were addressed in the current study: facilities, services, and information.  

Experience was addressed in that the survey questionnaire was inquiring after the overall 

experience instead of experience in each area of the exhibition. 

Summary 

In short, the theories of motivation, decision making, and satisfaction coupled with 

demographic information all surrounding a well-respected traveling exhibition provided 

the information necessary to answer the research questions of this study.  Each of the 

studies discussed in the review of the literature were utilized in creating the most 

effective study possible and have aided in the development of a model to illustrate their 

involvement in this study.  Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1 illustrated the four factors of 

motivations as tested on the survey questionnaire, and Figure 3-1 showed their projected 

effects on the components of decision making and satisfaction.  The researcher of this 

study asserted that the motivations of the museum visitors had an influence on the 

decision making process and on the satisfaction that the museum visitor felt with regards 

to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

The problem of this study was to gain information regarding the characteristics of 

the motivations, decision making processes and the satisfaction of tourist and resident 

museum visitors and the impact of a major exhibition on the museum it hosts.  This 

chapter explained the methods and procedures used to collect data and the analysis 

necessary to interpret the data in hopes of solving the research problem and successfully 

answering the research questions. 

Instrumentation 

The research design selected for this particular study involved a 3 page- 

questionnaire.  This questionnaire consisted of close-ended questions, and seven open-

ended questions.  It was self-administered, and approximately 20 questions in length (see 

Appendix B).  The survey had questions to determine the economic impact of  “Sue” on 

Gainesville, and also measures of satisfaction, motivation and decision making among 

the visitors to the exhibit at the Florida Museum of Natural History. 

Discussion of the Variables 

Push and Pull Motivations 

This study set out to investigate the motivations, decision making process, and 

satisfaction of museum visitors as they relate to a traveling exhibit.  The researcher 

sought to specify motivations even further by defining them as push and pull-type 

motivations.  Unfortunately the portion the survey instrument included as a measure of 
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this did not have an adequate number of responses for analysis, and would yield only 

speculation. 

Motivations 

For the purposes of this study, motivations were operationalized using the REP 

(Recreation Experience Preference) scales commonly used in the motivation in leisure 

literature (Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant, 1996).  These scales were originally developed 

to measure psychological dimensions of those pursuing outdoor recreation experiences.  

Some of the dimensions previously explored through the REP scales include: learning, 

nostalgia, achievement/stimulation, family togetherness, similar people, creativity, and 

escape personal-social pressures.   

Table 3-1. The Factors of Travel Motivations Among Museum Visitors 
Motivation Factors Motivation Items 

1. Friends and Family 1. To be with friends and family 
2. To bring my family closer together 
3. To do something with my family 
4. To spend more time with my family 

2. Exploration 1. To explore 
2. To experience new and different things 
3. To get to know something different 
4. To gain an appreciation of history 

3. Education 1. To develop my general knowledge 
2. To learn new things 
3. To seek an educational experience 
4. To seek intellectual enrichment 

4. Rest & Relaxation 1. To rest and relax 
2. To take it easy 
3. To reduce the feeling of having too many things to do 
4. To get away from it all 

*All domains and items adapted from Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant (1996) 

While outdoor recreation experiences were not what this study was about, based on 

the results, this measure seemed to be the best fit for what we wanted to explore in the 

museum context.  Table 3-1 showed the four domains of travel motivations being 
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explored in the survey questionnaire, as well as the sixteen items that correspond to each 

of the domains. 

Decision Making 

The decision making process was operationalized using the constant sum method.  

This method was selected because it was better adapted for measuring the degree of 

influence, and also avoided interpretive problems with adjectives that would come from a 

Likert type scale (Jenkins, 1978, Ritchie & Filitrault, 1980; Carr & Woodside, 1988; 

Howard & Madrigal, 1990, Madrigal, 1993).  This method consisted of having the 

respondent allocate 100 points between those who were involved in the decision making 

process on the basis of the proportion of their involvement.  Combining what was studied 

in previous literature regarding leisure and tourism, this study defined decision making 

parties as including: Myself, Spouse/Partner, Friends/Relatives, Children, and Other.  

Table 3-2 showed the factors being analyzed on decision making as they appear on the 

survey questionnaire, which came from Kerstetter and Pennington-Gray 1994. 

Table 3-2. Travel Decision Making Among Museum Visitors 
On this trip to the museum who in your travel party made the following decisions: 
 
Type of decision Myself Spouse/ Friends/ Child(ren) Other 
(if not applicable leave blank) Partner Relatives (explain) 
 
Q14a   When to come to museum _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14b   Who to bring to museum _____ _____ _____ _____  ____  
Q14c   Whether to come at all _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14d   Whether to buy a “Sue”  

souvenir _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14e   How long you stayed at  

museum _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14f   To stay overnight  _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14g   How much was spent on trip _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
Q14h   Details on how to visit the  

museum _____ _____ _____ _____  ____   
*Adapted from Pennington and Kerstetter (1994) 
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Satisfaction 

Satisfaction, in this study, was operationalized after the four components proposed 

to encompass overall satisfaction in leisure: Facilities, Services, Information and 

Experience (Burns, 2000).  Facilities, services and information were given to the museum 

visitor in the form of a table with twelve items, four items measuring each of the three 

components.  They were asked to rate these items on a Likert scale of one to five, 

indicating the extent to which they were satisfied with each of the items.  Experience was 

measured using a separate question that asked the visitor to rate their overall experience 

on a Likert scale of one to ten. 

Table 3-3 showed the three domains of travel satisfaction hypothesized, and the 

twelve items that correspond to those domains as seen on the survey questionnaire. 

Again, these domains were adapted from Burns (2000) to fit the museum and this study. 

Table 3-3. Travel Satisfaction Factors Among Museum Visitors 
Satisfaction Factors Satisfaction Items 

1. Information 1. Ability to get tickets or book group package 
2. Information about the exhibit 
3. Information about what to do in Greater Gainesville 
4. Information in planning my trip to see “Sue”  

2. Services 1. Staff availability 
2. Staff friendliness 
3. Staff helpfulness 

3. Facilities 1. Ability to see the exhibit up close 
2. Cleanliness of the exhibit area 
3. Exhibit itself 
4. Physical layout of exhibit area 
5. Variety of things to do in exhibit area 

*All domains and items adapted from Burns (2000) 
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Figure 3-1, on the next page, illustrated the effects of different factors of 

motivations as tested on the survey questionnaire and their effects on the decision making 

process and the satisfaction of the museum visitors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3-1. Motivations and Their Effect on Decision Making and Satisfaction 

Sampling Procedures/Selection of Subjects 

The sample consisted of tourists and residents in the Gainesville area of North 

Central Florida.  For the purposes of this study, a tourist was defined as, a person who 

was traveling from outside the county where the research was taking place and a resident 

was defined as a person living in or traveling from the county where the research took 

place.  Therefore, the sampling frame included the random selection of males and 

females of age 18 or older.  Both residents and tourists were included in the final sample. 

Site Description: Alachua County and the Greater Gainesville Area 

Greater Gainesville Area History 

To more clearly understand the geographic parameters around this study, 

background information on the setting was necessary.  Alachua County was founded in 

1824, and named for a ranch that had been there in the late 1600’s.  The name Alachua 

comes from the Spanish word “La” meaning “the” and the Seminole word “Luchuwa” 

meaning jug, and was most commonly thought to refer to a large sinkhole southeast of 

Motivations 

Satisfaction 

Decision Making 
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Gainesville (www.floridanetlink.com).  Alachua County, also termed the Greater 

Gainesville Area, not only includes Gainesville, but also the communities of Alachua, 

High Springs, Hawthorne, Newberry, Archer and Waldo.  In addition to the University of 

Florida, Alachua County is the home of Santa Fe Community College.  The estimated 

population of the county is 191,000, which includes the more than 40,000 students who 

attended the University of Florida.  Alachua County is located on Interstate 75 and US 

Route 441.  The Gainesville Regional Airport assists in making this county very 

accessible to tourists (www.co.alachua.fl.us). 

Attractions of the Greater Gainesville Area 

The Greater Gainesville Area boasts many attractions including museums, theater, 

and nature based attractions such as parks, which focused on nature and culture 

(www.visitgainesville.net).  Outdoor recreation activities such as hiking, biking, canoeing 

and golf are popular things to do in this area of Florida.  Sporting events held at the 

University of Florida including Gator Football and Basketball games serve as attractions 

for visitors from all over the State of Florida.  Many special events are held throughout 

the year including the Hoggetowne Medieval Faire in February, Gatornationals and the 

Alachua County Youth Fair in March, the Spring Arts Festival in April as well as 

Railroad Days and Pioneer Days in May, to name a few (www.co.alachua.fl.us). A map 

showing the location of Alachua County is included as Appendix A. 

The study was conducted at the Florida Museum of Natural History, a major 

attraction in the Gainesville area, which hosted a special traveling exhibition, from 

January 26th through May 19, 2002.  The museum was chosen as a host for the “A T. Rex 

Named Sue” exhibition.  This exhibition came out of the Field Museum of Chicago, and 

had the Florida Museum of Natural History as being the only museum south of Atlanta, 

http://www.floridanetlink.com/
http://www.co.alachua.fl.us/
http://www.visitgainesville.net)/
http://www.co.alachua.fl.us/
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GA that had the opportunity to host the exhibit through the year 2003.  The museum 

continues to be located on the campus of the University of Florida. 

Data Collection 

Data collection for this study included the researcher asking potential respondents 

to participate in this study on days that were randomly selected by a computer program.  

The respondents in the sample were accessed from the exit of the exhibition, given a brief 

introduction to the study and asked to use ten minutes of their time to fill out the survey.  

Problems that were encountered in collecting this data included the unwillingness of the 

potential respondent to participate and the length of the survey questionnaire.  In the 

cases where it was found that potential respondents were unwilling to participate, they 

were pleasantly thanked and allowed to go on their way.  Overall, 414 questionnaires 

were collected from this location, with 401 useable (due to 13 surveys that were filled out 

by children of approached potential respondents) which was sufficient to solve the 

problems presented.  Of those, 226 were tourists and 175 were residents of Alachua 

County, 4 respondents did not indicate the county of their residence.  The study was 

conducted during the early months (February, March, April, and May) of the year 2002, 

the time that the “Sue” exhibition was hosted in Gainesville. 

