
ABSTRACT 

PALACIOS, INÉS MARIANA. Examination of Negotiation Strategies of Mexican Latinos 

to Visit Museums in Wake County, North Carolina. (Under the direction of Dr. Michelle 

Gacio Harrolle & Dr. Dorothy H. Anderson.) 

 

The Latino community in the United States has been steadily growing for three 

decades. While the growth of Mexican Latinos in North Carolina is not reflected in visitors to 

museums, managers at museums in North Carolina believe it is important to understand 

Latinos’ museum visitation behaviors. Hence, the purpose of this study is to examine 

intentions, motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies to visit museums for Mexican 

Latinos. A conceptual framework based on leisure constraints theory, leisure negotiation, 

motivations, and intentions to participate was used. A targeted convenience sampling method 

was used. A total of 318 usable questionnaires were collected. Data analysis included 

descriptive statistics, scale reliability testing (Cronbach’s alpha), exploratory factor analysis, 

confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation modeling. The majority of Mexican 

Latinos in the study were 1st generation immigrants, women, married, and indicated an 

income below $20,000. Results showed a strong relationship between motivations and 

negotiation strategies and a moderate relationship between negotiation strategies and 

intentions to visit museums. Within the model, motives and constraints were not shown to 

have a relationship with intentions. Thus, the key to influencing intentions for Mexican 

Latinos is to understand their motives and to facilitate an increase in negotiation strategies. 

Managers at museums could provide family focused programming, increase marketing 

efforts by informing Mexican Latinos about the leisure opportunities, their location, and the 

availability of free programming. Lastly, managers at museums should consider the lack of 



 

perceived accessibility by distributing information to the Mexican Latino population about 

their hours of operation, parking locations, and free entrance to facilities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Latino community in the United States has been steadily growing for the past 

three decades (Chávez & Olson, 2009). But the growth in this population segment has not 

translated into a comparable increase in the number of Latinos taking advantage of leisure 

and other organized recreation opportunities in their communities. Community recreation, 

informal educational institutions,
1
 and organizations that provide leisure opportunities for the 

public recognize that their services do not seem to adequately attract this growing population 

(Chavez, 2000). The inability of these organizations to reach these immigrants concerns 

museum administrators and their staffs, who recognize that participating in informal 

educational and recreational activities is one way to introduce newcomers to an area, its 

culture, and people. Visiting these institutions can also serve as a catalyst to build a more 

interconnected society. 

Museums, a type of informal educational and recreational institution, can be viewed 

as organizations that are structured to promote social inclusion. Museums try to attract a wide 

audience. They can offer programming that captures Mexican Latino audiences, thereby 

providing museums with an incentive to tackle inequality and support local culture (Sandell, 

1998). By bringing diverse groups together, museums can also offer opportunities for 

individuals to develop values in their own social networks and consequently expand their 

                                                      
1
Defined as organizations educating individuals outside the classroom in places such as afterschool programs, 

museums, zoos and aquariums, botanical gardens, special events, and educational television. These types of 

organizations support free choice learning where individuals learn by guiding themselves based on their needs 

and interests, where learning is lifelong and voluntary (Sladek, 1998). 
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connections to the community. Furthermore, these types of organizations can serve as 

vehicles for building social capital (Crooke, 2007; Richardson & Wolfe, 2001) by forging 

links among individuals. Involvement in museum activities and programs creates shared 

identities that allow people to communicate and exchange experiences among one another 

(Crooke, 2007). 

Museums not only provide benefits to the individual but provide benefits to the 

surrounding community. For example, for new populations moving into an area, museums 

can provide a welcoming and safe environment to newcomers who are learning about an 

area’s values, beliefs, and behavioral norms. This learning provides a means for newcomers 

to become socially integrated into the new culture. Sladek (1998) supported these ideas, 

stating that informal educational institutions “are meant to stimulate and maintain a lifelong 

interest in … science … [and] enrich the quality of life by improving the science and 

technological literacy of children and adults” (pp. 3-4). Benefits of visiting museums include 

the connections individuals make with each other and the transfer of capital from one to 

another, such as exchanging information through shared knowledge. Social integration is also 

seen as a positive benefit when individuals become involved in museums, resulting in 

individuals’ personal empowerment (Crooke, 2007). Programs and activities offered at these 

institutions provide leisure opportunities that enhance and enrich the cultural life of the larger 

society (Diamond, Luke, & Uttal, 2009; Iwasaki, 2007). Furthermore, as suggested by 

Sandell (1998), museums can make a positive impact on the lives of individuals. Museums 

can serve as a catalyst for social redevelopment, empowering communities to increase their 

quality of life and therefore contributing to the creation of a more equitable society. 
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North Carolina has seen a dramatic growth in the Latino population (Cohn & 

Bahrampour, 2006; North Carolina Rural Economic Development, 2000-2006; U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2009, 2010). Since 2000, North Carolina has experienced a 111% increase in its 

Latino population (Pew Hispanic Center, 2011), which ranks the state sixth in the United 

States (Pew Hispanic Center, 2011). The influx of Latinos to North Carolina impacts not only 

the ability of public institutions and leisure organizations to meet the increased demand for 

their services, but their ability to change the way services and programs are provided to 

attract this new group of immigrants. Administrators of many institutions, including the 

North Carolina Museum of Natural Science in Raleigh (S. Bohr, personal communication, 

August 28, 2009), the North Carolina Museum of Art in Raleigh (L. Johnson Dougherty, 

personal communication, July 24, 2011) and the Marbles Kids Museum in Raleigh (P. 

Hartley, personal communication, March 31, 2009), acknowledge their desire to serve the 

Latino population but point to the inadequacy or lack of such things as infrastructure, printed 

materials, and programming that target this group. They also acknowledge the need to offer 

educational opportunities for minorities but admit they do not adequately understand the 

motives and intentions Latinos may have to visit their facilities. They do not understand 

Latinos’ constraints that may hinder visitation, nor are they aware of negotiation strategies 

Latinos use or might use to overcome constraints. 

Administrators at these museums understand that the Latino community is composed 

of various ethnic and cultural groups, each with distinct characteristics that can influence 

visitation. Understanding the diversity among these groups is important for creating 

programs that target the Latino community. Within North Carolina’s Latino population, the 
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fastest growing segment of immigrants is from Mexico. This group’s numbers have increased 

by 54% from 2000 to 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). But the growth of Mexican Latinos 

in North Carolina is not reflected in the composition of visitors to museums. 

In order to understand the problems or issues associated with Mexican Latinos’ 

visitation to museums in the Wake County, North Carolina area, informal qualitative data 

were collected at La Fiesta del Pueblo in September 2011 in Raleigh, NC. Most of the 

individuals interviewed had never visited a museum in Wake County, North Carolina and did 

not know where museums in the area are located. Their perceptions were that museums are 

far away, even when La Fiesta del Pueblo was held within a few blocks of at least five 

museums. In addition, they expressed lack of information about museums as detrimental to 

visitation. They perceived museums to be expensive, even when they are free. Overall, 

programming for Latinos and advertisement of museums was important. Lastly, most 

individuals stated that their lack of English competency, lack of Spanish materials in 

museums, and the perception that museums are boring and formal were possible constraints 

to visitation. Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine intentions, motivations, 

constraints, and negotiation strategies to visit museums for Mexican Latinos. 

Study Objectives and Research Questions 

Managers at informal educational institutions believe that by understanding the 

Latino population’s intentions to visit museums, their motives to participate in informal 

educational activities, their constraints to visitation, and their negotiation strategies to 

overcome constraints, those managers will be able to revise and improve programming 

opportunities that will reach citizens in the community more equally (personal 
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communication, July 31, 2011), thereby increasing visitation. As a result, Mexican Latinos 

visiting museums would benefit by gaining knowledge and learning about the dominant 

culture. This new knowledge gained would improve their quality of life and, by extension, 

improve the quality of life in their new community (Crooke, 2007). 

Specifically, this study addresses the following research questions: 

 What intentions do Mexican Latinos have to visit museums? 

 What are Mexican Latinos’ motives for visiting museums? 

 What constraints do Mexican Latinos report that limit their visitation to 

museums? 

 What negotiation strategies do Mexican Latinos use to overcome constraints 

to visiting museums?  



6 

CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Motivations drive individuals to participate in recreational or leisure activities of their 

choice. But individuals may not be aware of the behavioral process they go through while 

deciding to engage in recreational activities. Moreover, individuals might encounter 

constraints in the process of engaging in programs, and they might or might not negotiate 

these constraints.  

Researchers have been interested in understanding individuals’ intentions to engage 

in recreational activities or programs, their motives to participate, their perceived constraints, 

and their negotiation strategies used to overcome constraints to participation. Studies have 

been conducted with combinations of two (e.g., E. L. Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Stanis, 

Schneider, & Pereira, 2010; Walker, Jackson, & Jinyang, 2007; White, 2008) or three of 

these variables (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Son, Mowen, & Kerstetter, 2008), but no 

research has combined all four constructs into one framework. Similarly, only a limited 

amount of research on intentions, motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies has 

focused exclusively on informal educational and recreational institutions such as museums 

(Mason, 2000). 

Even while extensive material on constraints can be found, little has focused on 

minority groups, specifically Latinos (Floyd, Gramann, & Saenz, 1993). A more 

comprehensive examination of the process of engaging in an activity (intentions, motivation, 
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and negotiation strategies) and the obstacles (constraints) that influence minority leisure 

choices and visitation to informal educational institutions is needed. 

The following section provides an examination of the literature related to intentions 

and motives to visit informal educational institutions (specifically museums), constraints to 

visitation, and negotiation strategies that could be applied to overcome such constraints. 

Relationship of Behavioral Intentions to Leisure Activity Participation 

Researchers have most often used the theory of planned behavior as a framework for 

understanding individuals’ behavioral intentions. The idea of predicting behavioral intentions 

from individuals’ attitudes and subjective norms was originally derived from the theory of 

reasoned action (Ajzen, 1991, 2002b; Fishbein & Manfredo, 1992; Hagger et al., 2007; Lam 

& Hsu, 2004), first developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1972, 1975). As in the theory of planned behavior, intentions are a central component 

also to the theory of reasoned action. Many studies have supported the use of the theory of 

reasoned action as a predictor of social behavior (e.g.,Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 

1988). However, Ajzen (1988) acknowledged that the theory of reasoned action was 

explicitly developed to explain volitional behaviors.  

The theory of planned behavior was also developed by Ajzen (1991). Important as a 

social cognitive model in psychology and applied to other social sciences, this theory posits 

that individuals’ intentions to participate in an activity are the most proximal predictor of 

individuals’ actual behavior (Ajzen, 2002b; Hagger et al., 2007). Ajzen (1988, 1991) 

recognized that some behaviors tend to vary in degree of volitional control, as the theory of 
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reasoned action first proposed. Consequently, he modified the theory of reasoned action to 

include perceived behavioral control, a construct that best reflects individuals’ behaviors. 

Intentions are the central element of the theory of planned behavior. As explained by 

Hagger et al. (2007), intentions are a “function of personal, social, and control perceptions 

regarding the target behavior” (p. 2). Moreover, intentions are a function of three 

independent determinants. Behavioral intention suggests an individual’s readiness to perform 

specific actions based on his or her attitude toward the behavior; subjective norms may result 

in social pressure or pressure from others to participate or not to participate, or to behave or 

not to behave in a specific way; and lastly, control beliefs may give rise to perceived 

behavioral control, beliefs about the level of behavioral control the individual has (self-

efficacy). The combination of all beliefs and the factors associated with intentions lead to the 

formation of an individual’s behavioral intention (Ajzen, 1991, 2002b). 