Data Treatment and Analysis 

Descriptive statistics including frequencies, as well as factor analysis, ANOVA’s, 

and Independent sample T-Test analyses were employed for this study.  The data were 

entered and analyzed using SPSS (the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, Version 

10.0).  Each of the research questions in this study explored the possibilities of the 

existence of relationships between motivation, decision making, and satisfaction in 

museum visitors. 
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Each of the seven research questions were statistically analyzed.  To answer 

question 1, exploratory factor analysis was utilized, while question 2 compared the means 

of factors found in question 1 using a paired T-Test.  Question 3 used Independent 

Sample T-Tests and Question 4 included ANOVA analyses as well as some recoding.  

Question 5a utilized factor analysis and question 5b used ANOVA to look at the 

differences in means.  Question 6 used an Independent Sample T-Test similar to question 

3.  Finally, question 7 used ANOVA analyses, in a similar manner to question 3. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

The traveling exhibition, “A T.Rex Named Sue,” provided many insights 

concerning the motivations, decision making process, and satisfaction levels of museum 

visitors as they related to a traveling exhibition in a natural history museum.  Well over 

400 survey questionnaires were dispersed and of those, 401 were useable for analysis (13 

were filled out by children of the persons who volunteered and therefore not useable).  

The socio-demographic information provided by the respondents was also extremely 

helpful in determining what makes museum visitors attend these exhibitions and their 

basic characteristics.  Other information, including the economic impact of the exhibition, 

were also taken from the surveys, but were not included as part of the research questions. 

There were five major sections covered in this chapter, which include: 

• Visitor Profile 
• Analysis of Motivations 
• Analysis of Decision Making 
• Analysis of Satisfaction  
• Analysis of Socio-Demographic Comparison 

 
Visitor Profile 

The demographic characteristics of the visitors that filled out the surveys were 

somewhat varied.  The demographic variables analyzed included age, gender, residency, 

education level, ethnic identity, as well as annual average income.    The results are given 

in Table 4-1.  
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Table 4-1. Visitor Profile for the “A T.Rex Named Sue” Exhibition 
Socio-Demographic Characteristics Frequency Valid 

Percentage 
   
Gender  (N=400)   
Female 227 56.7 
Male 173 43.3 
   
Residency  (N=401)   
Other County Resident 226 56.4 

Alachua County Resident 175 43.6 
   
Education  (N=369)   
High School 38 10.3 
Some College 41 11.1 
Associate Degree 88 23.8 
Bachelor’s Degree 82 22.2 
Some graduate school 36 9.8 
Masters Degree 55 14.9 
Doctorate Degree 29 7.9 
   
Ethnic Identity  (N=401)   
Euro American/White 337 84.0 
Latino American 16 4.0 
African American 15 3.7 
Asian American 12 3.0 
Native American 12 3.0 
Other 9 2.2 
   
Annual Average Income Level  (N=335)   
Less than $25,000 80 23.9 
$25,001 - $50,000 91 27.2 
$50,001 - $75,000 70 20.9 
$75,001 - $100,000 40 11.9 
$100,001 - $125,000 21 6.3 
$125,001 - $150,000 12 3.6 
Greater than $150,001 21 6.3 
   
The number (N) may vary due to missing values or responses 
Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding 
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Gender 

The frequency of visitors to the exhibit was 56.8% female, which accounted for 

227 of the 401 respondents.  This was compared to 43.3% (173 actual respondents) who 

were male.  One limitation of this study was the fact that often, the potential male 

respondents approached about the survey replied that they would, in fact, fill it out and 

then proceeded to hand it to their wives and told them to do it. 

County Residency and Length of Stay 

Of the “Sue” visitors surveyed, 226 of the 401 (56.4%) were residents from other 

counties both in the state of Florida and in other states as far away as Wisconsin and New 

Hampshire.  Alachua county residents accounted for the other 43.6% of visitors to the 

“Sue” exhibition. 

Education Level 

The highest level of education was varied.  Just over 10% of visitors indicated that 

they had graduated from high school, but not pursued college.  Slightly less than one 

quarter (23.8%) of visitors indicated that they had completed some college, but not 

attained any kind of degree.  More than one tenth (11.1%) of visitors indicated that they 

had attained an Associate’s Degree, while 22.2% of visitors indicated that they had 

completed the requirements for a Bachelor’s Degree.  Under 10% of the visitors surveyed 

indicated that they had attended graduate school, and 14.9% claimed they had a Masters 

Degree, while 7.9% received their Doctorate Degree. 

Ethnic Identity 

The majority of visitors to the “Sue” exhibit were Euro American/White (84.0%). 

The next largest ethnic group were of Latin American background (4.0%), followed by 

3.7% who reported being African American, 3.0% who reported being Asian American, 
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and 3.0% indicating a Native American background.  Only 2.2% indicated some other 

ethnic identity, some of which included Italian American, Irish American, Polish and 

Jamaican. 

Average Income Level 

The reported average annual income levels of the “Sue” visitors surveyed ranged 

from $25,000 and below to $150,000 and above.  The majority of visitors reported an 

income level between $25,001 and $50,000 (actual 27.2%), while almost 25% of the 

visitors reported an average income of $25,000 or less (actual 23.9%).  Only 28.0% of 

visitors surveyed reported an average income of  $75,000 or more. Over half (51.1%) of 

the respondents indicated that they had an average income of $50,000 or less. 

Age 

One other demographic item that this survey gleaned was the ages of the 

respondents who filled out the surveys.  This did not reflect the ages that visited the 

exhibit because children were not interviewed and it was estimated that almost 40,000 of 

the overall 90,529 visitors were children (Jones, 2002).  However, a breakdown of the 

adults surveyed is shown in Table 4-2, which shows the average age of respondents was 

41. 

Table 4-2. Age of Respondents of the “Sue’ Survey 
 Mean Median Mode Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum

Age of participants 
 surveyed 

 
41.3 

 
40.5 

 
22 

 
15.2 

 
18 

 
80 

(N=358) 
Analysis of Motivations 

The motivation statements were given on a five-point Likert scale.  This scale 

ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree,” and respondents were asked to 



53 

 

rate how the given statements made them feel.  The motivational statements which 

respondents indicated that they “least agreed with” included:  “to take it easy,” “to spend 

more time with my family,” “to get away from it all,” and “to reduce the feeling of 

having too many things to do.”  The motivational statements which respondents indicated 

that they agreed most with included: “to seek an educational experience,” “to explore,” 

“to experience new and different things,” and “to take it easy.”  The means and standard 

deviations for each of the statements are listed in Table 4-3. 

Table 4-3. Mean and Standard Deviation for Motivation Items 
Motivation Items Mean Standard Deviation 

   
To seek an educational experience 4.4 3.09 
To experience new and different things 4.3 0.88 
To learn new things 4.2 0.91 
To explore 4.2 0.91 
To seek intellectual enrichment 4.2 0.94 
To gain an appreciation of history 4.2 0.92 
To get to know something different 4.1 0.97 
To develop my knowledge of things here 4.1 0.93 
To do something with my family 3.9 1.29 
To be with friends and family 3.7 1.34 
To spend more time with my family 3.6 1.31 
To rest and relax 3.4 1.20 
To take it easy 3.4 1.21 
To bring my family closer together 3.3 1.30 
To get away from it all 3.2 1.30 
To reduce the feeling of having too many things to do 2.7 1.30 
(n=290) 
 

The frequency of the motivational statements rated by the respondents are shown in 

Table 4-4 in percentages.  The bold numbers are indicative of the highest percent, or the 

most common rating applied by the respondents. 
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Table 4-4. Frequency of Motivation Items (in Percentages) 
Motivation Items 
 

1 
Strongly
Disagree

2 
Disagree

 

3 
Neutral 

 

4 
Agree 

 

5 
Strongly

Agree 
To be with friends and family 12.4 5.6 17.7 28.6 35.7 
To bring my family closer together 14.6 7.9 32.9 22 22.6 
To develop my knowledge of things here 3.2 1.4 13.5 44.1 37.8 
To do something with my family 11.3 2.7 14 31.8 40.2 
To experience new and different things 3.4 0.6 5.4 45.5 45.2 
To explore 3.2 1.4 10.7 41.2 43.5 
To gain an appreciation of history 1.7 3.7 12.7 40.1 41.8 
To get away from it all 13.8 16.9 30.2 20.6 18.5 
To get to know something different 3.8 2.4 10 43.5 40.3 
To learn new things 2.9 2 9.1 42.3 43.7 
To reduce the feeling of  
having too many things to do 

22.6 22.3 27.8 16.5 10.7 

To rest and relax 10 12.4 26.4 32.1 19.1 
To seek an educational experience 2.3 1.1 9.3 43.5 43.8 
To seek intellectual enrichment 3.8 1.5 11.9 41.3 41.6 
To spend more time with my family 11.8 6.3 19.6 31.1 31.1 
To take it easy 11 10.4 29 29.9 19.7 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values or responses 
 
Analysis of Motivation Statements 

The motivation statements were analyzed using Factor analysis in SPSS, v10.  

Factor analysis has been recognized as an accepted and useful test for grouping multiple 

variables together into factors to identify commonality.  Varimax rotation was included 

because it explained the largest degree of variance among the multiple variables, and also 

allowed for a more even distribution of the variables into the factors that resulted.  

According to Jeffreys, Massoni, & Odonnell (1997), “…varimax rotation is the best way 

of determining the appropriate number of common factors to retain based on an analysis 

of the eigenvalues of the adjusted correlation matrix.” 