According to the theory of planned behavior, a relationship exists between behavioral 

intention and actual behavior. In some circumstances, behaviors might be hindered or 

prevented regardless of intention. Therefore, it is assumed that intention is an antecedent of 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991, 2002b; Ajzen & Driver, 1991). For example, to test the fit of the 

theory of planned behavior for potential tourists, Lam and Hsu (2004) examined Hong Kong 

visitors’ intentions to revisit the country. Results showed that attitude, perceived behavioral 

control, and past behavior were related to travelers’ intentions and likelihood to revisit Hong 

Kong. In terms of attitudes and leisure behavior, Hagger et al. (2007) examined the behavior 

of youngsters from several cultural groups, in the context of leisure-time physical activity. 

They found that attitudes predicted intentions in all samples, but the effect of the subjective 
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norms on intentions was significant in just one sample. Furthermore, the authors found that 

intention was the only significant predictor of physical activity behavior. Kouthouris and 

Spontis (2005) investigated behavioral factors in outdoor settings by measuring intention and 

behavior to participate in outdoor recreational activities among adult university students. 

Results indicated that behavioral control, identity, and attitudes toward participation 

predicted individuals’ intentions to participate. Furthermore, intention toward participation 

was found to be a predictor of actual behavior to participate in outdoor recreational 

programs. 

Hrubes, Ajzen, and Daigle (2001) examined outdoor recreationists’ hunting 

behaviors, to predict and explain hunting intentions. They found that hunting intentions 

contributed significantly to the prediction of hunting behaviors. They also found that 

intentions were strongly influenced by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceptions of 

behavioral control. Lastly, the authors explained that intentions proved to be the closest-

related dimension to hunting behavior, supporting the theory of planned behavior. 

Even though the theory of planned behavior has been used extensively as a 

framework for explaining leisure behavior, the results have been conflicting. Ajzen and 

Driver (1991) used the theory of planned behavior as a framework to understand college 

students’ leisure behaviors. The authors examined college students engaging in different 

leisure activities (e.g., boating and mountain climbing) and their behavioral, normative, and 

control beliefs. Correlations between any single belief (behavioral, normative, and control 

beliefs) and leisure participation were not high; however, observed correlations were highly 

significant. For example, college students were more likely to engage in a recreational 
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activity if benefits to participation were evident and if participants were able to engage in the 

activity with friends and family. Results showed that participation in leisure activities was 

more influenced by normative beliefs and by control beliefs rather than by intentions. 

Relationship of Motivations to Behavior 

Although motivation is just one of several variables explaining behavior, it is 

considered a critical one that informs participation or non-participation. According to Ryan 

and Deci (2000), extrinsic motivation refers to “doing something because it leads to a 

separable outcome” (p. 55) and intrinsic motivation refers to “doing something because it is 

inherently interesting or enjoyable” (p. 55). In the leisure literature, motivations are stimuli 

that give rise to action or the desire to act upon a need (Iso-Ahola, 1999). Therefore, motives 

have been regarded as the initial inspiration or impetus to behavior (Huang & Hsu, 2009). 

Much of the research on motivations originated from the work of Driver and his 

colleagues (Driver & Brown, 1986; Driver & Knopf, 1976; Driver & Tocher, 1970; 

Manfredo, Driver, & Tarrant, 1996). Driver and associates developed a leisure behavior scale 

named Recreation Experience Preference, which aimed to summarize the reasons people 

engage in outdoor recreational activities. These scales examined the psycho-social and 

physiological reasons behind individuals’ decisions. The scale items included asking 

participants to rate the importance of different reasons for engaging in the activity they were 

participating in at the time of the study. Examples include “to develop my skills,” “to bring 

my family closer together,” “to feel isolated,” and “to improve my physical health.” The 

scale used to rate reasons for engaging in the particular activity ranged from “extremely 

important” to “not important.” The Recreation Experience Preference items were then 
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grouped into domains (e.g., escape physical pressure, risk reduction) of related scales (Driver 

& Knopf, 1976). 

Manning (2011), synthesizing the work on recreation motivations, examined the work 

of Driver, Brown, Knopf, Tarrant, Tocher and others to provide an extensive list of motives 

and the benefits of outdoor recreation activities. Focusing on outdoor activities such as 

fishing, hunting, and backcountry hiking, Manning compiled an array of published studies to 

generate a comprehensive inventory of 21 recreation motivation domains (e.g., 

achievement/stimulation). These domains cover many behavioral aspects and provide a way 

to understand the complexities of leisure motivations. 

Other studies have examined motivations in relation to constraints and intentions. As 

stated by Huang and Hsu (2009), “Motivation is regarded as an initial driving force behind 

behavior” (p. 31). Through an examination of motivations, past experiences, constraints, and 

attitudes that affected the intentions of Chinese visitors to revisit Hong Kong, these authors 

found that motivation had a positive, significant effect on intentions, suggesting that previous 

satisfying experiences while visiting would result in stronger intention to visit Hong Kong in 

the future. Past experiences could be a determinant of revisit intentions and provide support 

for the relationship between motivation and intentions to participate in programs and 

activities offered by institutions. Therefore, motivations to visit museums may have an effect 

on an individual’s museum visitation. 

 More specifically regarding individuals’ motivations visit to museums, Falk and 

Dierking (1992) analyzed multiple qualitative and quantitative studies from the United States 

and the United Kingdom during the 1970s and 1980s. They suggested three broad categories 
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of motives for visiting museums and galleries: (1) social recreation – people visiting with 

their friends and family for fun and amusement; (2) educational – encompassing learning for 

oneself as well as to share knowledge with others; and (3) reverential – individuals seeking 

an experience of an emotional nature, such as escape from their daily lives, stress reduction, 

appreciation of beauty, or awe towards real artifacts. Thyne (2001) conducted a qualitative 

study of motivations to visit museums. The purpose was to segment the market into 

meaningful groups. She found two main reasons to visit museums: educational purposes and 

social interaction. For example, a young married couple with two children stressed the 

importance of spending time together. Another couple expressed the same motives for 

visiting, adding that the experience gave them the opportunity to discuss what they had 

learned while visiting museums together. In addition, Thyne found that most visitors would 

visit museums if they had someone to go with them. Her findings provided managers with 

information on how to better serve their population.  

Jansen-Verbeke and van Rekom (1996) supported the idea that individuals’ main 

motives to visit museums are to learn, to see new things, and to escape everyday activities. 

Moussouri (1997) identified six factors related to visiting museums in descending frequency: 

(1) education, where visitors were interested in gaining general information or learning 

something in particular; (2) entertainment , seen as related to leisure reasons for visiting 

museums such as visiting museums in their spare time or for fun; (3) social event, described 

as spending the day out with the family at museums in a space where they would enjoy 

themselves and be together with family members and friends; (4) life cycle, described as a 

related category where people viewed going to museums as a marker event such as visiting 
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while individuals were younger (e.g., “I was brought to the museum as a child, and now I’m 

bringing my child to the museum”); (5) place, described as a cluster of reasons given by 

visitors while categorizing museums as cultural, recreational, and leisure destinations 

important to a region or area; and (6) practical issues, regarded as important motivations for 

visiting, divided into practical external factors (e.g., weather, proximity of museum) and 

practical internal factors (e.g., free time). In a follow-up study conducted at the Smithsonian 

Institution’s National Museum of Natural History, Falk, Moussouri, and Coulson (1998) 

concluded that most individuals’ motives are education and entertainment, which is 

consistent with other findings regarding individuals’ motivations to attend museums. 

Slater (2007) examined art gallery visitors to better understand their motivations for 

visiting. She identified three areas of motivations: (1) social & family interaction, described 

as relationships among the individuals in the immediate group and relationships with other 

museum goers; (2) learning, seen as the main motivator to visiting museums, including 

learning to fulfill a need of knowledge, to fulfill curiosity, or to have a new and exciting 

experience; and (3) escapism, described as activities other than what individuals are used to 

engaging in on a regular basis, including “escaping” from work or home to a stimulating 

environment. Slater found that escapism was the core motive for individuals to visit galleries, 

followed by learning and by social and family interaction. 

In a study on informal educational and recreational institutions, Lawton and Daniels 

(2009) investigated the motivations and reasons for not visiting, as well as characteristics of 

local visitors and non-visitors to the Steven F. Udvar-Hazy Center, the  companion facility to 

the Smithsonian Institution’s National Air and Space Museum on the National Mall. 
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Insufficient time and high parking fees were the most stated reasons individuals did not visit 

the center. In addition, it was found that non-visitors seemed to be relatively unconstrained 

and show high intent to visit the center in the future. Even though some individuals are 

unconstrained, others may be faced with circumstances that prevent them from participating 

in a particular activity or engaging in leisure programming. Therefore, leisure constraints will 

be examined as part of the present research. 

Relationship of Leisure Constraints to Recreation Behavior 

Leisure constraints research dates back to the 1980s. In these early studies, 

researchers examined leisure constraints in terms of barriers to recreation activities and 

recreation participation (e.g., Buchanan & Allen, 1985; Searle & Jackson, 1985). Researchers 

defined constraints as hindrances to participation that could not be negotiated. Over the past 

two decades, the concept of constraints has developed and the understanding of the 

relationships between constraints and recreation participation has matured (Crawford, 

Jackson, & Godbey, 1991; Edgard L. Jackson, 2005). Today, research has shown that 

constraints are not necessarily immovable obstacles but can be negotiated (E. L. Jackson, 

Crawford, & Godbey, 1993; Scott, 1991).  

Crawford and Godbey’s (1987) leisure constraints model postulates three types of 

constraints: interpersonal, intrapersonal, and structural. Interpersonal constraints involve the 

“social interaction with friends, family and others” (Fredman & Heberlein, 2005, p. 178), the 

relationships among them (or lack thereof), or the availability (or unavailability) of a partner 

to participate in leisure activities (Jun, Kyle, & Mowen, 2009; Kim & Trail, 2010). 

Intrapersonal constraints reflect “individual psychological states and attributes such as 
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stress, anxiety, attitude, and perceived self-skill that might inhibit one from participating in 

leisure activities” (Fredman & Heberlein, 2005, p. 178). These constraints are mainly 

psychological states affecting leisure preferences (Jun et al., 2009). Lastly, structural 

constraints are factors that intervene between leisure preferences or choices, such as 

“economic resources, availability of time, and accessibility” (Fredman & Heberlein, 2005, p. 

179). Structural constraints may also include physical or environmental factors such as 

transportation, cost, climate, and work time (Jun et al., 2009; Kim & Trail, 2010).  

Crawford and Godbey (1987) are regarded as the first authors to have studied leisure 

constraints. They described constraints as factors that can limit or affect an individual’s 

participation in or enjoyment of a specific activity. These authors proposed a hierarchical 

model (Figure 1) to explain constraints that could hamper participation in leisure activities 

and to explore the impacts of those constraints on the decision to participate. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 – Hierarchical Model of Leisure Constraints (Crawford and Godbey, 1987) 
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The model proposed by Crawford and Godbey(1987) describes how  individuals 

encounter specific barriers in a hierarchical manner where intrapersonal and interpersonal 

constraints influence an individual’s leisure preferences. In this model, structural constraints 

are intervening factors between preferences to engage in leisure and participation (Crawford 

et al., 1991). This model has been empirically tested and has evolved throughout the years. 

In the 1980s, scholars began to discuss constraints to leisure rather than barriers to 

participation. At this time, a reconceptualization of the meaning of constraints was taking 

place and leisure constraints theory, as it is known today, started to emerge. Jackson (1997) 

redefined constraints as “factors that are assumed by researchers and perceived or 

experienced by individuals to limit the formation of leisure preferences and to inhibit or 

prohibit participation and enjoyment in leisure” (p. 461). This new definition was a result of 

various studies of constraints and of critiques by Samdahl and Jekubovich (1997) and 

Henderson (1997). According to Jackson and Scott (1999), three distinctive changes were 

made to the first constraints model developed by Crawford and Godbey (1987): (1) the term 

“barriers” was replaced by “constraints” to explain a broader range of limitations; (2) the 

term “recreation” was replaced by “leisure” to broaden the focus of the literature used and 

studies carried out; and (3) the word “participation” was dropped to recognize constraints as 

more than just the influence to participate in an activity. Even though the leisure constraints 

model shows constraints negotiated hierarchically, leisure behavior is dependent upon the 

successful negotiation of these constraint levels in unidirectional order. As explained in more 

recent literature (Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997), the leisure constraints model is dynamic 

rather than hierarchically negotiated. 
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The leisure constraints literature has largely focused on the general population rather 

than examining leisure constraints among different groups segments (e.g., women). 

However, research has begun to examine leisure constraints based on age (Buchanan & 

Allen, 1985), for ethnic or racial minorities (Shinew, Floyd, & Parry, 2004; Stodolska, 1998; 

Stodolska & Yi-Kook, 2005), gender (E. L. Jackson & Henderson, 1995), for immigrants 

(Juniu, 2000; Stodolska & Alexandris, 2004; Stodolska & Yi, 2003), and for women with 

special needs (Henderson, Bedini, Hecht, & Schuler, 1995). Despite the increasing number of 

immigrants in the United States, the constraints framework has not been broadly used to 

understand the behaviors of Latinos. A few studies have focused on the leisure constraints of 

Latinos (Hong & Anderson, 2006; Stanis, Schneider, Chavez, & Shinew, 2009), but these 

have not specifically examined attendance of Latinos at museums. 

Previous studies have investigated social characteristics (e.g., family composition) 

that appear to affect leisure constraints. Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter (2002) conducted the 

first empirical study that applied Crawford and Godbey’s (1987) three-category constraints 

model to leisure by examining interpersonal, intrapersonal, and structural constraints of 

travelers to nature-based areas. They collected data from permanent residents in several 

Midwest states and Ontario, Canada. The authors found that structural constraints had a high 

effect on individuals visiting nature-based tourism destinations, with interpersonal constraints 

having a lesser effect, and intrapersonal constraints having a minimal effect. Overall, the 

three constraints had a moderate effect. Constraints factors were then compared using 

multiple analysis of variance to determine if differences could be attributed to 

sociodemographic variables. The authors found that individuals’ perceptions of nature-based 
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areas depended on age, family life cycle, gender, and socioeconomic status. Younger 

individuals were perceived to have significantly more structural constraints than those older 

than 75 years. Additionally, visitors with children had significantly more structural 

constraints than did individuals without children. This study provides insight into how 

Latinos might experience higher levels of constraints related to age, socioeconomic status, 

and family composition. As explained by Chávez (2000) and Hong and Anderson (2006), 

Latino families often have multiple children in the household and frequently live with 

extended family, which may contribute to higher leisure constraints. 

Jun, Kyle, and O’Leary (2008) examined constraints of non-visitors to art galleries in 

relation to sociodemographic characteristics. They found the most common constraints for 

those visiting art galleries to be ticket prices, lack of museum facilities in the area, location of 

the facility, and lack of time (part of the structural constraints dimension). Using multivariate 

analysis of variance, the authors found that women’s intrapersonal constraints were more 

likely affected by income, number of children, and place of residence than for men. 

Individuals with lower incomes were more likely to experience intrapersonal constraints than 

those with higher incomes. In addition, as number of children in the household increased, 

women reported fewer intrapersonal constraints compared to individuals with two or more 

children.  

The relationship between motives and constraints has also been studied. According to 

Caroll and Alexandris (1997), “It is the strength of [the] desire … [that] may be crucial in 

perceiving or overcoming constraints” (p. 284). The relationship between motivations and 

constraints has been examined only by Caroll and Alexandris (1997) and by Fredman and 
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Heberlein (2005).Caroll and Alexandris (1997) empirically examined the relationship 

between motivation and constraints to sports participation and perceptions of constraints.  

Their findings supported the leisure constraints model first developed by Crawford, Jackson, 

and Godbey (1991). Furthermore, they found that the strength of motivation negatively and 

significantly influenced perceptions of constraints. However, Carol and Alexandris failed to 

determine whether this negative relationship meant that motivations affected constraints or 

that constraints affected motivations (Konstantinos Alexandris, Tsorbatzoudis, & Grouios, 

2002). Regardless, the strength of motivation seems to affect the level of constraint an 

individual experiences and might help explain the type of behavior or activities in which an 

individual decides to engage (e.g., participating in museum programs). 

To understand the relationship between motivations and constraints, Fredman and 

Heberlein (2005) examined visitors to the Swedish mountains. They found that adding 

motivations to the leisure constraints model (Crawford et al., 1991) increased the explanatory 

power of visitation. When motivation variables were removed, the variance explained by the 

model changed significantly than when motivation variables were included. In addition, they 

suggested that income and distance from home constrained individuals from visiting the 

mountains. They also found that motivations more strongly influenced visitation than did 

constraints. Therefore, motivation is an important component when analyzing constraints; in 

general, the higher the level of motivation, the more likely an individual will engage in a 

given behavior.  
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Constraint Negotiation 

Motivation has been widely investigated in leisure studies. However, the role of 

constraint negotiation related to motivations and leisure participation has been largely 

neglected until recently (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). Expanding on the role of negotiation in 

the leisure constraints theory, Jackson et al. (1993) explained that leisure and recreation 

participation “is dependent not on the absence of constraints (although this may be true for 

some people) but on negotiation through them. Such negotiations may modify rather than 

foreclose participation” (p. 4). Their work has informed other studies focusing on motivation, 

constraints, negotiation, and leisure participation (Henderson et al., 1995; Hubbard & 

Mannell, 2001; E. L. Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Son et al., 2008). Supporting Jackson et al.’s 

proposition, some authors (e.g., Henderson et al., 1995) have found that individuals were 

able to verbally explain the negotiation strategies they used to address their constraints.  

Beyond providing four models of relationships among constraints, negotiation 

strategies, and motivations, Hubbard and Mannell (2001) proposed four types of negotiation 

strategies: (1) time management, referring to engaging in a particular activity instead of 

another one; (2) skill acquisition, referring to taking lessons for a particular recreational 

interest; (3) financial strategies, referring to saving money to be able to engage in a desired 

activity; and (4) interpersonal coordination, referring to meeting people that share similar 

interests. These negotiation strategies provide a starting point to explain how individuals can 

negotiate or not negotiate constraints. Moreover, understanding whether negotiation 

strategies affect motivations and if negotiation has an effect on constraints to participation 

has practical implications for the delivery of leisure and recreation activities and programs. 
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For example, if cost of visiting museums is perceived as a constraint by Mexican Latinos, 

managers at museums could disseminate information through different channels, that most 

museums in Wake County, North Carolina are free. 

Jackson and Rucks (1995) are considered to be the first to study negotiation of leisure 

constraints. They explained that constraints “should not be viewed as insurmountable 

obstacles to [leisure] participation” (p. 85). Using data from Canada to empirically verify the 

results from Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey’s (1993) research, Jackson and Rucks 

confirmed that instead of passively reacting to constraints to leisure activities, individuals 

may negotiate constraints to begin or to continue their participation in an activity. The study 

also divided negotiation strategies into two dimensions: (1) cognitive (e.g., changing leisure 

aspirations, pushing themselves harder) or (2) behavioral (e.g., changing how time is used or 

how skills are learned). Most respondents listed behavioral dimensions as negotiation 

strategies to participation in leisure activities. Of those who chose behavioral dimensions, the 

most commonly selected strategy was to modify their leisure participation, followed by 

modifying their lives to be able to participate in leisure activities of their choice. Only a few 

of them used cognitive strategies as a way to negotiate constraints, such as budgeting and 

organizing their time differently, scheduling their leisure participation, or choosing to modify 

other aspects of their lives to participate in leisure programs. 

To analyze women’s negotiation strategies, Henderson et al. (1995) conducted a 

qualitative study examining the importance of meaning of leisure constraints for women with 

physical disabilities. They found that leisure choices were unrelated to disability. However, 

participants could be classified according to how the context of disability influenced their 
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choices and constraints: (1) passive responders, women who accepted their disabilities and 

were not interested in negotiating their constraints; (2) achievers, women with physical 

disabilities who participated in some activities; and (3) attempters, disabled women who 

participated in activities but modified their participation. Their findings explicitly contradict 

Jackson’s earlier definition of constraints as insurmountable obstacles to participate in an 

activity. 

Focusing on the outcomes of physical activity, Hubbard and Mannell (2001) tested 

four models of relationships among motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies (see 

Figure 2): (1) independence model; (2) negotiation-buffer model; (3) constraint-effects-

mitigation model; and (4) perceived-constraint-reduction model. They found that negotiation 

scores moderately explained physical activity participation. Time management was the most 

common strategy to overcome constraints (e.g., planning ahead), followed by skill 

acquisition (e.g., new ways to improve their skills), interpersonal coordination (e.g., 

availability of others to participate with the individual), and financial management (e.g., how 

individuals might budget differently to be able to engage in the desired recreational activity). 

Furthermore, of the four models tested, the constraint-effects-mitigation model had the 

strongest support. This model suggests that the more constraints individuals encounter, the 

more likely they are to use negotiation strategies that positively affect participation. 
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Figure 2 – Four Theoretical Models of the Constraint Negotiation Process. From 

Hubbard J., & Mannell, R. C. (2001), p. 148. 
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Son, Mowen, and Kerstetter (2008) tested a modified leisure constraint negotiation 

model proposed by Hubbard and Mannell on volunteers and visitors at a metropolitan park 

agency in the Midwest. Their model, the motivation-balanced model, proposed that 

negotiation strategies mediate the relationship between motivation and participation. Their 

study showed that most individuals used moderate levels of negotiation strategies, which 

skill acquisition was the most-used negotiation strategy, and that time management was the 

least-used. In both this study and Hubbard and Mannell (2001), participants’ motivation and 

participation were almost entirely mediated by negotiation strategies, while motivations 

influenced negotiation, which positively affected participation. 

Expanding on the four dimensions first suggested by Hubbard and Mannell (2001), 

Stanis, Schneider, and Pereira (2010) added two negotiation strategies: (1) cognitive, 

negotiation strategies that affect how the individual feels regarding their involvement in a 

particular activity, and (2) issue management, which refers to the negotiation individuals may 

undertake when they choose to participate in activities (e.g., participate when the park is less 

busy). Overall, confirmatory factor analysis of constraints and negotiation strategy items 

produced acceptable results, showing that most individuals used financial management 

strategies to negotiate constraints and that skill acquisition was the least-used negotiation 

strategy. Even though some dimensions may not be of use in an informal educational setting, 

the negotiation strategies suggested by Hubbard and Mannell (2001) and the dimensions 

suggested by Stanis, Schneider, and Pereira (2010) provide useful information on how 

individuals may negotiate constraints. 
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Negotiation strategies may lead individuals to participate in the activity of their 

choice even when constraints are found; however, both negotiation and motivation affect 

leisure participation (Son et al., 2008) and may help reduce constraints. Furthermore, “Few 

investigators have empirically tested the relationships between negotiation, motivation, 

constraints, and leisure participation” (Son et al., 2008, p. 198).  

Jackson (2000) suggested that the strength of motivations for recreational activities 

can encourage individuals to negotiate constraints. In a recent study related to motivations, 

constraints, and negotiation strategies, White (2008) used a random sample of Arizona 

residents to test the leisure constraints negotiation model. He found that the stronger the 

motivation to participate, the more likely individuals were to use negotiation strategies to 

overcome constraints. Motivation had a strong positive and significant impact on outdoor 

participation, and motivation was the single most important predictor of engagement in an 

activity. 

Alexandris, Kouthouris, and Girgolas (2007) investigated negotiation strategies used 

by recreational Alpine skiers to overcome constraints. They tested negotiation strategies as a 

potential mediator between motivation and intention to continue participation in the activity. 

The results indicated that motivations had a statistically significant association with 

intentions to continue participating in skiing, and that negotiation dimensions mediated the 

relationship between motivations and intentions. Therefore, “Individuals who are … 

motivated, are more likely to effectively use negotiation strategies in order to overcome 

constraints” (p. 663). 
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Informal Educational Institutions 

Intentions, motivations, constraints, and constraint negotiations have been studied 

from the standpoint of different groups of individuals (e.g., women) and in numerous settings 

(e.g., parks, wilderness areas, river recreation areas). However, only limited research on 

intentions, motivations, constraints, and constraint negotiations has been conducted on 

visitors and non-visitors to informal educational institutions, such as Hong and Anderson 

(2006), Todd and Lawson (2001), and Hood (2004). 