The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) was also included to determine if indeed factor 

analysis was the most appropriate method of analysis for the research questions 

pertaining to motivations.  According to Jeffreys, Massoni, & Odonnell (1997), the KMO 
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was an index, which compared the magnitudes of the observed correlation coefficients to 

the magnitudes of the partial correlation coefficients.  A small KMO (less than 0.50) 

suggested that perhaps a factor analysis was not a suitable approach, whereas a higher 

value indicates the appropriateness of factor analysis.  The KMO found in these questions 

was 0.87; which proved factor analysis was an appropriate test for these questions.  One 

limitation of this study was the sample size, which was rather small for this type of 

analysis, however it was still manageable. 

Question 1: Are There Distinct Motivational Domains for Museum Visitors to   
Traveling Exhibits? 

The final outcomes of the factor analysis test showed three factors (or domains) 

with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and explained 67.7% of the total variance.  Grounded in 

prior research, items with factor loading scores of at least 0.40 were drawn for each 

factor.  Fifteen of sixteen motivation statements loaded into one of three factors.  The 

results of this factor analysis are shown in Table 4-5 on the next page. 

Factor 1- Education and exploration 

Initially Factor 1, now titled “Education and Exploration,” was proposed as two 

separate motivational domains, however the factor analysis indicated that they are indeed 

one factor.  The motivation statements included in this factor were “to explore,” “to 

experience new and different things,” “to get to know something different,” “to gain an 

appreciation of history,” “to develop my general knowledge,” “to learn new things,” and 

“to seek intellectual enrichment.”  The statement “to seek an educational experience” also 

loaded onto this factor, but was dropped because its loading number (0.29) was less than 

the accepted 0.50.  The Education and Exploration factor had a mean of 4.2 and a 

Cronbach Alpha of 0.92 after removing the above dropped factor.  If the “to seek an 
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educational experience” factor had not been removed the Cronbach alpha would have 

been 0.76.  This factor had an eigenvalue of 6.19 and accounted for 29.6% percent of the 

variance. 

Table 4-5 Factor Analysis Results of Motivation Statements 
Motivation Statements Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration  
To develop my general knowledge 0.686 0.260 0.051
To learn new things 0.881 0.009 0.010
To seek intellectual enrichment 0.804 0.095 0.146
To get to know something new and different 0.806 0.111 0.216
To explore 0.788 0.056 0.145
To experience new and different things 0.783 0.248 0.051
To gain an appreciation of history 0.824 0.008 0.118
Factor 2- Friends and Family  
To be with friends and family 0.063 0.823 0.125
To bring my family closer together 0.146 0.860 0.136
To do something with my family 0.271 0.851 0.044
To spend more time with my family 0.170 0.879 0.201
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation  
To rest and relax 0.165 0.131 0.818
To take it easy 0.128 0.312 0.784
To reduce the feeling of having too many things to do -0.012 0.047 0.839
To get away from it all 0.173 0.052 0.823

 
Eigenvalues 6.12 2.61 2.10
Cronbach Alpha 0.92 0.91 0.85
Factor Means 4.19 3.65 3.17
Percentage of variance explained 29.6 20.1 18.0
Cumulative variance explained 29.6 49.7 67.7
 

Factor 2- Friends and family 

The second factor, now titled “Friends and Family,” was one of the initial proposed 

domains included in museum visitor’s motivations to visit a special exhibit.  This factor 

included four motivation statements: “to spend more time with my family,” “to bring my 

family closer together,” “to do something with my family,” and “to be with friends and 

family.”  Factor 2 had a factor mean of 3.7 and a Cronbach Alpha of 0.91, which showed 
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this factor is also highly reliable.  This factor had an eigenvalue of 2.61 and accounted for 

20.1% of the variance. 

Factor 3- Rest and relaxation 

The third factor, “Rest and Relaxation,” contained many items pertaining to rest 

and relaxation including: “ to relax,” “to get away from it all,” “to take it easy,” and “to 

reduce the feeling of having too many things to do.”  This factor had a mean of 3.2 and a 

Cronbach Alpha score of 0.85, which showed good reliability.  The eigenvalue for this 

factor was 2.10 and it accounted for the remaining 17.9% of the variance. 

Question 2: Which Motive is the Most Important to Visitors to Traveling Exhibits in 
the Museum? 

The three factors were then run through a paired t-test (Factor 1 with Factor 2, 

Factor 2 with Factor 3, and Factor 1 with Factor 3), which served to negate the 

assumption of independence on the part of the museum visitor regarding how they 

recorded their feelings in response to each of the motivations.  The results of this paired t-

test are shown in Table 4-6, which revealed that the relationships between each of these 

pairs were equally significant. 

Table 4-6. Paired T-Test Results of Motivations 
Factors Mean Std. 

Deviation 
Sig. N 

Education/Exploration & 
Friends/Family 

.511 1.10 .000 348 

Friends/Family and 
Rest/Relaxation 

.486 1.27 .000 337 

Education/Exploration & 
Rest/Relaxation 

.999 1.10 .000 341 

The number (N) may vary due to missing values or responses 
The Sig. indicates significance at the <.001 level. 
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Overall, the most important motivational factor to visitors was the Education and 

Exploration factor with a mean of 4.2, followed by Friends and Family with a mean of 

3.6, and Rest and Relaxation with a mean of 3.2. 

Question 3: Are There Differences in Motivations Between Resident and Tourist 
Museum Visitors? 

The visitors to the “A. T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition were asked if they were a 

resident of Alachua County, and if not, what county were they from.   The purpose of this 

question was to see if there were differences in the motivations of the residents and 

tourists.  The means and standard deviations for these factors and the residents and 

tourists are shown in Table 4-7. 

Table 4-7. Residency Means and Standard Deviations with Motivation Factors 

Education & Exploration Friends & Family Rest & Relaxation 
Residency Mean St.Deviation N Mean St.Deviation N Mean St.Deviation N 
Alachua Resident 4.2 0.77 155 3.5 1.19 151 3.2 1.14 146
Tourist 4.2 0.80 210 3.8 1.15 199 3.2 1.01 196
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

An Independent Sample T-Test was run to determine if there was a significant 

difference between the residents and tourists, and the results are shown in Table 4-8. 

Table 4-8. Independent Sample T-Test of Residency with Motivation Factors 

 T Sig. N 
Residency with Education/Exploration -.083 .405 365 
Residency with Friends/Family * -1.99 .048 350 
Residency with Rest/Relaxation -.076 .940 342 
* Significance is 2-tailed at the 0.05 level 
  Number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

These results indicated that there was one significant difference between the 

motivations of residents and those of tourists to the exhibition.  The difference between 

residents and tourists was with the Friends and Family motivation, which was consistent 
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with other analyses in this study, which found this same motivation to be significant.   

This means that tourists were more motivated to travel to the museum for friends and 

family than were residents. 

Analysis of Decision Making and Reported Satisfaction 

The decision making questions were analyzed using a series of one-way analysis of 

variances (ANOVA).  It seemed apparent that many of the respondents did not answer 

every question in this portion for whatever reason, therefore sample sizes varied.  The 

researcher ran a post hoc analysis using the LSD test, however these were not successful 

in all of the analyses because at least one of the groups had fewer than 2 cases. 

When entering the data, each of the percentages were entered as they were written 

on the surveys by the respondents.  To make the analysis more manageable, the answers 

were then recoded into a points system.  For example, a one meant that “myself” made 

100% of the decision, a two meant that the “spouse/partner” was responsible for the 

decision, a three indicated that “friends or family” made the decision and a four indicated 

that “child(ren)” were left with the decision.  There was one survey returned that 

indicated a principal of the school group they were with made the decision, but because it 

was a school group, the decision making portion of the survey was not used for analysis.  

In the cases where the respondent indicated there were multiple persons responsible for 

making the decision, they were given a five indicating the decision was shared. 

Question 4: Is There a Relationship Between Motivations to Visit Museums and 
Visitor Decision Making in Museum Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

The frequencies (in percentages) of each of these responses are shown in Table 4-9, 

which showed that in all of the decisions made by the respondents of this survey, the 

primary decision-maker was a combination of two or more in a shared decision. 
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Table 4-9. Frequency of Decision-Makers (in percentages) 

Decision Items 
1 

Myself
 

2 
Spouse/
Partner

3 
Friends/
Relatives

4 
Child(ren) 

 

5 
Shared

Decision
When to come to the museum 25.6 8.3 9.3 1.3 55.6 
Who to bring to the museum 27.8 0 15.0 1.9 55.3 
Whether to come to the museum at all 28.5 8.6 6.8 1.0 55.0 
Whether to buy a “Sue” souvenir 35.8 6.0 3.6 6.0 48.7 
How long you stayed at the museum 20.3 4.2 6.3 3.9 65.3 
To stay overnight 20.9 3.4 5.7 1.3 68.7 
How much money was spent on the 
trip 

20.5 3.8 6.1 0 69.6 

Details on how to visit the museum 17.5 5.3 5.3 0.8 71.2 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values or responses,  
Percents may not equal 100% due to rounding 
 

Table 4-9 shows the frequency percentages for each of the “decision-maker” 

variables.  Each of the three middle groups, Spouse/Partner, Friends/Relatives, and 

Children all had very low percentages of influence in the decision making process 

individually.  Because of this, these three variables were compressed and recoded into 

one group variable, which was termed “other.”  The “myself” and the “shared” decision 

variables were left as they appear above in Table 4-9.  This is shown in Table 4-10. 

Table 4-10. New Frequency of Decision-Makers (in percentages) 

Decision Items 
1 

Myself 
 

2 
Others 

3 
Shared 

Decision 
When to come to the museum 25.6 18.8 55.6 
Who to bring to the museum 27.8 16.8 55.3 
Whether to come to the museum at all 28.5 16.5 55.0 
Whether to buy a “Sue” souvenir 35.8 15.5 48.7 
How long you stayed at the museum 20.3 14.5 65.3 
To stay overnight 20.9 10.4 68.7 
How much money was spent on the trip 20.5 9.9 69.6 
Details on how to visit the museum 17.5 11.3 71.2 
Percents may not equal 100% due to rounding 

Determining which was the independent variable and which was the dependent 

variable may seem a simple task at first, however in this set of analyses, it proved slightly 
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more complex.  The line of reasoning for choosing the motivational factors as the 

independent variables was that in the leisure literature, motivations of participants were 

always studied and regarded as the principal beginning of the leisure process (Iso-Ahola, 

1989; Fodness, 1994), whereas decision making always seemed to be regarded as 

secondary.  The premise of this study then, was that museum visitors were motivated by 

one of the three factors and then made the decisions to go to the museum to fulfill those 

motivations. 