Hong and Anderson (2006) examined factors that may influence Latinos visitation to 

a nature center. They found four major factors affecting Latino visitation to the Thomas 

Irvine Dodge Nature Center in Minnesota: (1) familiarity of Latino individuals with the 

nature center; (2) general atmosphere at the nature center; (3) language of program delivery 

at the nature center; and (4) cost of programs at the nature center. According to community 

leaders, the major issue affecting Latino visitation to the nature center was the lack of 

familiarity with the facility. Other constraints were the lack of diverse staff and conflict 

between a racially diverse urban neighborhood and the predominantly White suburb that 

surrounds the center. 

Using a segmentation approach, Todd and Lawson (2001) investigated the behavior 

of persons who in the past year had or had not visited museums/galleries in New Zealand. 

Visitors were divided into seven lifestyle clusters based on their responses (listed in 

descending order by incidence): (1) accepting mid-lifers; (2) success-driven extroverts; (3) 

active “family values” people; (4) pragmatic strugglers; (5) conservative quiet lifers; (6) 

social strivers; and (7) educated liberals. Todd and Lawson found that the most popular visit 
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frequency was yearly (the choice of most patrons), followed by never, monthly, and weekly. 

Educated liberals, who were characterized as sophisticated individuals interested in a wide 

range of activities and categorized as open-minded, were found to be the most frequent 

visitors. Conservative quiet lifers and accepting mid-lifers were found to be the group least 

likely to visit. Those characterized by accepting their lives and society and by lacking a 

strong political opinion or interest in social issues (described as mid-lifers and accounting for 

more than half of the sample) were found to be the least motivated to either participate in 

social activities or look for entertainment outside their home environment. 

In a study conducted at the Toledo Museum of Art, Toledo, Ohio, Hood (2004) 

examined leisure participation to understand how people use their leisure time. She identified 

six attributes of leisure participation: (1) being with people, or social interaction; (2) doing 

something worthwhile; (3) feeling comfortable and at ease in one’s surroundings; (4) having 

a challenge of new experiences; (5) having an opportunity to learn; and (6) participating 

actively. Hood divided her sample into three segments: (1) frequent users, who attended 

more than three times a year; (2) occasional visitors, who went once or twice a year; and (3) 

non-visitors, who never visited. She found that visitors’ leisure preferences were associated 

with their visitation frequency. Frequent visitors valued all the attributes of leisure 

participation, especially learning. Occasional visitors and non-visitors shared several 

attributes: being with people, participating actively, and feeling comfortable and at ease in 

their surroundings. 

The above literature review provides information on intentions, motivations, 

constraints, and constraints negotiation. While motivations are seen as an inherent precursor 
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to behavior and have been examined in different settings and for different groups of people, 

motivation scales have not yet been tested extensively on minority groups in a museum 

setting. Furthermore, according to the literature on motivations, individuals may be 

motivated to participate but can encounter constraints that may or may not be negotiated, 

therefore affecting their intentions to participate. Therefore, this study examines the 

relationships among intentions, motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies to 

visitation of Mexican Latinos to museums. Findings from this study will add to the body of 

knowledge in the leisure and informal education fields. 

Conceptual Model for This Study 

Previous research and theories were used to inform the relationships among the 

concepts for this study and resulted in its conceptual model (see Figure 3). These theories and 

literature help explain the relationships among intentions, motivations, negotiation strategies, 

and constraints that may affect visitation to museums. Therefore, based on leisure constraints 

theory and literature related to leisure negotiation, motivations, and intentions to participate 

(e.g., Jun et al., 2009; Pennington-Gray & Kerstetter, 2002; Slater, 2007), the relationships 

among negotiation strategies, motivations, intentions, and constraints of museum visitation 

will be examined. 
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Figure 3 – Conceptual Framework of Leisure Constraints with Intentions, Motivations, 

Constraints, and Negotiation 

 
 
 

The conceptual model of Jackson et al. (1993) illustrated that motivated Latinos may 

overcome constraints and use negotiation strategies to enable them to visit museums. For 

example, highly motivated Latinos interested in visiting museums will more likely negotiate 

situations that arise in their lives to be able to participate in programs or activities offered by 

an organization. Moreover, negotiation strategies and constraints affect intentions to attend 

museums. Constraints do not necessarily prevent individuals from participating; instead, 

constraints can be negotiated, thus leading to intentions to participate. The leisure constraints 

model suggested by Jackson and Scott (1999), with its three constraint dimensions 

(intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural), is central to the conceptualization of this study’s 

conceptual model. 
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Intentions are included in the model because even though the literature on intentions 

is extensive, Walker, Jackson, and Jinyang (2007) noted that research examining the 

relationship between behavioral intention and behavior is sparse. Furthermore, Armitage and 

Conner (2001) suggested that “the inclusion of intentions to behave provides information 

about the potential constraints on action as perceived by the actor and is held to explain why 

intentions do not always predict behavior” (p. 472). Individuals who successfully overcome 

or successfully negotiate interpersonal, intrapersonal, and structural constraints are more 

likely to participate (i.e., visit museums) than those who do not. This ability to overcome or 

successfully negotiate constraints may be related to a strong intention to behave. Conversely, 

individuals not experiencing any of the three constraints and still who choose not to visit, 

likely lack the motivation and/or intention to visit museums. 

Based on Slater’s (2007) research suggesting that motivations have an effect on 

visitation to museums/galleries, the three motivational domains (social and family 

interaction, learning, and escapism) are part of this study’s conceptual model. The leisure 

constraints model suggested by Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993), whose three 

constraint types (intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural) are hypothesized to affect 

behavioral intentions, are also included as part of the conceptual model for this study. 

Negotiation strategies used by individuals to overcome constraints are included as a 

precursor to individuals’ intentions to visit museums. Hubbard and Mannell (2001), Jackson 

and Rucks (1995), and Son et al. (2008) have shown that motivations have an effect on 

negotiation, where the stronger the motivation the more likely individuals will use 

negotiation strategies. Thus, the model includes motivations and negotiation strategy 
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dimensions to show the relationship between them. According to Alexandris, Kouthouris, 

and Girgolas (2007), motivations can predict intentions and  negotiation strategies. 

Therefore, these relationships are also included in the model. Negotiations have been found 

to  partially mediate the relationship between  motivations and intentions to participate 

(Alexandris et al., (2007). Lastly, language items by Marin and Gamba (1996) are 

incorporated as an intrapersonal constraint to provide an additional variable for the 

examination of constraints related specifically to an ethnic minority population whose 

primary language is not English (i.e., Mexican Latinos). 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The increase in the number of Latinos in the United States and in the concentration of 

Latinos in Wake County present an opportunity to examine the Latino population in this 

particular area. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2010), Wake County has the second-

highest population and the highest growth rate of Hispanic/Latinos in North Carolina, with 

approximately 88,000 individuals (9.8% of the total North Carolina population). Of the 

800,000 Latinos in North Carolina, approximately 487,000 (61%) are of Mexican origin 

(Zabala & Mann, 2013). More Latinos in Wake County are of Mexican origin than of any 

other Latino group (e.g., El Salvador, Argentina). Mexican Latinos are also the largest Latino 

group found within Wake County (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; Zip Atlas, 2012) and 

constitute the population examined in this study. 

The North Carolina Museum Council (2011) listed Raleigh as the city with the 

highest number of museums in North Carolina. Wake County has 26 museums (listed in 

Appendix A), the highest number for any county in NC.  

Sampling Design and Procedures 

After approval from the Human Subjects Review Board at North Carolina State 

University, a targeted convenience sampling method was used to select the study 

participants. To facilitate data collection, El Pueblo, an organization that has connections 

with the Latino population in Wake County, was approached. El Pueblo
2
 is a non-profit 

                                                      
2
 El Pueblo is a non-profit organization that provides a variety of programs primarily for Latinos and dedicated 
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organization that provides a variety of programs dedicated to improving the quality of life 

and health of Latinos and to strengthening the Latino community in North Carolina. The 

organization offers leadership development, advocacy, education, and promotion at the local, 

state, and national levels, through promotores
3
 (El Pueblo, 2010). Promotores have ready 

access to Mexican Latinos in Wake County. 

Taking advantage of El Pueblo’s monthly meeting with promotores, a presentation 

was scheduled to introduce the study during the meeting of June 2012. At this meeting, I had 

hoped to engage a group of five to eight promotores to identify areas of high concentrations 

of Mexican Latinos in Wake County from which to draw the sample. A total of six 

promotores offered to collect data for this study. During the meeting, these individuals were 

trained and provided with a package with contact information and questionnaire copies 

(given in Appendix B). 

Questionnaires were distributed in the community by promotores living in different 

areas of Wake County, North Carolina, using the “drop off/pick up” method (Steele et al., 

2001) during July, August, September, and October 2012 (Appendix C and D). After asking 

an adult member (18 or older) of the household whether he or she was Mexican Latino/a, a 

Spanish or English version of the questionnaire (upon request of specific language by the 

respondent) was dropped at the residence. If individuals were not of Mexican Latino origin, 

the household was not sampled. Selected participants were asked to complete the 

questionnaire immediately or to have them ready for promotores to pick them up later that 

                                                                                                                                                                     
to strengthening Latino Community. 
3
Spanish for promoters. Promotores are community Latino leaders working in diverse organizations in North 

Carolina. In Wake County, promotores work to help improve the health and promote healthy lifestyles of 

Latinos. 
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day or the following day. In addition, I sampled at the Mexican Embassy in Raleigh, NC 

during early September to early November 2012. Only those individuals 18 years of age or 

older were asked to participate. Instruments in either Spanish or English were then provided 

to participants to be completed on their own and collected later that day. As the conceptual 

model examined motives and intentions to visit museums, only individuals who had visited a 

museum at least once were included in the data collection. Individuals who had never visited 

a museum were excluded from the data analysis. 

INSTRUMENT: MEASURES AND VARIABLES  

The preliminary instrument was designed in English and then translated to Spanish by 

the researcher who is bilingual. Sperber (2004) suggested that the equivalence of dual-

language versions of an instrument be verified using the back-translation method, in which 

the English version is translated into the target language (i.e., Spanish) by a professional 

translator or bilingual individual, translated back into English by another qualified individual, 

and compared with the original. For this study’s instrument, a bilingual professor from Wake 

Forest University translated it from Spanish back to English. The two English versions of the 

instrument were then compared, which led to several changes. The final versions of the 

English and Spanish instruments were then available for use in data collection. Participants 

were able to select either the English or Spanish version of the instrument.  

The instrument included the following variables: 18 items related to motivations to 

visit museums from Slater (2007, Table 1); 12 items related to leisure constraints from Jun, 

Kyle, and Mowen (2009, Table 2), five items adapted from Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter 

(2002); 23 negotiation strategy items adapted from Stanis, Schneider, and Pereira (2010, 
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Table 3); seven behavioral intention items adapted from Ajzen (2002a), Francis et al. (2004), 

and Huang and Hsu (2009); five participation items from Lawton and Daniels (2009, Table 

4); and three out of 35 language items from Marin and Gamba (1996, Table 5). 

Motivation items were measured on a scale from 1 (“very unimportant”) to 7 (“very 

important”). Leisure constraint items were measured on a scale from 1 (“not a reason”) to 5 

(“major reason”). Negotiation strategy items were measured on a scale from 1 (“never”) to 5 

(“very often”). Behavioral intentions were measured on a scale from 1 (“extremely unlikely”) 

to 5 (“extremely likely”). Language competency items were measured on a scale from 1 

(“very poorly”) to 5 (“very well”). 

Socioeconomic data questions were adapted from Lawton and Daniels (2009) where 

they pertained to participants’ immigration generation status, gender, age, marital status, 

education level, household income, and country where they were born. These scales have 

been shown to be reliable and valid in measuring the constructs associated with this study. 
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Table 1 – Motivation Items 

Construct Abbreviation Item 

Escapism Items 

EM1 Take the opportunity to rest and unwind 

EM2 Escape the hustle and bustle of daily activities 

EM3 Relive stress and tension 

EM4 Relax mentally 

EM5 Get away from responsibilities of my everyday life 

EM6 Make a nice change from my daily routine 

EM7 Relax in a nice environment 

Learning Items 

LM1 Learn more about paintings/art 

LM2 Find out about paintings/art 

LM3 Discover new things 

LM4 Expand my interests 

LM5 Get self-fulfillment from learning 

LM6 Do something different 

Social & Family 

Interaction 

Items 

SM1 Spend time with family 

SM2 Bring my friends/relatives with me 

SM3 Show the gallery to my family/friends 

SM4 Experience something with my relations 

SM5 Have quality time with my family/friends 

 

 

 

Table 2 – Leisure Constraints Items 

Construct Abbreviation Item 

Interpersonal 

Constraints Items 

EC1 Fear of crime 

EC2 Poor health 

EC3 Not at ease in social situations 

EC4 Work commitments 

EC5 Lack of interest in culture 

EC6 Pursue recreation in areas other than museums 

EC7 Don’t like to participate in museum activities 

EC8 Too busy with other activities 

Intrapersonal 

Constraints Items 

AC1 No one to go with to museums 

AC2 Friends/family prefer to recreate elsewhere 

AC3 Child responsibilities 

AC4 Influence of friends 

Structural 

Constraints Items 

SC1 Museums are too far away 

SC2 I have no way to go to museums 

SC3 Museums facilities and programs cost too 

much 

SC4 Museums and facilities are too crowded 

SC5 Museums and facilities are over-developed 

SC6 Lack of transportation 

SC7 I am not aware of museums in the area 
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Table 3 – Constraint Negotiation Items 

Construct Abbreviation Item 

Financial 

Management 

FN1 I try to live within my means 

FN2 I save money 

FN3 I try to budget my money 

Time 

Management 

TN1 I try to plan ahead 

TN2 I try to prioritize my activities 

TN3 I get up earlier or stay up later to have more time 

TN4 I cut short my activity sessions 

Cognitive 

CN1 I think about how important physical activity is 

CN2 I ignore what people think of me 

CN3 I avoid allowing things to get to me 

CN4 I try to ignore others bothering me 

CN5 I make light of conflict situations 

Issues 

Management 

IN1 I change the location of where I recreate 

IN2 I substitute a more convenient activity for a preferred one 

IN3 I recreate at times when museums are less busy 

IN4 I express anger to the person who caused a conflict 

situation 

IN5 I talk to museum personnel 

Interpersonal 

Coordination 

EN1 I visit museums with people like myself 

EN2 I try to find people with similar interests 

EN3 I try to find people to recreate with 

EN4 I arrange rides with friends 

EN5 I try to improve my learning 

EN6 I learn new activities 

 

 

 

Table 4 – Intentions to Behave Items 

Construct Abbreviation Item 

Intentions 

I1 I intend to visit museums in the next month 

I2 I intend to visit museums in the next year 

I2A I plan to visit museums in the next year 

I3 I will try to visit museums in the next year 

I4 I want to visit museums in the next year 

I4A I will visit museums with family and friends in the next year 
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Table 5 – Language Items 

Construct Abbreviation Item 

English 

Competence 

ECEL7 How well do you speak in English? 

ECEL8 How well do you read in English? 

ECEL9 How well do you understand television programs in English? 

ECEL10 How well do you understand radio programs in English? 

ECEL11 How well do you write in English? 

ECEL12 How well do you understand music in English? 

 

 

 

Focus Group Instrument Evaluation 

To ensure that the items were appropriate for Mexican Latinos in Wake County, a 

focus group comprised of five promotores was conducted in June 2012. The goal was to test 

the face validity and reliability of the constraint items developed and used by Jun, Kyle, and 

Mowen (2009) and by Lawton and Daniels (2009) for Latinos. Specifically, feedback from 

the focus group was obtained to (1) identify other constraint items requiring revision or 

deletion and (2) provide information that could be used to identify constraint negotiation 

strategies that might be specific to Mexican Latinos in Wake County. As suggested by 

Krueger and Casey (2009), the focus group was conducted with a group of five to eight 

individuals. Promotores were recruited through El Pueblo. Individuals in the focus group 

provided feedback on the items selected as well as appropriate question wording and use of 

Spanish language for Mexican Latinos in Wake County. After inspecting the items and 

discussing them with the focus group, one item (discrimination) was added to the 

questionnaire, and the original word in Spanish for “mother” was replaced with a more 

appropriate term for Latinos of Mexican origin.  
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DATA ANALYSIS 

Data were analyzed using SPSS 20 (Norusis, 2008). Preliminary analysis included 

generating missing values, calculating descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations), 

testing the normality of the items (kurtosis and skewness), and calculating correlations. Each 

scale item was tested for skewness and kurtosis. For normally distributed data, skewness and 

kurtosis values range from +2 to -2 (Garson, 2012). Missing values were identified for all 

constructs. As suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), mean substitution was used to 

replace missing values prior to further analysis. Of approximately 30,090 values in the entire 

dataset, 229 (0.8% of the total sample) were substituted with means. The sample I had 

collected was compared to the sample collected by promotores, using an independent sample 

t test. Twenty out of 72 items revealed a statistically reliable similarity between items. The 

items that were statistically different from the dataset I collected compared to the one 

collected by promotores, showed a value between t = 6.27 (museums cost too much under 

constraints construct) to t = .002 (talk to museum personnel under negotiation strategies 

construct) at α = .05. Furthermore, the items mean difference ranged from .000 to 1.0, which 

was acceptable for this research. Therefore, further analysis was conducted. 

Cronbach’s alpha and confirmatory factor analysis (measurement model) were used 

to test scale reliabilities (Miller, 1995). When examining internal consistency for social 

science subscales, alpha coefficients greater than .70 are considered to be adequate (Nunnally 

& Bernstein, 1994). Correlations between constructs of less than .85 indicate discriminant 

validity for the constructs (Kline, 2010). To examine possible multicollinearity among 

variables, a correlation matrix including all variables was examined. Average variance 
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extracted (AVE) scores were calculated to examine convergent validity and discriminant 

validity. AVE was used to indicate the amount of variance captured by a common factor 

(Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) was used to analyze the three traditional dimensions (interpersonal, 

interpersonal, and structural) for explaining the constraints constructs. 

STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING  

The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique (in AMOS 20, Blunch, 2008) 

was used to test the fit of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement model, 

to examine the construct reliability, and to test the discriminant validity. SEM analysis 

combines a confirmatory factor analytic model (CFA, also called a measurement model) with 

a regression model (also called a structural model) to determine the goodness-of-fit between 

the hypothesized model and the sample data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The goodness-of-

fit reflects the degree to which the covariance implied by the hypothesized model fits the 

actual sample covariance. The closer the fit, the better the proposed model accounts for the 

variance in the data. Four common model-fit measures were used to assess overall model 

goodness of fit: a relative maximum likelihood chi-square (χ2/df); standardized root mean 

square residual (SRMR); comparative fit index (CFI); and root mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA). 

The model that includes motivations, constraints, negotiations, and behavioral 

intentions to visit museums was examined. Within the proposed model, motivations are 

directly related to negotiation and intentions; negotiation strategies are directly related to 

intentions to participate in museums; and constraints are related to negotiation strategies and 
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intentions to participation. A minimum of 300 completed questionnaires were needed 

according to suggested sample size for SEM with at least 20 parameters (Kline, 2010). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Sample Statistics 

A total of 499 questionnaires was collected—231 by the researcher (46%) and 268 by 

the promotores from El Pueblo (54%). Fourteen cases were deleted because the 

questionnaires were not completely filled out. Of the total collected questionnaires, 318 were 

completed by individuals who had visited museums and therefore qualified for this study. Of 

those participants who indicated their immigrant generation (i.e., first generation: born 

outside the USA; Table 6), the vast majority (94%; n = 298) were first generation, 5% (n = 

16) were second generation, 1% were third generation (n = 3), and 0.3% were fourth or fifth 

generation (n = 1). Of those who provided their gender (Table 7), the majority (60%, n = 186) 

were women, while men accounted for 40% (n = 122). 

Married individuals represented 53% (n = 158), followed by single (36%, n = 107), 

and divorced (5%, n = 15; Table 8). The median age of the study participants was 31 years 

old. The median number of individuals in the household was 4 (28%, n = 76). Individuals 

with 5 people living in the same household accounted for 24% (n = 66). In terms of education 

level, the leading response was some high school education (35%, n = 103), followed by high 

school graduate (27%, n = 79), some college (23%, n = 67), college graduate (9%, n = 26), 

other (4%, n = 11), and finally graduate degree (3%, n = 9; Table 9). 

The majority of participants (48.1%, n = 117) indicated a household annual income of 

below $20,000. More than one-quarter, 30.9% (n = 75), indicated a household income of 
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$20,000 to $39,999, followed by 9.1% (n = 22) of $60,000 to $79,999, 7.8% (n = 19) of 

$40,000 to $59,999, 2.5% (n = 6) of $80,000 to $99,000, 1.2% (n = 3) of $150,000 to 

$199,999, and 0.4% (n = 1) of $100,000 to $149,999 (Table 10). 

 

 

 

Table 6 – Demographic Items: Generation 

Immigrant Generation n Percent 

First Generation 298 93.7 

Second Generation 16 5.0 

Third Generation 3 .9 

Fourth Generation 0 0 

Fifth Generation 1 .3 

Total 318 100.0 

 

 

 

Table 7 – Demographic Items: Gender 

Gender n Percent 

Male 122 39.6 

Female 186 60.4 

Total 308 100.0 

 

 

 

Table 8 – Demographic Items: Marital Status 

Marital Status n Percent 

Single 107 35.9 

Married 158 53.0 

Divorced 15 5.0 

Widowed 1 .3 

Other 17 5.7 

Total 298 100.0 
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Table 9 – Demographic Items: Highest Level of Education 

Highest Level of Education n Percent 

Some high school 103 34.9 

High school graduate 79 26.8 

Some college 67 22.7 

College graduate 26 8.8 

Graduate degree 9 3.1 

Other 11 3.7 

Total 295 100.0 

 

 

 

Table 10 – Demographic Items: Household Income 

Household Income n Percent 

Below $20,000 117 48.1 

$20,000 – $39,999 75 30.9 

$40,000 – $59,999 19 7.8 

$60,000 – $79,999 22 9.1 

$80,000 – $99,999 6 2.5 

$100,000 – $149,999 1 .4 

$150,000 – $199,999 7 1.2 

$200,000 or above 0 0 

Total 318 100.0 
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Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items 

Cronbach’s alphas, standardized errors, average variance extracted (AVE) scores, 

factor loadings for all constructs and items in the model, means, standard deviations, 

skewness, and kurtosis are presented in Table 11 to Table 14, and correlation matrices in 

Table 15. According to Garson (2012), skewness and kurtosis are described as the tilt (or 

lack of it) and the peakedness of the distribution. A normally distributed distribution would 

be within a +2 to -2 range, with 0 indicating a perfectly symmetrical distribution. Skewness 

and kurtosis were found to be within the +2 to -2 range for most items. For fear of crime, 

poor health, discover new things, and get self-fulfillment from learning, items were found to 

be negatively skewed. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for most constructs were adequate. 