Tables 4-11 through 4-18 each show the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

between the motivation factors and the eight decision categories.  The results indicated 

that there were some significant relationships between some of the motivational factors 

and the decisions made by the museum visitors.  Significance was determined by “Sig.” 

figures less than or equal to the .05 level as was congruent with the literature. 

Table 4-11. ANOVA of When to Come to the Museum and the Motivation Factors 
         When to come to the museum  
Myself Others Shared F Sig. 

Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.17 4.07 4.24 1.23 .294 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.24a 3.79b 3.82b 8.75 .000 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.03 3.29 3.19 1.24 .291 
* Significant at the <.001 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “others” and the “shared” decisions, but “others” and “shared” 
were not significantly different from each other. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-11 reports the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of when 

to come to the museum and the three motivational factors.  The results indicated that a 

significant relationship did exist between the Friends and Family motive and the decision 

about when to come to the museum.  Within the Friends and Family motive, the “shared” 
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decisions were the highest.  The post hoc analysis shows that there was a significant 

difference between the “myself” decision-makers and the “others” and “shared” decision-

makers, but that the latter two groups were not significantly different from each other. 

Table 4-12. ANOVA of Who to Bring to the Museum and Motivation Factors 
Who to bring to the museum 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.20 4.06 4.26 2.89 .211 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.41 a 3.70 3.84 b .546 .014 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.10 3.23 3.22 .135 .626 
*Significant at the 0.05 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “shared” decisions. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-12 reports the results of an ANOVA between the decision of who to bring 

to the museum and the three motivational factors.  The results suggested that there was 

one significant relationship between the Friends and Family motivation and the decision 

made by museum visitors of who to bring to the exhibit.  Post hoc analysis also revealed 

that there was a significant difference between the “myself” and “shared” decisions. 

Table 4-13. ANOVA of Whether to Come to the Museum At All and Motivation factors 
        Whether to come to the museum at all 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.19 4.02 4.24 1.79 .168 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.38a 3.80 b 3.79b 4.55 .011 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.15 3.25 3.16 .178 .837 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis. For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “shared” and “others” decisions but “others” and “shared” were 
not significantly different from each other. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-13 showed the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of 

whether to come to the museum at all and the three motivational factors.  Once again, the 
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results suggested that one significant relationship did exist between the Friends and 

Family motivation factor and the decisions made by museum visitors of whether to come 

to the exhibit at all. Within the Friends and Family motive, the “others” decisions were 

the highest.  The post hoc analysis revealed a significant relationship between the 

“myself” and the “shared” and “others” decisions. 

Table 4-14. ANOVA of Whether to Buy a “Sue” Souvenir and Motivation Factors 
Whether to buy a "Sue" souvenir 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.19 4.13 4.22 .269 .764 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.32a 3.97b 3.92b 10.0 .000 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.19 3.37 3.15 .736 .480 
*Significant at the <.001 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “others” and the “shared” decisions but “others” and “shared” 
were not significantly different from each other. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-14 showed the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of 

whether to buy a “Sue” souvenir and the three motivational factors.  These results 

suggested that a significant relationship did exist between the Friends and Family 

motivation and the decisions made by museum visitors of whether or not to buy a “Sue” 

souvenir.  Within the Friends and Family motive, the “others” decisions were the highest.  

Again, the post hoc analysis showed there was a significant difference between the 

“myself” decision-makers and the “others” and “shared” decision-makers, but that the 

latter two groups were not significantly different from each other. 
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Table 4-15. ANOVA of How Long to Stay at the Museum and Motivation Factors 
How long to stay at the museum 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.01a 4.19 4.24 b 2.16 .117 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 2.93a 3.73b 3.89b 20.1 .000 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.00 3.24 3.21 1.14 .321 
*Significant at the <.001 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis. For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “others” and the “shared” decisions but “others” and “shared” 
were not significantly different from each other. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-15 showed the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of how 

long to stay at the museum and the three motivational factors.  These results also 

suggested that a significant relationship did exist between the Friends and Family 

motivation and the decisions made by museum visitors of how long to stay at the 

museum.  Within the Friends and Family motive, the “shared” decisions were the highest. 

The post hoc analysis here illustrated that there was a significant difference between the 

“myself” decision-makers and the “others” and “shared” decision-makers, but that the 

latter two groups were not significantly different from each other. 

A significant relationship also appeared between the Education and Exploration 

motivation and the decision of how long to stay at the museum.  The post hoc analysis in 

this case illustrated there was a significant difference between the “myself” decision-

makers and the “shared” decision-makers, but that the other two groups were not 

significantly different from each other. 
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Table 4-16. ANOVA of to Stay Overnight and Motivation Factors 
To Stay Overnight 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.12 4.16 4.21 .340 .712 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.36a 4.01b 3.68 3.29 .039 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.16 3.35 3.19 .369 .692 
*Significant at the 0.05 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “shared” decisions. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-16 showed the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of 

whether to stay overnight in Gainesville and the three motivational factors.  These results 

suggested that a significant relationship did exist between the Friends and Family 

motivation and the decisions made by museum visitors of whether or not to stay 

overnight in Gainesville.  Within the Friends and Family motive, the “others” decisions 

were the highest.  Again, the post hoc analysis revealed a significant relationship between 

the “myself” and the “shared” decisions. 

Table 4-17. ANOVA of How Much to Spend on the Trip and Motivation Factors 
How much was spent on the trip 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.07 4.09 4.25 1.64 .197 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.31a 3.95b 3.76b 4.90 .008 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.13 3.31 3.18 .306 .737 
*Significant at the 0.01 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “others” and the “shared” decisions, but “others” and “shared” 
were not significantly different from each other. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-17 showed the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of how 

much money to spend on the trip and the three motivational factors.  These results again 

suggested that a significant relationship did exist between the Friends and Family 
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motivation and the decisions made by museum visitors of how much money to spend on 

the trip.  Within the Friends and Family motive, the “others” decisions were the highest. 

Here as well, the post hoc analysis showed that there was a significant difference 

between the “myself” decision-makers and the “others” and “shared” decision-makers, 

but that the latter two groups were not significantly different from each other. 

Table 4-18. ANOVA of Details on How to Visit the Museum and Motivation Factors 
Details on how to visit the museum 

Myself Others Shared F Sig. 
Factor 1- Education and Exploration 4.23 4.08 4.19 .551 .577 
Factor 2- Friends and Family* 3.35a 3.97b 3.69b 3.96 .020 
Factor 3- Rest and Relaxation 3.07 3.20 3.19 .328 .720 
*Significant at the 0.05 level 
Note: Superscripts indicate significant differences utilizing LSD post hoc analysis.  For, 
example those who indicated the decisions were “myself,” were significantly different in 
their responses than the “shared” and “others” decisions. 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
 

Table 4-18 reported the results of a one-way ANOVA between the decision of any 

other details on how to visit the museum and the motivation factors.  The results once 

again indicated that there was a significant relationship between the decision of any other 

details on how to visit the museum and the Friends and Family motivation factor. Within 

the Friends and Family motive, the “others” decisions were the highest.  The post hoc 

analysis here also revealed a significant relationship between the “myself” and the 

“shared” decisions. 

Overall, the results showed that there were a few significant relationships in this 

analysis.  These relationships existed between being motivated by friends and familial 

time together and the decisions made by museum visitors on when to come to the 

exhibition, whether to come to the exhibition at all, whether to buy a souvenir, how long 
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they stayed in the exhibition, how much money they spent on their trip, and any other 

details on how to visit the museum. 

Question 5: Are There Distinct Satisfaction Related Domains for Museum Visitors 
to Traveling Exhibits? 

The satisfaction items were analyzed using Factor analysis in SPSS, v10 in order to 

effectively analyze twelve satisfaction statements on one scale, in the same manner as the 

motivation statements.  The satisfaction statements were measured on a five-point Likert 

scale.   This scale ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree,” and respondents 

were asked to rate their degree of satisfaction with each of the areas the statements 

represented.  The satisfaction areas which respondents indicated they were least satisfied 

with included:  “physical layout of exhibit area,” “variety of things to do in exhibit area,” 

and “information about what to do in Greater Gainesville.”  The satisfaction areas, which 

respondents indicated they were most satisfied with were: “cleanliness of exhibit area,” 

the “exhibit itself,” “staff friendliness,” and “staff helpfulness.” 

Table 4-19. Mean and Standard Deviation for Satisfaction Items 
Satisfaction Items Mean Standard Deviation 
Cleanliness of the exhibit area 4.7 0.65 
Ability to see the exhibit up close 4.6 0.76 
Exhibit itself 4.6 0.82 
Information about the exhibit 4.5 0.75 
Staff friendliness 4.4 0.82 
Staff helpfulness 4.4 0.81 
Staff availability 4.4 0.79 
Physical layout of exhibit area 4.3 0.84 
Variety of things to do in the exhibit area 4.3 0.84 
Ability to get tickets or book group package 4.2 0.92 
Information in planning my trip to see "Sue" 3.8 0.96 
Information about what to do in Greater Gainesville 3.6 0.95 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
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The means and standard deviations for each of the statements are listed in Table 4-

19 and the frequencies are shown in Table 4-20. 