Escapism and social and family interaction items under the motivations construct showed the 

highest Cronbach’s alphas at.92. Intrapersonal items within the constraints construct showed 

a Cronbach’s alpha of .63, below the .70 suggested cutoff (Garson, 2012; Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994). Even though the Cronbach’s alpha for the intrapersonal item was below the 

cutoff point, it was retained because it was not significantly below the cutoff point and 

because the items have been previously deemed appropriate for analysis. Average variance 

extracted (AVE) scores were calculated to examine convergent validity and discriminant 

validity. The suggested AVE scores should be greater than .50 or above the square root of the 

correlation between two factors (Hair et al., 2006). AVE scores were adequate for most 

constructs. English competency items had the highest AVE scores at .89, whereas other 

leisure preferences items and time items under the constraints constructs showed AVE of .38 
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and .45 respectively, below the cutoff point. Although reliability was below .50, the items 

were retained because the composite construct reliability threshold was met. 

Among the 18 motivation items, each of the items had a mean close to or over 5.0, 

indicating that respondents generally agreed with the motivation statements. Each of the 20 

constraints items had its mean below the midpoint (3.0). However, 5 constraint items (work 

commitments, too busy with other activities, friend/family prefer to recreate elsewhere, 

museums are too far away, and I have no way to go to museums) were the strongest 

constraints items, indicating that respondents considered these as reasons that prevented them 

from visiting museums. 

Fourteen (58%) of the 24 negotiation items had means above the midpoint (3.0), 

indicating that participants frequently used these negotiation strategies when planning to visit 

museums. In addition, all intentions to behave items had means above the midpoint (3.0), 

indicating likelihood of intending to visit museums. Lastly, all English language competence 

items had means above the midpoint of 3.0, indicating that most individuals in this sample 

spoke, read, understood, or write in English at a moderate level of proficiency or better. 
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Table 11 – Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items: Motivation Items 

Measurement Item α 
Standardized 

errors (β) 
AVE M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Escapism .92  .64     

 Take the opportunity to rest and unwind  .72  5.12 2.06 -.91 -.40 

 Escape the hustle and bustle of daily activities  .77  5.00 2.07 -.81 -.55 

 Relieve stress and tension  .88  5.12 2.08 -.85 -.52 

 Relax mentally  .87  5.29 2.03 -1.1 -.08 

 Get away from responsibilities of my everyday life  .76  4.76 2.22 -.56 -1.1 

 Make a nice change from my daily routine  .73  5.44 2.01 -1.2 .23 

 Relax in a nice environment  .83  5.45 1.99 -1.2 .30 

Learning .89  .60     

 Learn more about paintings/art  .71  5.75 1.84 -1.50 1.14 

 Find out about paintings/art  .76  5.89 1.74 -1.73 2.06 

 Discover new things  .80  6.20 1.60 -2.33 4.62 

 Expand my interests  .74  5.74 1.85 -1.52 1.26 

 Get self-fulfillment from learning  .83  6.06 1.62 -2.08 3.60 

 Do something different  .80  5.81 1.80 -1.68 1.81 

Social & Family Interaction .92  .72     

 Spend time with family  .83  5.95 1.79 -1.80 2.17 

 Bring my friends/relatives with me  .86  5.66 1.84 -1.44 1.04 

 Show the museum to my family/friends  .83  5.70 1.86 -1.45 1.04 

 Experience something with my relations  .85  5.49 1.96 -1.28 .44 

 Have quality time with my family/friends  .88  5.92 1.79 -1.81 2.20 
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Table 12 – Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items: Leisure Constraints Items 

Measurement Item α 
Standardized 

errors (β) 
AVE M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

English Competency .95  .89     

 How well do you speak English?  .93  3.13 1.43 -.25 -1.19 

 How well do you read English?  .97  3.21 1.40 -.24 -1.15 

 How well do you write English?  .94  3.07 1.47 -.12 -1.35 

Accessibility .68  .48     

 Lack of transportation  .72  2.10 1.54 1.01 -.62 

 No one to go with to museums  .69  2.14 1.48 .90 -.73 

 I am not aware of museums in the area  .67  2.42 1.64 .56 -1.37 

Other Leisure Preferences .69  .38     

 Don’t like to participate in museum activities  .69  1.78 1.18 1.35 .72 

 Pursue recreation in areas other than museums  .67  2.43 1.41 .49 -1.04 

 Influence of friends  .56  1.67 1.14 1.93 2.36 

 Friends/family prefer to recreate elsewhere  .71  2.52 1.43 .39 -1.15 

Facility .69  .48     

 Museums facilities and programs cost too much  .78  2.12 1.39 .85 -.66 

 Museums and facilities are too crowded  .74  1.73 1.15 1.50 1.23 

 Museums are too far away  .52  2.49 1.59 1.50 1.23 

Intrapersonal .63  .50     

 Fear of crime  .73  1.43 1.03 2.43 4.91 

 Not at ease in social situations  .71  1.58 1.14 1.84 2.11 

 Poor health  .69  1.44 1.04 2.50 5.24 

Time .67  .45     

 Work commitments  .80  2.95 1.61 .01 -1.54 

 Too busy with other activities  .66  2.64 1.50 .300 -1.30 

 I have no way to go to museums  .53  2.70 1.54 1.83 2.73 
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Table 13 – Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items: Constraints Negotiation Items 

Measurement Item α 
Standardized 

errors (β) 
AVE M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Financial Management .69  .49     

 I try to live within my means  .37  3.66 1.38 -.77 -.58 

 I save money  .71  2.64 1.52 .27 -1.38 

 I try to budget my money  .90  3.04 1.51 -.14 -1.40 

Time Management .81  .52     

 I try to plan ahead  .67  3.36 1.53 -.43 -1.27 

 I try to prioritize my activities  .71  3.44 1.45 -.53 -1.04 

 I get up earlier or stay up later to have more time  .75  2.86 1.54 .07 -1.44 

 I cut short my activity sessions  .75  2.83 1.39 .04 -1.17 

Cognitive .88  .60     

 I think about how important physical activity is  .64  3.72 1.42 -.84 -.62 

 I ignore what people think of me  .84  3.72 145 -.80 -.74 

 I avoid allowing things to get to me  .80  3.67 1.47 -.72 -.90 

 I try to ignore others bothering me  .82  3.70 1.51 -.77 -.88 

 I make light of conflict situations  .76  3.26 1.53 -.27 -1.37 

Issues Management .78  .53     

 I change the location of where I recreate  .75  3.07 1.44 .14 -1.21 

 I substitute a more convenient activity for a preferred one  .78  3.22 1.42 -.32 -1.12 

 I recreate at times when museums are less busy  .63  2.80 1.45 .06 -1.5 

Interpersonal Coordination .85  .52     

 I visit museums with people like myself  .63  3.05 1.50 -.14 -1.37 

 I try to find people with similar interests  .66  3.45 1.46 -.56 -1.03 

 I try to find people to recreate with  .81  2.85 1.48 .10 -1.38 

 I arrange rides with friends  .59  2.71 1.56 .26 -1.43 

 I try to improve my learning  .87  3.92 1.36 -1.08 -.09 

 I learn new activities  .84  4.00 1.31 -1.19 .26 
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Table 14 – Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items: Intentions Items 

Measurement Item α 
Standardized 

errors (β) 
AVE M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

 .88  .74     

 I intend to visit museums in the next year  .85  3.96 1.26 -1.04 .07 

 I plan to visit museums in the next year  .89  3.87 1.32 -.90 -.33 

 I will try to visit museums in the next year  .84  3.99 1.25 -1.09 .17 

 I want to visit museums in the next year  .88  4.09 1.25 -1.30 .60 
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Table 15 – Table of Correlations among Constructs in the Model 

Latent variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Motivation                

1. Escapism 1               

2. Learning .634
**

 1              

3. Social & family interaction .647
**

 .716
**

 1             

Constraints                

4. English Competency .007 .113
*
 .075 1            

5. Accessibility .036 .006 -.018 -.129
*
 1           

6. Other leisure preferences .003 -.034 -.004 .016 .365
**

 1          

7. Facility -.026 .052 .051 .063 .500
**

 .390
**

 1         

8. Intrapersonal -.035 -.010 -.022 -.033 .281
**

 .335
**

 .352
**

 1        

9. Time -.015 -.046 -.035 -.033 .488
**

 .398
**

 .452
**

 .216
**

 1       

Constraints Negotiation                

10. Financial management .290
**

 .163
**

 .163
**

 -.001 .148
**

 .143
*
 .200

**
 .150

**
 .206

**
 1      

11. Time management .357
**

 .315
**

 .248
**

 .102 .050 -.034 .075 .080 .087 .623
**

 1     

12. Cognitive .379
**

 .337
**

 .359
**

 -.045 .025 .079 -.030 .031 .089 .432
**

 .591
**

 1    

13. Issues management .338
**

 .291
**

 .351
**

 .137
*
 .075 .143

*
 .155

**
 .125

*
 .098 .434

**
 .650

**
 .630

**
 1   

14. Interpersonal .348
**

 .288
**

 .327
**

 .169
**

 .041 .145
**

 .101 .127
*
 .066 .418

**
 .680

**
 .602

**
 .913

**
 1  

15. Intentions .216
**

 .231
**

 .243
**

 .033 -.078 .013 -.085 -.064 -.030 .149
**

 .293
**

 .362
**

 .246
**

 .255
**

 1 
**. Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 

Measurement Model Estimates 

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to analyze the three traditional dimensions 

(interpersonal, interpersonal, and structural) for explaining the constraints construct. 

However, the fit for the constraints construct was inadequate. Therefore, exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) was used to examine the constraints by examining the relationships between 

the items and constraint constructs. Casper, Boccaro, Kanters, and Floyd (2011) found that 

the traditional three constraint dimensions did not adequately explain constraints. They 

identified six sub-factors for explaining constraints. Thus, this study used exploratory factor 

analysis to examine the constraint items to help explain possible constraint sub-factors.  

EFA was used to analyze the three traditional dimensions (interpersonal, 

interpersonal, and structural) explaining the constraints constructs. The 23 questions on the 

instrument relating to constraints for museum visitation were analyzed using principal 

component analysis with Varimax (orthogonal) rotation (Table 17). As suggested by 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, of which there 

were six, were retained. These factors were then used within the measurement model and 

structural model analysis. In addition, three measurement items were eliminated because they 

did not contribute to the six retained factors and failed to meet the minimum criteria of 

primary factor loading of .4 or above. The item “lack of interest in culture” was removed 

from further analysis because it did not relate adequately to the other items. The item 

“museums and facilities are over-developed” was removed from further analysis because it 
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decreased the AVE value for the construct. Lastly, the item “child responsibilities” was 

removed because its primary factor loading was .38. 

Based on the final items included in the six retained factors, which explained 62.1% 

of the variance for the entire set of variables, the constructs were named English competency, 

accessibility constraints, other leisure preferences constraints, facility constraints, 

intrapersonal constraints, and time constraints. Factor 1 explained 26.7% of the variance and 

was labeled English competency, due to the high loading by items in the English competency 

construct. The second factor derived was labeled accessibility, due to the high loadings by 

factors related to transportation, no one to go with to museums, and not being aware of 

museums in the area. The third factor derived was labeled other leisure preferences, due to 

the high loadings by factors related to individuals being influenced by others to participate in 

recreation activities other than museums. The fourth factor derived was labeled facility, due 

to most loadings by factors related to the museums facilities. The fifth factor, intrapersonal, 

was derived from high factor loadings related to individuals. The last factor, time, resulted in 

high loadings related to other commitments that prevented individuals from having time to 

participate in museum activities. 

The communalities of the variables included (Table 16) were acceptable, with the 

variable “I am not aware of museums in the area” having the lowest variance (53%) in 

common with other variables. The analysis indicated that the variables chosen for this 

analysis may be weakly related to each other. Substantively, this means that six clear patterns 

of constraints were found. Lastly, the six-factor model for the constraints construct exhibited 

a more appropriate measurement model based on fit indices than did the traditional three-
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factor model. Therefore, the former was used to analyze the measurement and structural 

equation models. 
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Table 16 – Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Constraints with Varimax Rotation  

 

Factor 1: 

English 

Compet- 

ency 

Factor 2: 

Access- 

ibility 

Factor 3: 

Other 

Leisure 

Prefs. 

Factor 4: 

Facility 

Factor 5: 

Intra- 

personal 

Factor 6: 

Time 

Commun- 

alities 

How well do you read in English? .966 -.062 -.005 .050 -.003 -.014 .872 

How well do you write in English? .942 -.027 -.030 .053 -.033 -.010 .939 

How well do you speak in English? .929 -.086 .002 .013 -.008 -.036 .894 

Lack of transportation -.113 .724 .007 .118 .152 .106 .585 

No one to go with to museums -.060 .690 .192 .027 .102 .163 .555 

I am not aware of museums in the area -.041 .668 .136 .219 -.011 .196 .553 

Discrimination -.001 .377 .244 .339 .337 -.062 .561 

Don’t like to participate in museum activities -.082 .080 .688 .330 .062 -.054 .602 

Pursue recreation in areas other than museums .000 .015 .670 .084 .030 .353 .582 

Influence of friends .189 .385 .558 .025 .254 -.025 .561 

Friends/family prefer to recreate elsewhere .010 .417 .552 .024 -.036 .345 .599 

Lack of interest in culture -.086 .021 .498 .172 .326 .162 .418 

Museums facilities and programs cost too much .081 .168 .140 .776 .098 .144 .688 

Museums and facilities are too crowded .074 .092 .268 .738 .216 .089 .685 

Museums are too far away .021 .518 -.091 .520 .046 .260 .618 

Museums and facilities are overdeveloped -.058 .305 .418 .474 .315 -.034 .596 

Fear of crime -.024 .181 -.126 .241 .726 .016 .634 

Not at ease in social situations .035 .145 .232 -.116 .710 .104 .605 

Poor health -.040 -.067 .192 .255 .691 .092 .594 

Work commitments -.077 .142 -.042 .102 .105 .805 .697 

Too busy with other activities .081 .166 .339 .009 .040 .658 .583 

I have no way to go to museums .019 .422 .167 .368 -.027 .530 .623 

Child responsibilities -.146 .286 .204 .118 .229 .384 .358 

        

Eigenvalue 6.140 2.843 1.741 1.417 1.119 1.015  

% of Total Variance 26.696 12.359 7.571 6.159 4.864 4.411  

Total Variance 26.696 39.055 46.626 52.785 57.650 62.061  

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Rotation converged in 9 iterations. 
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The measurement model for the constructs was acceptable. Model fit was assessed 

using the following fit indices: a relative maximum likelihood chi-square (χ2/df) value less 

than 5.0 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004), a root mean-square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) near 0.06 with upper limit of the 90% confidence interval at or below 0.08 and a 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) of 0.09 or lower (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and a 

comparative fit index (CFI) nearing 1.0 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Average variance extracted 

(AVE) scores were calculated to examine convergent validity and discriminant validity. 

Modification indices were used to seek a better fitting of the model and to add covariances 

between error terms when appropriate (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992; 

Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Eleven error terms within 

constructs were allowed to correlate based on format and content of the questions used in the 

questionnaire, type of response options, and when pairs of variables from the same scale 

shared systematic variance unrelated to the construct of interest. The results of the CFA 

(Table 17) for the measurement model showed good fit. After these measurement model 

estimates were found to fit the data well, the analysis proceeded to the structural equation 

model.  

 

 

 

Table 17– Summary of Fit Indices for Measurement Models 

Measurement model χ2 df p χ2 / df SRMR CFI RMSEA 

Fit index 3146.70 1664 .000 1.90 .056 .872 .053 
Note: SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation. 
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Structural Equation Model 

The results of the CFA (Table 18) on the structural model for the relationships within 

the model showed good fit. SPSS 20 was used to test for internal consistency (Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient: α). When examining internal consistency for social sciences subscales, 

alpha coefficients greater than .70 are considered adequate (Garson, 2010; Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994), and correlations among constructs of less than .85 indicate discriminant 

validity for the constructs. 

Figure 4 shows the standardized coefficients for the paths between higher-order latent 

factors and first-order latent factors and among exogenous latent factors and endogenous 

latent factors. Results showed a positive and significant effect among motivation and 

negotiation strategies (β = .500) as well as a positive and significant relationship among 

constraints and negotiation strategies (β = .138; Table 19). Positive effects among 

motivations (β = .022; Table 20), constraints (β = .013; Table 21), negotiation strategies (β = 

.386; Table 22) and intentions to museum visitation (Table 23) were also found. 

 

 

 

Table 18 – Summary of Fit Indices for Structural Model 

 χ2 df p χ2 / df SRMR CFI RMSEA LO90 HI90 

Unmodified 

Structural Model 
3514.82 1750 .000 2.00 .066 .847 .056 .054 .059 

Modified Structural 

Model 
3468.83 1799 .000 1.928 .066 .861 .054 .051 .057 

Note: SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation. 
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Note: Broken lines show that the relationship is not significant at the .05 level. 

 

Figure 4 – Model Testing and Structural Equation Modeling 
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Table 19 – Second-order Factor Path Coefficients 

Variable Second-order factor 
S.E. 

 

Motivations  Intentions .021 .463* 

Motivations  Negotiations .512 .028* 

Negotiations  Intentions .387 5.037 

Constraints  Negotiations .132 .028* 

Constraints  Intentions .014 9.359 
* = significant at the .05 level 

 

 

 

Table 20 – Path Coefficients for Motivation Items 

Variable First-order factor S.E. 

Escapism .783 .084* 

Take the opportunity to rest and unwind .718  

Escape the hustle and bustle of daily activities .779  

Relieve stress and tension .882  

Relax mentally .876  

Get away from responsibilities of my everyday life .762  

Make a nice change from my daily routine .731  

Relax in a nice environment .831  

Learning .880 .080* 

 Learn more about paintings/art .711  

 Find out about paintings/art .766  

 Discover new things .7803  

 Expand my interests .747  

Get self-fulfillment from learning .828  

Do something different .801  

Social & Family Interaction .787 .104* 

Spend time with family .834  

 Bring my friends/relatives with me .856  

 Show the museum to my family/friends .829  

 Experience something with my relations .850  

 Have quality time with my family/friends .883  
* = significant at the .05 level 
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Table 21– Path Coefficients for Constraint Items 

Variable First-order factor S.E. 

English Competency -.007 .103* 

 How well do you speak English? .895  

 How well do you read English? .987  

 How well do you write English? .906  

Accessibility .812 .127* 

Lack of transportation .611  

No one to go with to museums .668  

I am not aware of museums in the area .664  

Other Leisure Preferences .785 .093* 

Don’t like to participate in museum activities .536  

Pursue recreation in areas other than museums .580  

Influence of friends .591  

Friends/family prefer to recreate elsewhere .518  

Facility .796 .127* 

Museums facilities and programs cost too much .753  

Museums and facilities are too crowded .719  

Museums are too far away .591  

Intrapersonal .544 .072* 

Fear of crime .578  

Not at ease in social situations .720  

Poor health .524  

Time .820 .131* 

Work commitments .543  

Too busy with other activities .556  

I have no way to go to museums .793  
* = significant at the .05 level 
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Table 22 – Path Coefficients for Negotiation Strategy Items 

Variables First-order factor S.E. 

Financial Management .619 .074* 

I try to live within my means .407  

I save money .724  

I try to budget my money .875  

Time Management .890 .459* 

I try to plan ahead .622  

I try to prioritize my activities .725  

I get up earlier or stay up later to have more time .757  

I cut short my activity sessions .770  

Cognitive .817 .400* 

I think about how important physical activity is .636  

I ignore what people think of me .841  

I avoid allowing things to get to me .803  

I try to ignore others bothering me .827  

I make light of conflict situations .764  

Issues Management .921 .514* 

I change the location of where I recreate .754  

I substitute a more convenient activity for a preferred one .779  

I recreate at times when museums are less busy .636  

Interpersonal Coordination .696 .383* 

I visit museums with people like myself .674  

I try to find people with similar interests .716  

I try to find people to recreate with .700  

I arrange rides with friends .600  

I try to improve my learning .795  

I learn new activities .825  
* = significant at the .05 level 

 

 

 

Table 23 – Path Coefficients for Intentions Items 

Variable First-order factor S.E. 

I intend to visit museums in the next year .847 .050* 

I plan to visit museums in the next year .881 .054* 

I will try to visit museums in the next year .888 .052* 

I want to visit museums in the next year .838 .049* 
* = significant at the .05 level
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

This study examined intentions, motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies to 

visit museums for Mexican Latinos in Wake County. The cumulative findings from this 

study provide theoretical contributions as well as practical implications. This chapter 

includes a summary and discussion of findings, theoretical contributions, practical 

implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research. 

Discussion of Findings 

The present research intended to explain the relationships among intentions, 

motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies to visit museums for Mexican Latinos. 

What follows is an explanation of findings related to the conceptual model developed for this 

study, which illustrates how motivated Latinos may overcome constraint by using negotiation 

strategies to enable them to visit museums. As suggested by Armitage and Conner (2001) 

and Hrubes et al. (2001), and based on the theory of planned behavior, intentions were 

regarded as predictors of individuals’ participation in leisure and recreational activities (i.e., 

museum visitation). Furthermore, the inclusion of constraints to visit provides further 

information concerning individuals’ intentions and how these intentions are or are not related 

to the level of constraints perceived by individuals. The findings from this study suggest that 

individuals who successfully negotiate constraints are more likely to visit museums. Results 

showed that Mexican Latinos are highly likely to intend to visit museums in the next year. 

Being that the first step toward museum visitation begins with an intent to visit, this study 
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corroborates the theory of planned behavior, which states that individuals’ intentions to 

participate in an activity are the most proximal predictor of individuals’ actual behavior 

(Ajzen, 2002b; Hagger et al., 2007). 

Beyond overcoming constraints and using negotiation strategies, the combination of 

which results in higher intentions to visit museums, the three main motivation constructs in 

rank order of influence were learning, social and family interaction, and escapism. All three 

constructs were found to strongly explain the motivation dimension. Specifically, Mexican 

Latinos in Wake County were highly motivated to visit museums, because they wanted to 

learn and discover new things, experience self-fulfillment through learning, spend time with 

their family, have quality time with family/friends, or find out about paintings/art. On the one 

hand, and supporting the findings of this study, Thyne (2001) found that the main reasons to 

visit museums were for education and social interaction. Similarly, Jansen-Verbeke and van 

Rekom (1996) found that individuals’ main motives for visiting museums were to learn, to 

see new things, and to escape everyday activities. On the other hand, results of this study 

differ somewhat from those of Slater (2007), who found escapism to be the core motive for 

individuals to visit galleries, followed by learning, and social and family interaction. 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001), Jackson & Rucks (1995), Son et al. (2008), and Alexandris, 

Kouthouris, and Girgolas’(2007) are also consistent with the results of my study. Motivations 

had an important effect on negotiation, where the stronger the motivation the stronger the 

negotiation strategy used by individuals. This suggested that there could be a stronger 

intention to behave. This study extends previous research to the Mexican Latino population 

living in the South of the United States and underlines the importance of museums as 



64 

vehicles for informal education of minorities. It highlights learning as a core motive for 

individuals to negotiate constraints and therefore intend to visit museums. Possibly, 

motivations to gain knowledge and learn about the arts may lead to intentions to visit 

museums. Therefore, museums may serve as a vehicle to learn about the new culture and the 

new community. 