Table 4-20. Frequency of Satisfaction Items (in Percentages) 

Satisfaction Items 
1 

Strongly
Disagree

2 
Disagree

 

3 
Neutral 

 

4 
Agree 

 

5 
Strongly

Agree 

Ability to get tickets or book group 
package 

1.6 0.9 20.8 25.9 50.8 

Ability to see the exhibit up close 1.7 0.8 3.9 23.6 70.0 
Cleanliness of the exhibit area 1.4 0.0 1.9 23.6 73.1 
Exhibit itself 2.5 0.8 3.3 26.2 67.1 
Information about the exhibit 1.4 0.3 6.3 34.0 58.0 
Information about what to do in Greater 
Gainesville 

3.3 1.3 50.8 23.4 21.1 

Information in planning my trip to see 
"Sue" 

2.9 1.6 34.9 33.2 27.4 

Physical layout of exhibit area 2.0 1.7 7.4 42.9 46.0 
Staff availability 1.4 0.0 11.3 35.5 51.7 
Staff friendliness 1.7 0.8 8.5 29.9 59.2 
Staff helpfulness 1.4 0.6 10.0 29.5 58.5 
Variety of things to do in exhibit area 1.5 1.8 10.6 39.1 47.1 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

The frequencies shown in Table 4-20 indicated that the visitors to the “A T. Rex 

Named Sue” exhibition “strongly agreed” with all of the satisfaction items except for 

“information about what to do in the Greater Gainesville Area.” 

The final outcomes of the factor analysis test showed two factors with eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0 and explained 69.3% of the total variance.  All twelve satisfaction 

statements loaded into one of two factors.  The KMO found in these particular questions 

was .91.  The results are shown in Table 4-21. 

Identifying the factors 

Factor 1- Museum 

Initially, satisfaction was proposed as having four different domains, however the 

factor analysis in this study indicated that most of the satisfaction items grouped together 
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into this factor 1.  The satisfaction statements included in this factor were “Ability to get 

tickets or book group package,” “Ability to see the exhibit up close,” “Cleanliness of the 

exhibit area,” “Exhibit itself,” “Information about the exhibit,” “Physical layout of 

exhibit area,” “Staff availability,” “Staff friendliness,” “Staff helpfulness,” and “Variety 

of things to do in exhibit area.”  This Museum factor had a mean of 4.4 and a Cronbach 

Alpha of 0.94.  This factor had an eigenvalue of 7.03 and accounted for 58.6% percent of 

the variance. 

Table 4-21. Satisfaction Factor Analysis 
Satisfaction Factor 1 Factor 2 

 
Factor 1- Museum  
Staff friendliness 0.835 0.202
Cleanliness of the exhibit 0.826 0.155
Information about the exhibit 0.818 0.235
Staff helpfulness 0.809 0.222
Staff availability 0.808 0.271
Exhibit itself 0.807 0.177
Ability to see the exhibit up close 0.787 -0.096
Physical layout of exhibit area 0.736 0.334
Variety of things to do in the exhibit area 0.643 0.392
Ability to get tickets or book group package 0.590 0.297
Factor 2- Information  
Information about what to do in Greater Gainesville 0.163 0.929
Information about planning my trip to see Sue 0.275 0.882

 
Eigenvalues 7.03 1.28
Cronbach Alpha 0.94 0.88
Factor Means 4.42 3.68
Percentage of variance explained 58.56 10.69
Cumulative variance explained 58.56 69.25
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

Factor 2- Information 

This factor, entitled “Information,” included only two items which both included 

the information provided by the museum.  The motivation statements included in this 

factor “information about what to do in Greater Gainesville” and “information in 
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planning my trip to see Sue.”  The Information factor had a mean of 3.7 and a Cronbach 

Alpha of 0.88. This factor had an eigenvalue of 1.28 and accounted for 10.7% percent of 

the variance.  There were no items on the satisfaction scale that did not fit into a factor, 

however the distribution of these items was different than initially proposed. 

Question 6: Is There a Relationship Between Motives to Visit Museums and 
Satisfaction in Museum Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

This survey also inquired as to the overall satisfaction of the museum visitors with 

the exhibition on a scale of one to ten, one meaning the visitor was not satisfied and ten 

meaning the exhibition couldn’t have been better.  These results are shown in Table 4-22. 

Table 4-22. Overall Satisfaction 
 Minimum Maximum Mean Median Mode St.  

Deviation 
Variance

Overall  
Satisfaction 

1 10 9.0 9.5 10 1.37 1.87 

(N=277) 

The high degree of the mean (the average of all the responses) and the mode (the 

most frequently occurring answer) indicated that the museum visitors who were surveyed 

were certainly very satisfied with the exhibition. 

In SPSS, correlation analyses were then run to determine if there were any 

significant relationships between the motivation factors, the satisfaction factors, and the 

overall satisfaction with the exhibit.  The results of the bivariate correlation analyses 

using Pearson’s R, with the satisfaction factors, the motivation factors, and overall 

satisfaction are shown in Table 4-23. 
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Table 4-23. Correlations Between Motivation and Satisfaction Factors with Pearson’s R 
 Factor 1-Museum Factor 2-Information

Pearson's R N Pearson's R N 
Factor 1- Education & Exploration .229** 345 .182** 300 
Factor 2- Friends & Family .142** 334 .182** 297 
Factor 3- Rest & Relaxation .093   324 .161** 292 
Overall Satisfaction .415** 275 .266** 239 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level and is 2-tailed. 

The correlation analyses revealed that there were several significant relationships at 

the accepted .01 level.  In fact, the only relationship that did not show as significant was 

between Rest and Relaxation and Museum satisfaction. 

Question 7: Are There Differences in Satisfaction Between Resident and Tourist 
Museum Visitors? 

Again, it was necessary to see if there were significant differences in satisfaction 

between the residents and the tourists to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition.  The 

means and standard deviations for these factors and the residents and tourists are shown 

in Table 4-24. 

Table 4-24. Residency Means with Satisfaction Factors 

 Museum  Information  
Residency Mean St.Deviation N Mean St.Deviation N 
Alachua Resident 4.4 0.55 161 3.7 0.87 136 
Tourist 4.4 0.81 204 3.7 0.98 179 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 

An Independent Sample T-Test was then run to determine if there were any 

significant differences between satisfaction of residents and tourists, those results are in 

Table 4-25. 

These results indicated that there were no significant differences between the 

satisfaction of residents and those of tourists to the exhibition. 
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Table 4-25. Independent Sample T-Test of Residency with Satisfaction Factors 
 T Sig. N 
Residency with Museum 0.242 .809 365 
Residency with Information 0.344 .731 315 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 

Question 8: Is There a Relationship Between Motives and Socio-Demographics of 
Museum Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

Many of the socio-demographic information given to us by the “Sue” respondents 

were compared to our theoretical dimensions to determine whether or not the theoretical 

dimensions had an impact on those who were coming to this travelling exhibition.  More 

specifically, it was interesting to see how the motives rated by the “Sue” respondents 

compared to the socio-demographic information given to see if a relationship did, in fact 

exist. 

This question of whether or not a relationship existed between motives to visit 

travelling exhibitions and the socio-demographic information given by the respondents 

was explored in this section.  Socio-demographic variables including gender, highest 

level of education attained, average annual income and reported ethnic identity were 

analyzed with the motivational factors to determine if any relationships existed between 

these variables. 

Table 4-26. Means and Standard Deviations for Gender and Motivation Factors 
 Education and Exploration Friends and Family Rest and Relaxation 

Gender Mean St. Deviation Mean St. Deviation Mean St. Deviation
Males 4.2 0.73 3.6 1.13 3.2 1.07 
Females 4.2 0.83 3.7 1.20 3.2 1.06 
Total 4.2 0.79 3.7 1.20 3.2 1.06 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

The socio-demographic variables of income, education level and reported ethnic 

identity were compared with each of the motivation factors in a series of one way 
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ANOVA tests, while gender was compared with these factors using an independent 

sample T-Test.  The outcomes of the Independent Sample T-Test are in Table 4-27. 

 

  Table 4-27. Independent Sample T-Test of Gender with Motivation Factors 
Gender with Factors T Sig. N 

Gender and Education/Exploration 0.512 .609 364 
Gender and Friends/Family -0.635 .526 350 
Gender and Rest/Relaxation -0.245 .806 342 

  The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

This Independent Sample T-Test seemed to reveal that there were no significant 

relationships between gender and the three factors, as was indicated by the significance 

statistic in the second column. 

Each of the other socio-demographic variables such as education, average income, 

and ethnic identity were run through analysis with the motivational factors using a series 

of one-way ANOVAs.  The means and standard deviations for the highest level of 

education attained with the motivation factors are shown in Table 4-28. 

Table 4-28. Means and Standard Deviations for the Motivation Factors and Education 

 
Education & 
Exploration 

Friends 
 & Family 

Rest &  
Relaxation 

Education N Mean Standard 
Deviation N Mean Standard 

Deviation N Mean Standard 
Deviation

High School 35 4.3 0.66 34 3.9 1.16 34 3.4 1.13 
Associate Degree 39 4.3 0.93 35 3.6 1.05 32 3.4 1.02 
Some College 82 4.1 0.86 80 3.6 1.21 78 3.1 1.10 
Bachelor's Degree 80 4.1 0.81 77 3.6 1.15 77 3.2 1.08 
Some graduate school 34 4.2 0.70 35 3.4 1.17 34 3.1 1.02 
Masters Degree 51 4.3 0.64 49 3.7 1.18 47 3.1 1.12 
Doctorate Degree 27 4.1 0.67 26 3.8 1.14 26 3.0 0.87 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 

Due to a low occurrence of respondents reporting ethnic identities other than Euro 

American/White, these were grouped into two groupings for more manageable analysis, 
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Euro American/White and Non-Euro American/White.  The means and standard 

deviations for the new reported ethnic identities with the motivation factors are shown in 

Table 4-29. 

Table 4-29. Means and Standard Deviations for the Motivation Factors and Ethnic 
Identity 

 
Education & 
Exploration 

Friends & 
Family 

Rest & 
Relaxation 

Ethnic Identity N Mean Standard 
Deviation N Mean Standard 

Deviation N Mean Standard 
Deviation

Non-Euro 
American/White 61 4.2 0.56 61 3.9 0.99 61 3.2 0.96 
Euro American/White 304 4.2 0.83 289 3.6 1.20 281 3.2 1.08 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 

Due to a low occurrence of respondents reporting annual average incomes in 

categories higher than $100,001, the latter options were combined into one category for 

more manageable analysis, annual average income greater than $100,001.  The means 

and standard deviations for the new reported annual average income variable with the 

motivation factors are shown in Table 4-30. 

Table 4-30. Means and Standard Deviations for the Motivation Factors and Average 
Annual Income 

 
Education & 
Exploration 

Friends 
& Family 

Rest & 
Relaxation 

Average Income N Mean Standard 
Deviation N Mean Standard

Deviation N Mean Standard
Deviation

less than $25,000 77 4.1 0.67 75 3.4 1.23 75 3.4 1.11 
$25,001 - $50,000 87 4.2 0.84 87 3.8 1.17 84 3.1 1.03 
$50,001 - $75,000 65 4.2 0.85 60 3.6 1.06 61 3.1 1.04 
$75,001 - $100,000 38 4.3 0.67 37 4.0 0.81 35 3.3 0.90 
greater than $100,001 50 4.2 0.74 49 3.5 1.27 48 3.0 1.13 
Number (N) may vary due to missing values 

The results of the one-way ANOVA tests of the Education and Exploration factor 

compared with reported ethnicity, education and average income were shown in Table 4-

31. 
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Table 4-31. ANOVA of Education and Exploration with Ethnicity, Education and Income 
 Education & Exploration 
 Mean F Significance 
Reported Ethnicity 4.2 0.120 0.729 
Education Level 4.2 0.596 0.734 
Average Annual Income 4.2 0.168 0.955 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

This ANOVA showed that there were no significant relationships between the 

motivators of Education and Exploration and the socio-demographic variables of reported 

ethnicity, education and average income. The results of the one way ANOVA tests of the 

Friends and Family factor compared with reported ethnicity, education and average 

income are shown in Table 4-32. 

Table 4-32. ANOVA of Friends and Family with Ethnicity, Education and Income 
 Friends & Family 
 Mean F Significance 
Reported Ethnicity 3.6 4.013 0.046 
Education Level 3.7 0.676 0.669 
Average Annual Income 3.6 2.614 0.035 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 

This ANOVA showed there were two significant relationships between the 

motivators of Friends and Family and the socio-demographic variables of reported 

average income and reported ethnicity.  The results of the one-way ANOVA tests of the 

Rest and Relaxation factor compared with reported ethnicity, education and average 

income are shown in Table 4-33. 

Table 4-33. ANOVA of Rest and Relaxation with Ethnicity, Education and Income 
 Rest & Relaxation 
 Mean F Significance 
Reported Ethnicity 3.2 0.011 0.918 
Education Level 3.2 0.723 0.631 
Average Annual Income 3.2 1.311 0.266 
The number (N) may vary due to missing values 
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This ANOVA revealed that again there were no significant relationships between 

the motivators of Rest and Relaxation and the socio-demographic variables of reported 

ethnicity, education and average income.  Essentially these analyses showed that the 

socio-demographic variables were not affected by different motivations; that who a 

person was, what they knew or how much they earned a year did not make a difference in 

regards to their motivations. 

Summary 

In short, the visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition that were surveyed 

were very multifaceted in the dimensions of demographic information, motivations, 

decision making, and satisfaction.  They provided a fascinating array of invaluable 

information that will no doubt aid museums in the future in considering and planning 

their traveling exhibitions. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The problem of this study was to gain information regarding the characteristics of 

the motivations, decision making processes and the satisfaction of tourist and resident 

museum visitors and the impact of a major exhibition on the museum it hosts.  More 

specifically, these characteristics included their motivations to travel, the primary 

influence in their decision making process, and their satisfaction with the destination after 

arriving.  This chapter sought to discuss the results and their relevance regarding 

motivations, decision making and satisfaction, as well as the impact of the “A T. Rex 

Named Sue” exhibition on the Greater Gainesville Area in the following sections of this 

chapter:  

• Summary of Methods 
• Discussion of Findings 
• Implications 
• Suggestions for Further Research 
 

Summary of Methods 

The data for this study were collected at the Florida Museum of Natural History, 

the state natural history museum, in Gainesville, Florida outside the “A T. Rex Named 

Sue” exhibition.  The respondents of this study were approached upon exiting the exhibit, 

by the researcher and asked to voluntarily participate in a 15-minute survey.  A total of 

414 surveys were collected during the time between February and May, 2002. 

The survey instrument consisted of a three page questionnaire with a total of 25 

multi-level questions that investigated their spending patterns, motivations, decision 
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making process, satisfaction of the visitors to the exhibit as well as their socio-

demographic information.  This questionnaire took an average of 15 minutes to complete 

and was completed upon immediately exiting the exhibit. 

Discussion of Findings 

Visitor Profile 

The visitor profile for the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition at the Florida Museum 

of Natural History provides many insights into the multifaceted museum visitor.  The 

respondents of this survey were predominantly female (56.7%), although the percentages 

were close.  The majority of the visitors to see Sue at the Florida Museum of Natural 

History came from outside Alachua county (56.4%), and were Euro American/White in 

ethnic identity.  Perhaps, two of the most interesting components of the socio-

demographic information collected were annual average income and education level.  It 

had long been a stigma against the museum that they are only in existence for the very 

wealthy and extremely educated (Virshup, 1988).  The results of this study seemed to 

indicate the opposite, that the majority of respondents made between $25,001 and 

$50,000 annually (27.2%) and had taken some college courses, and had completed an 

Associate’s Degree (23.8%). 

Research Question 1: Are There Distinct Motivational Domains for Museum 
Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

Pulling from Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant (1996), it was proposed in chapter one 

that motivations in museum visitors would fall into four domains: Education, 

Exploration, Friends and Family, and Rest and Relaxation.  The factor analysis in chapter 

four revealed that there were only three domains, and that Education and Exploration 

melded into one.  It made sense that these two motivations would be grouped as one.  
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This was very interesting in that the most recent trends in museum literature had been to 

explain the possibilities that the two exist together, specifically in the natural history 

museum setting (Falk and Dierking, 2000). 

This suggested that in the museum visitor’s desire to explore, they were also 

desiring to expand their mind through education.  The fact that Rest and Relaxation had 

the lowest mean also substantiates this claim (3.2).  It was clearly evident that the most 

prominent motivation among museum visitors who attend traveling exhibitions is not to 

rest and relax.  While this mean was still above average, which indicates that the 

motivation was still present, it was not the primary motivation.  The motivation 

encompassing Friends and Family had a higher mean (3.7) than did Rest and Relaxation; 

however, it did not reach the mean of 4.2 that Education and Exploration achieved.  

According to this, the model found in chapter one, looked more like the one below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 5-1. The New Factors of Motivation Among Museum Visitors 
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The three factors of motivation are shown in this model to help illustrate motivation 

among museum visitors and how they effect the decision being made.  The model on the 

preceeding page illustrates motivation and four components that might influence a 

person’s decision to travel. 

Research Question 2: Which Motive is the Most Important to Visitors to Traveling 
Exhibits in the Museum? 

As explained in answering research question 1, the mean scores of each of the 

motivations were the determining number that told us, which was the most important to 

the museum visitor.  The results were indicative that the most important motive to 

museum visitors attending a traveling exhibition similar to “Sue,” was that of Education 

and Exploration.  This coincided with prior research done on the learning process in the 

museum setting relating to exhibits (Falk & Dierking, 2000) and supported the museum 

as a crucial provider of the educational opportunities in the tourism industry. 

Research Question 3: Are There Differences in Motivations Between Resident and 
Tourist Museum Visitors? 

The results indicated that there was one significant difference between the resident 

museum visitors and the tourist museum visitors in their motivations.  While both types 

of museum visitors were the same in their motivations with the Education and 

Exploration and Rest and Relaxation factors, a significant difference was revealed 

between the two groups in their motivation with the Friends and Family factor.  The 

mean score would indicate that the residents were less motivated with the Friends and 

Family factor, than were the tourists.  This could be attributed to the fact that tourists 

typically travel with friends and family, whereas residents may have come without them, 

however this was merely speculation. 
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Research Question 4: Is There a Relationship Between Motivations to Visit 
Museums and Visitor Decision Making in Museum Visitors to Traveling 
Exhibits? 

The proportion of decisions made by Spouse/Partner, Friends/Relatives, and 

Children were so small that these three were lumped into one category.  Data were 

recoded to represent three new categories of decision-makers in the decision making 

process: (1) those who made the decision themselves, (2) those whom others made the 

decisions, or (3) those who made shared decisions.  The group that made shared decisions 

were by far the largest group in the decision making process.  This was significant in that 

no one person was responsible for any of the eight decisions made. 

As far as relationships between motivations and decision making, there were 

several significant relationships that became apparent through analysis.  In the decision of 

when to come to the museum, for example, there was a significant relationship between 

the Friends and Family motivation and that particular decision.  This meant that those 

who were motivated to spend time with Friends and Family, included them in the 

decision making process.  The analysis of the decision of whether to come to the museum 

at all and the decision of who to bring each revealed one significant relationship, again 

between the Friends and Family motivation and the decision.  This was not surprising in 

that if the decision maker was motivated by Friends and Family to attend the exhibition, 

then the decision should no doubt be shared with Friends and Family as the high mean in 

the “others” category suggests. 

Also the analysis of the decision of whether to buy a “sue” souvenir revealed one 

significant relationship, again between the Friends and Family motivation and the 

decision.  In this result, others were more likely to make the decision.  This highest mean 

in this analysis was the “others” category which includes children, and thereby supports 
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this notion.  This made particular sense in that it was common for children to have 

influence on their parents when it came to purchasing souvenirs.  Some of the other 

decisions which found the same results included: how long to stay at the museum, to stay 

overnight, how much to spend on the trip, as well as other details on how to visit the 

museum. 

Each of the significant relationships were between the decisions made and the 

Friends and Family motivation.  This makes sense however, because the decisions that 

were available for the visitors to report on were logistical in nature, and if someone was 

at the exhibit with their friends and family, then chances were, those decisions were 

going to be made by more than one person.  This was evident in that all of the decisions 

were reported as being “shared” by most of the respondents.  This was also congruent 

with decision making literature (Jenkins, 1978; Crompton, 1981; Nichols and Snepenger, 

1988; Howard and Madrigal, 1990;Fodness, 1992; Gitelson and Kerstetter, 1994), which 

found that family and friends had profound impact on travel decisions. 

Research Question 5: Are There Distinct Satisfaction Related Domains for Museum 
Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

According to Burns (2000), four domains of satisfaction were used: Facilities, 

Services, Information, and Experience.  Experience was measured on an overall scale 

separate from the satisfaction index, so that left three domains for analysis.  The factor 

analysis showed that only two domains existed among these museum visitors to traveling 

exhibitions.  Information and another termed “Museum,” which included facilities and 

services.  The reason for this may very likely be that the four domains from Burns (2000), 

were originally intended for outdoor recreation settings and not museums.  This study of 

outdoor recreation settings also included a performance analysis in recreation type 
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activities, which was not present in the museum exhibit.  It was not possible for museum 

visitors to determine their satisfaction based on how they performed in the exhibition as 

there was no performance necessary. 

Interestingly enough, there were two satisfaction items that ended up in the 

Information factor: (1) information about what to do in Greater Gainesville and (2) 

information about planning my trip to see Sue.  Both of these items surrounded planning 

the trip process before arrival, whereas the items which fit into the museum factor 

(including information about the exhibit) were all items that would have been noted upon 

arrival or while in the exhibit. 

Research Question 6: Is There a Relationship Between Motives to Visit Museums 
and Satisfaction in Museum Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

ANOVAs were run to determine if any relationships exist between motivations to 

visit the “Sue” exhibition and satisfaction in the museum visitors to the exhibition.  The 

results of these analyses determined that there were two significant relationships between 

the motivation factors to visit the exhibit and the satisfaction factors with the exhibit.  

These significant relationships existed between the Education and Exploration and 

Friends and Family motives and the satisfaction factor 2 Information.  The Rest and 

Relaxation motivation factor had no significant relationships with either the Information 

satisfaction factor or the Museum satisfaction factor.  This was illustrated through the 

model on the following page. 
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Figure 5-2. Motivation Factors and Their Relationships with Satisfaction Factors 

The asterisks showed the significant relationships of the motivation factors with the 

satisfaction factors.  The lack of a significant relationship between Rest and Relaxation 

was noted by the absence of asterisks.  This relationship could be missing because the 

majority of visitors to the exhibition did not see this as a restful or relaxing trip and were 

not primarily motivated to go to the exhibition for reasons of rest and relaxation. 

After this discussion, it was apparent that significant relationships did in fact exist 

between motivations, decision making and satisfaction among museum visitors to a 

traveling exhibition. 
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Figure 5-3 Motivations and Their Effect on Decision Making and Satisfaction  

This model illustrated the effects of different factors of motivations on the survey 

questionnaire and their effects on the decision making process and the satisfaction of the 

museum visitors in relation to a traveling exhibition. 

Research Question 7: Are There Differences in Satisfaction Between Resident and 
Tourist Museum Visitors?  

The results indicated that there were no significant differences between the 

satisfaction of tourist and resident museum visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” 

exhibition.  This was good news to the museum in that it indicated that all visitors to the 

museum, in this study, whether tourist or resident, were satisfied with their experience at 

a traveling exhibition by the same factors.  Therefore, the museum did not have to 

concern itself with more than one group of museum visitors, they could simply work at 

creating the best experience for all of the visitors through their doors.  This concurs with 

Cunnell and Prentice (2000) who found that english speaking visitors to international 

museums have similar interests and expectations. 
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Research Question 8: Is There a Relationship Between Motives and Demographics 
of Museum Visitors to Traveling Exhibits? 

Socio-demographic information was the final section on the survey, which sought 

to determine a visitor profile of the visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” exhibition.  

Previous research in the museum literature seemed to have neglected the area of socio-

demographic variables and their relationships to motivations, decision making and 

satisfaction.  Socio-demographic variables including gender, highest level of education 

attained, average annual income and reported ethnic identity were analyzed with the 

motivational factors to determine if any relationships exist between these variables. 

The results of the analysis between gender and the motivational factors revealed 

that there were no significant relationships existing between these variables.  This 

essentially meant that gender was not related to motivations to visit the exhibition. 

The results of the analysis between reported ethnicity, income and education 

revealed that there were two significant relationships between the motivational factors 

and these variables.  These two relationships occurred between the reported ethnicity and 

average income and the Friends and Family motivation.  This meant that the education 

level of the respondents of the survey were not related to motivations to visit the 

exhibition. 

Implications 

So what does all this analysis mean?  Museum visitors were certainly of the multi-

faceted variety, when it comes to motivations, decision making and even satisfaction 

regarding traveling exhibitions. 
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Motivations 

The fact that museum visitors were primarily motivated to attend traveling 

exhibitions for education and exploration oriented reasons is encouraging news to the 

museum industry.  One of the primary mandates of any museum has always been to 

educate their communities based on their mission, whatever content was the focus of their 

particular institution. 

Also, the fact that museum exhibitions were also a place where people were 

motivated to go for Friends and Family oriented reasons, was also good news to the 

museum.  This study indicated that, at least natural history museums, were places that 

families can go and have “quality time” together and also learn at the same time in an 

exploratory driven environment.  Even the fact that people went to the museum for Rest 

and Relaxation reasons, while they weren’t the primary motivation, this factor was still 

prevalent in these visitors.  This was indicative that museum visitors were seeking to 

escape the stresses of day to day activities, and they saw the museum as an institution 

where this was possible.  These findings were congruent with Swarbrooke (1994) who 

cited such benefits as a price-conscious family day, which could be not only educational 

and inspirational, but also relaxing.  This was wonderful news for museums in that they 

could use this information to more accurately tailor their special events, camps, and other 

programming to their communities. 

Decision Making 

The decision making analysis revealed that the majority of the decisions among 

those who were surveyed were shared decisions.  This was very important for museums 

and other similar institutions to understand for several reasons.  First of all, as providers 

of educational programming, museums must not cater to one specific group of the 
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community more so than any others.  Programs should involve multiple parties, for 

example, children’s activities in addition to “bring a friend” day or couples events are 

very important to the success of an institution.  Additionally, it was always helpful for 

museums to better understand their visitors and the decision making process for 

marketing reasons as well as in the process of formation of partnerships with other area 

attractions. 

Another implication of this study on museum visitor decision making was in the 

areas of marketing and vacation packaging.  Now that it was better understood the groups 

that travel to museum exhibitions, perhaps it would be easier for museums to provide 

more enticing packages or coupons, thus conserving their already scarce resources. 

Satisfaction 

The satisfaction levels of the museum visitors to the “A T. Rex Named Sue” 

exhibition were very high.  The analysis that showed the significant relationships 

between the motivations to visit museums and the satisfaction levels with the exhibition 

was good news for the museum.  It showed that the museum was successful in satisfying 

the motivations of the museum visitors with this traveling exhibit.  This also showed that 

traveling exhibits were indeed a popular draw of visitors to a museum and that they 

deserved further investigation. 

Summary 

Admittedly, the fact that Sue was a Tyrannosaurus Rex combined with the 

popularity of dinosaurs among families (particularly those with small children), were 

reasons that could be construed as the primary successes of this particular exhibit and in 

turn this particular study.  The facts that the Florida Museum of Natural History was 

recognized as a first class institution, or the fact that Murphy Catton exhibit design 
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company put together a first class exhibition for the Field Museum of Chicago, were also 

reasons that could be attributed for the successes of the exhibit in Gainesville, FL.  

However, it was the feeling of this researcher that these were growing trends among the 

museum industry and would be found similarly at other institutions with other exhibitions 

across the United States and quite possibly the world. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The suggestions for future research based on this study could go any number of 

directions, and they most likely will.  Of course it was suggested that this study be 

replicated at museums hosting traveling exhibitions, however it would be interesting to 

see this expanded to other countries other than the United States as a more diverse sample 

population would no doubt be found.  It would also be interesting to see the results of a 

study like this at art and history museums as well as the natural history institutions.  Zoos, 

arboretums and aquariums would also be interesting settings in which to conduct a study 

such as this. 

As a researcher who was primarily museum trained and beginning to learn about 

the tourism industry, it would be interesting to perform this study as a comparison at a 

theme park attraction, be it a ride or an exhibition.  Museums have long been trying to 

compete with theme parks for their visitors and the competition has not always been 

successful.  The feelings of this researcher were that museums and theme parks do not 

need to compete for their visitors, but that they actually catered to the different 

motivations of the same visitor. 

Clearly it was more difficult for a tourist to visit a theme park as often as they could 

visit a museum for reasons including location, time, and not the least of which would be 

financial.  Theme parks had the greater ability to fulfill the fantasy and “themed” 
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motivations of visitors whereas museums were institutions that incorporated fun into 

learning.  If these institutions could find a way to partner, be it tourism product packages 

or what not, then perhaps they would both be more successful. 

In times when it has become more apparent the degree of importance that tourism 

holds in the economy of not only states such as Florida, but also on the United States, it 

was important to understand as much as possible the wants and needs of tourists, in order 

to maintain the success of an institution.  Understanding these wants and needs allowed 

tourism providers more information with which to provide the products available to 

tourists to satisfy their needs for leisure. 
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APPENDIX A 
MAP OF FLORIDA 

The Greater Gainesville Area is located in Alachua County, which is located in 

north central Florida. 

 

* map courtesy of www.FloridaNetLink.com 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

The entire survey was three pages, here it appears different to adhere to University 

of Florida Graduate School Thesis guidelines, with the highlighted percentages and 

means of answers by the respondents.   The decision making portion of the survey 

questionnaire included an “other” category instead of the shared; however, there were no 

responses that indicated “other,” so for data presentation purposes, it appears here as 

shared. 

Florida Museum of Natural History – A T-Rex Named Sue 
Hello, my name is Bethany England. I am from the University of Florida’s department of Recreation, Parks 
and Tourism, and am conducting a survey of visitors to the “Sue” Exhibit as part of a research project for 
my MS thesis. Only a sample of visitors will be used, so your input is very important. Your responses will 
be completely anonymous, confidential and the findings will never discuss individual responses. This 
survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete. Your responses will be very important in helping the 
FLMNH meet your future needs. There are no anticipated risks, compensation or other direct benefits to 
you as a participant in this study. You do not have to answer any question you do not want to. You are free 
to withdraw your consent to participate and may discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence. Will you participate in this study? 
 
SECTION I: TRAVEL PATTERNS 
Q1. Male       43. 3%                            Female       56.8% 
 
Q2. Are you a resident of Alachua County? Yes      43.6%  If No   56.4%, What county do you live in?  
 
Q3.Is your visit today       A day trip        76.8%                   An overnight visit    23.2% 
           
Q4. If a day trip, how many total hours are you planning to stay in the Gainesville area?  67, 338 mean 
 

Q5. If an overnight visit, how many nights in total are you planning or have you stayed in the Gainesville   
area?__ 2.6 mean__nights     

 

Q6. What type(s) of accommodations have you used or are you planning to use while staying in the area? 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

  Hotel/motel  10.3%                            Campground                        2.3% 
 Bed and Breakfast  0. 5%                             Friends or relatives home    22.1%  

   
Q7.  How many people are in your group today?  _4.5 mean_  
 
Q8.  Are you part of a school group?   No  96.7%    Yes    3.3%   If yes, name of school  homeschool 
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Q9.  How did you hear/see about the exhibit at the museum? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 
         An article from a magazine or newspaper      46.3%      Television                                       24.3%            
          Billboard                                                        16.3%      Movie theatre                                   2.0%  
          The Greater Gainesville Area VCB               1.0%        Radio                                              13.5% 
          Internet web site                                             7.8%        Ad from Magazine or Newspaper  22.2% 
          Other…………………………………….     17.0%      Word of mouth                               44.3% 
 
Q10.  Is this your first time to the FLMNH ?       Yes  53.6%           No   46.4%     
 
Q11.  If no, how many times have you been to the FLMNH in the past 12 months?  ___0.8 mean____ 
 
Q12.  Are you a member of the FLMNH?      Yes     2.3%               No     97.7% 
 
Q13.  Did you come specifically to the museum to see “Sue”?          Yes     93.0% No  7.0%      
 
Q14.  Please estimate the total of how much money you and your travel party spent (including cash and 

credit cards) during your entire trip away from home. (If your vacation only included the Greater 
Gainesville Area, then please fill in the Greater Gainesville Area column only). 

Entire Trip         In Greater Gainesville Area 
Lodging/Camping/Bed & Breakfasts $_42.8 mean  $_24.0 mean 
Meals and food    $_51.4 mean  $_28.8 mean 
Entertainment and recreation  $_26.6 mean  $_8.4 mean_ 
Shopping     $_27.6 mean  $_21.0 mean 
Transportation (incl. fuel)   $_38.9 mean  $_19.4 mean 
Other     $_21.5 mean  $_5.5 mean_ 

 
SECTION 11: TRAVEL MOTIVATIONS 
Q15. Please check on a scale of 1-5, where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree each reason 

why you came to the “Sue” Exhibit at the Museum of Natural History 
 

Motivation 
1 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 
Disagree

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 

agree 
To be with friends and family 12.4% 5.6% 17.7% 28.6% 35.7% 
To bring my family close together 14.6% 7.9% 32.9% 22.0% 22.6% 
To develop my knowledge of things here 3.2% 1.4% 13.5% 44.1 37.8% 
To do something with my family 11.3% 2.7% 14.0% 31.8% 40.2% 
To experience new and different things 3.4% 0.6% 5.4% 45.5% 45.2% 
To explore 3.2% 1.4% 10.7% 41.2% 43.5% 
To gain an appreciation of history 1.7% 3.7% 12.7% 40.1% 41.8% 
To get away from it all 13.8% 16.9% 30.2% 20.6% 18.5% 
To get to know something different 3.8% 2.4% 10.0% 43.5% 40.3% 
To learn new things 2.9% 2.0% 9.1% 42.3% 43.7% 
To reduce feeling of having too many things to 
do 

22.6% 22.3% 27.8% 16.5% 10.7% 

To rest and relax 10.0% 12.4% 26.4% 32.1% 19.1% 
To seek an educational experience 2.3% 1.1% 9.3% 43.5% 43.8% 
To seek intellectual enrichment 3.8% 1.5% 11.9% 41.3% 41.6% 
To spend more time with my family 11.8% 6.3% 19.6% 31.1% 31.1% 
To take it easy 11.0% 10.4% 29.0% 29.9% 19.7% 
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SECTION 1I1: TRAVEL DECISION MAKING 
Q16.  The following information will help us better understand who makes certain types of decisions 

concerning your trip to the museum. For each decision, please assign a percentage as to the 
influence of each member of the travel group. For example, if you made the decision alone, put 
100% in the space under "myself." If more than one person helped make a particular decision, then 
assign the percentage that represents each person's influence. Each row should total 100%.  

 
 On this trip to the museum who in your travel party made the following decisions: 
Type of decision  Myself  Spouse/ Friends/ Child(ren)  Shared  
(if not applicable leave blank)  Partner Relatives   
Q16a   When to come to museum              _25.6_ _8.3_          _9.3_           _1.3_         55.6_  =100% 
Q16b   Who to bring to museum                _27.8_ _0__           _15.0             1.9_         55.3_ =100% 
Q16c   Whether to come at all                   _28.5_ _8.6_ _6.8_           _1.0_        55.0_ =100% 

Q16d   Whether to buy a “Sue” souvenir   _35.8_ _6.0_ _3.6             _6.0_        48.7_ =100% 
Q16e   How long you stayed at museum    _20.3_ _4.2_ _6.3             _3.9_       _65.3_ =100% 
Q16f   To stay overnight                            _20.9_ _3.4_ _5.7_          _1.3_        _68.7_ =100% 

Q16g   How much was spent on trip           _20.5_ _3.8_ _6.1_          __0__       _69.6 =100% 
Q16h   Details on how to visit the museum_17.5_ _5.3_ _5.3_          _0.8_        _71.2  =100% 
 
Q17. Please indicate on a scale of 1-5 how strongly you agree that the following were factors in your 
decision to come see “Sue” A T-Rex here at the Museum of Natural History: (1=strongly disagree and 
5=strongly agree) 

Reasons for seeing “Sue” 1 2 3 4 5 
We stopped because the advertisements 
intrigued us   22.3% 9.3% 14.0% 18.3% 36.0%
We stopped because it was conveniently 
located off  I-75  48.5% 13.1% 20.9% 10.1% 7.5% 
We visited “Sue” because it was part of 
many things we did while we were in the 
Greater Gainesville Area 

23.5% 9.8% 17.9% 20.4% 28.4%

Other      
 

SECTION IV: SATISFACTION 
Q18. Please check on the following scale of 1-5, where 1= highly unsatisfied and 5=highly satisfied, 

how satisfied you were with certain aspects of the “Sue” Exhibit. 

Attributes 
1 

Highly 
Unsatisfied 

2 
Unsatisfied 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Satisfied 

5 
Highly 

Satisfied 
Ability to get tickets or book group 
package 1.6% 0.9% 20.8% 25.9% 50.8% 

Ability to see the exhibit up close 1.7% 0.8% 3.9% 23.6% 70.0% 
Cleanliness of the exhibit area 1.4% 0 1.9% 23.6% 73.1% 
Exhibit itself 2.5% 0.8% 3.3% 26.2% 67.1% 
Information about the exhibit 1.4% 0.3% 6.3% 34.0% 58.0% 
Information about what to do in Greater 
Gainesville 3.3% 1.3% 50.8% 23.4% 21.1% 
Information in planning my trip to see 
“Sue” 2.9% 1.6% 34.9% 33.2% 27.4% 

Physical layout of exhibit area 2.0% 1.7% 7.4% 42.9% 46.0% 
Staff availability 1.4% 0 11.3% 35.5% 51.7% 
Staff friendliness 1.7% 0.8% 8.5% 29.9% 59.2% 
Staff helpfulness 1.4% 0.6% 10.0% 29.5% 58.5% 
Variety of things to do in exhibit area 1.5% 1.8% 10.6% 39.1% 47.1% 



95 

 

 
On a Scale of 1-10 (10=very satisfied), How satisfied were you with your experience today? 9.0  mean 

 
SECTION V: DEMOGRAPHICS 

Please take a moment to tell us who you are. This information will be kept in the strictest 
confidence and used for statistical purposes only. 
 
Q19. Are you married? (please √) Yes     63.0% No     37.0% 
    
Q20. How many children 18 years of age or younger are in your household? ___3.5 mean___ 
 
Q21. What is your age, your spouse's age, and/or any others living in your household? 
 Your age _varies_     Spouse's age _varies_   

              Age of other adults in household _varies_           Age of children living in household _varies_ 
 
Q22. Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed. (please √ one) 

High School graduate or less    10.3%                     Some graduate school   9.8% 
Associate/Jr/Technical college   11.1%                     Master's degree                      14.9% 
Some college              23.8%                     Doctoral degree   7.9%  
Bachelor's degree              22.2%   
 

Q23. Of which ethnic or racial group(s) are you a member? (please √ all that apply) 
African American  3.7% Hispanic/Latino(a)   4.0% 
Euro American/White  84.0% American Indian   3.0% 

 Asian American  3.0% Other  ___________   2.2% 
 
Q24. Which statement best describes your total 2001 annual household income (from all sources and 

before taxes)? (please √ one) 
 

$25,000 or less    23.9% $100,001 - $125,000   6.3% 
$25,001 - $50,000  27.2% $125,001 - $150,000   3.6% 

 $50,001 - $75,000  20.9% $150,001 or more   6.3% 
 $75,001 - $100,000  11.9% 
 
Q25. What is your zip code?   ____________   varies  

Thank you for your time! 
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