Even when Mexican Latinos in Wake County intend to visit museums in the next year 

and may be highly motivated to do so, they may encounter constraints to visitation. Results 

indicate that the most common constraints are associated with time, followed closely by 

accessibility, and facility constraints. For example, participants indicated that they did not 

have enough time to attend museums, because they had work commitments, lacked 

transportation, or felt that museum facilities and programs are too expensive.  Additionally, 

the constraint construct was found to be positively related to intentions and negotiation 

strategies, although these relationships were not strong. Within the model, constraints were 

not significantly related to intentions for Mexican Latinos in Wake County. Previous 

research (Hagger et al., 2007; Hrubes et al., 2001; Kouthouris & Spontis, 2005) uncovered 

different dimensions related to intention to visit museums. For example, Kouthouris and 

Spontis found that (2005) constraints were not significantly related to intentions . Results for 

this study may differ from those previous studies, due to the inclusion of negotiation 

strategies as a mediator between constraints and intentions. Including negotiation strategies 

in the model may provide an explanation on how individuals negotiate constraints and weigh 

their motivations to engage in the activity, resulting in a higher intention to visit museums. 
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Constraints were found not to be significantly related to intentions for the participants 

in Wake County. In this study, the most common constraints were time-, accessibility-, and 

facility-related dimensions. Stanis et al. (2009) had similar findings regarding time 

constraints. They found that most individuals indicated not having enough time as their main 

constraint for not engaging in physical activity in park and recreation areas. They also found 

Latino respondents to be more constrained by accessibility than any other factor compared to 

other groups, as similarly found in this study. 

Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter (2002) results differed slightly from my study. They 

found that structural constraints had a moderate and significant effect on individuals visiting 

nature-based tourism destinations. Interpersonal constraints were found to have a significant 

effect on visitors to such areas. Jun, Kyle, and O’Leary’s (2008) results also differ from those 

of my study. They found the most common constraints of museum visitors to be part of the 

structural constraints dimension (e.g., ticket prices, lack of facilities, location of facilities, 

and lack of time). Even when items from my study may be within the structural constraints 

dimension, some items could also have been placed within intrapersonal dimensions. In my 

study, results showed negotiation strategies had an intervening effect on constraints rather 

than constraints having a direct effect on visitation.  

As suggested by Son et al. (2008), negotiation strategies are tools to help individuals 

negotiate constraints to participate in the activity of their choice when constraints are present. 

Negotiation strategies and motivations are seen as intervening elements shaping leisure 

participation (Son et al., 2008) and help bypass or negotiate around constraints. The most 

common negotiation strategies used by Mexican Latinos in this study were best explained by 
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the issues management construct, followed closely by the interpersonal coordination 

negotiation strategies construct. The strongest perceived negotiation strategies that were 

related to how individuals find ways to visit museums were 1) I learn new activities; 2) I try 

to improve my learning; and 3) I ignore what people think of me. This study supports the 

findings by Alexandris, Kouthouris, and Girgolas (2007) by addressing the idea that 

negotiation strategies are an intervening element among motivations, constraints, and 

intentions. Furthermore, results for this study support Son, Mowen, and Kerstetter’s (2008) 

as well as Hubbard and Mannell (2001), where participants’ motivations and participation 

were almost entirely mediated by negotiation strategies, while motivations influenced 

negotiation and positively affected participation. It can be inferred that the Mexican Latinos 

in this study were more likely to mediate constraints by using negotiation strategies. For 

example, individuals may have cited the constraint that they had no one to go with to 

museums. However, individuals surveyed suggested they were more likely to negotiate 

constraints by bringing their family and relatives to participate in an activity or by spending 

quality of time with others.  

Here, motivation and constraints were fully mediated by negotiation strategies 

therefore, leading to intentions to visit museums. Negotiation strategies seem to be the core 

of the theoretical model, explaining how individuals make decisions to participate in an 

activity. Mexican Latinos in Wake County may experience similar constraints to those of 

populations in other areas. If they are highly motivated, they will negotiate the constraint, 

which in turn will lead to the intention to visit museums.  
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Theoretical Contributions 

The results of this study contribute to the theory and body of knowledge about 

constraints and constraint negotiation theory. Understanding individuals’ intentions, 

motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies to overcome constraints to participate in a 

given activity has been of interest to researchers in the field of recreation and leisure studies 

for decades. Research has combined two of these constructs (e.g., E. L. Jackson & Rucks, 

1995; Stanis et al., 2010; Walker et al., 2007; White, 2008) or even three (e.g., Hubbard & 

Mannell, 2001; Son et al., 2008), but no research has combined all four in one single 

theoretical framework. Similarly, only a limited amount of research on intentions, 

motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies has focused exclusively on museums 

(Mason, 2000). Integrating the four dimensions offers an opportunity to create a more 

comprehensive examination of the decision making process of minority groups – in this case 

Mexican Latinos – who may intend to visit museums. To investigate the topic using a broad 

approach was important because of the lack of research regarding Mexican Latino museum 

visitors. 

The three-factor theoretical model of constraints first suggested by Crawford et al. 

(1991) did not fit well the data of this study. This could indicate that items in this three-factor 

theoretical model (i.e., structural, intrapersonal, and interpersonal) may have items that are 

inter-correlated within the three dimensions. For example, items measuring structural 

constraints may be perceived differently depending on the individual’s experiences, and the 

items may overlap in meaning for the Mexican Latinos in this study. A Mexican Latino 

respondent may not perceive high facility constraints but rather perceive high time 
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constraints. Another Mexican Latino respondent may perceive and report the opposite. In the 

three-factor model, this variation leads to irregularities, as the model assumes that these 

constraints relate to each other. Rather, a six-factor model of constraints exhibited a more 

appropriate model fit for my sample. Results from this study indicate that measures of 

accessibility, other leisure preferences, facilities, intrapersonal, time, and English 

competency constraints were relevant. The findings from this study support previous results 

(Casper et al., 2011; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001) where exploratory factor analysis was used 

to examine the concept of constraint. Studies intending to use the traditional three-factor 

theoretical model of constraints as a basis for examining constraints may benefit from using 

exploratory factor analysis to develop a constraint construct model that may more adequately 

fit the samples (Casper et al., 2011). 

The six-factor model of constraints for this study provided knowledge on the 

decision-making process of Mexican Latinos in Wake County, in an effort to include most of 

the potential indicators that might explain the pattern of decisions involved in visiting 

museums. Research conducted with other minority groups to examine differences or 

similarities among groups may produce results based on their own defined constraints. While 

traditional measures (i.e., Crawford et al., 1991) may serve as comparison tools, not all 

populations may encounter the same constraints nor do researchers necessarily possess 

knowledge to determine if existing measures can be used interchangeably between groups. 

Utilizing exploratory factor analysis to investigate constraints could provide information on 

the types of constraints that specific populations may encounter. To deepen understanding of 

conditions that may affect minority groups to participate in education activities, future 
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research examining constraints constructs using exploratory factor analysis could be 

conducted to confirm or disconfirm the results found in this study. 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001) hypothesized that both constraints and negotiations 

influence participation directly, negatively, and positively. They also hypothesized that 

constraints and negotiation strategies were directly related. The present study showed that, 

for Mexican Latinos in Wake County, negotiation was a mediating factor to intentions. 

Neither the constraints dimension nor the motivations dimension affected intentions; rather, 

constraints and motivations directly affected negotiation strategies, which in turn affected 

intentions to visit museums. Most individuals encounter constraints in everyday life. This 

study found that individuals that encounter constraints may also be highly motivated to visit 

museums and more likely will use negotiation strategies to visit. Results showed that 

individuals are using negotiation strategies to overcome constraints; museum managers could 

provide extra programming that will entice the population to use these negotiation strategies 

more frequently, thereby increasing visitation at museums. 

Study results advance leisure constraints research through integrating negotiation 

strategies while analyzing the Mexican Latino population in Wake County, North Carolina. 

This study provides findings on the importance of including negotiation strategies within the 

constraints model. This work may help researchers to conceptualize participation constraints 

as constraints that can be negotiated. This shift where negotiation strategies are seen as an 

intervening element among motivations, constraints, and intentions would provide a broader 

understanding of the factors affecting participation and visitation. While most of the previous 

literature related to leisure constraints has focused on classifying constraints into different 
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categories and the identifying strategies people use to negotiate them, this study adds to the 

conceptualization and understanding of leisure constraints and leisure negotiation strategies 

for Mexican Latinos.  
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Practical Implications 

The results of this study have several practical implications for the management of 

museums and other informal educational institutions desiring to become more knowledgeable 

about Mexican Latinos’ visitation behavioral patterns. The results of this study may therefore 

assist museum managers and informal educational professionals to understand the 

motivations and negotiation strategies used by this minority population and to address 

constraints to participation. As previously mentioned, the greatest constraints to visiting 

museums in Wake County were time (e.g., work commitments), followed by accessibility 

(e.g., lack of transportation), facilities (e.g., museum facilities and programs cost too much), 

and intrapersonal (e.g., not at ease in social situations). As work commitments were found to 

be a constraint for Mexican Latinos in Wake County, museum managers could partner with 

potential community information outlets, such as stores that cater to Latino populations, local 

Spanish speaking media (e.g., Que Pasa, print; La Ley, radio), churches, and schools, to 

encourage them to post information about museum extended hours during the first Friday of 

each month. Museum managers could convey information to households by disseminating 

brochures about museum programming and hours of operation to their children through 

schools. Likewise, it was found that individuals perceive museums as costly, even though 

museums in Wake County are free. Communication through the school system could also 

help correct this perception, thereby reducing constraints to visitation. 

Museum managers should be aware of the need to facilitate negotiation strategies to 

help Mexican Latinos increase their visit museums. For example, interpersonal coordination 

(e.g., I try to find people with similar interests) was frequently used by Mexican Latinos in 
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this study as a negotiation strategy to participate in museum activities. Museum managers 

could improve interpersonal coordination by helping coordinate and arrange group activities 

that would facilitate discussions among individuals with similar interests. Culturally centered 

programming could be designed that would attract and involve minority groups. For 

example, the objective of the NC Museum of History’s 2013 Summer Camp, titled “Passport 

to North Carolina,” is for attendees to “learn about the foods, music, and traditions of 

American Indians, early European settlers, Africans, and recent immigrant groups” (North 

Carolina Museum of History, 2013). This type of program provides an opportunity for 

newcomers to learn about the communities where they live, to meet others with the same 

interest, and to expand their knowledge about the people in their surrounding environment. 

Lastly, by learning about the community where they reside and understanding one another, 

their social capital and quality of life may be strengthened. 

The greatest constraints for Mexican Latinos living in Wake County were work 

commitments, being too busy with other activities, and having no way to go to museums. 

Institutions could provide an accessible museum (e.g., museum-mobile) for those individuals 

with limited spare time or who lack transportation. The museum-mobile could bring selected 

aspects of the museum to community locations frequented by Mexican Latino populations, 

such as particular shopping centers, parks, and schools. This would provide an exchange of 

information among museum institutions and the Mexican Latinos in the community. By 

providing a culturally sensitive learning environment, the museum-mobile could help visitors 

to enrich their lives, encourage families to discover together, and equip them with the skills 

needed to empower them to develop as individuals. For example, the “Moveable Museum” in 
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New York City teaches science by targeting different age groups and delivering exhibits at 

no cost to visitors. In 2010, it received 22,000 visitors (IDEA, 2013). Furthermore, managers 

at museums could also reduce English competency constraints by offering programs and 

materials in Spanish and hiring bilingual staff and personnel that have knowledge of the 

Latino culture. Such staff could facilitate intra-ethnic interaction, greatly improve outreach to 

Mexican Latinos in the community, and reinforce inclusion effort already expanding in Wake 

County. 

Museum managers may want to develop a deeper community relationship with 

Mexican Latinos by partnering with other Latino-centered community organizations (e.g., El 

Pueblo) who could directly reach the people in the community. Even though some museums 

have been offering programs in Spanish (i.e., North Carolina Museum of Natural Science), 

this practice is not extensive and has not been well promoted (personal communication, 

2013). Promotion of these activities and programs should target Mexican Latinos in 

surrounding communities, thus providing exposure to informal educational institutions, 

which might then be seen as more welcoming places for Latino individuals. 

This study examined the dimensions that may influence intentions to visit museums 

among Mexican Latinos. Learning was described as a dimension in both motivations and 

negotiation strategy constructs for most Mexican Latinos in the sample who intended to visit 

museums. In addition, spending time with family was an important dimension in the 

motivation construct. Managers of informal educational institutions wishing to improve 

Mexican Latino visitation should consider implementing learning programs that are designed 
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to include the whole family instead of single individuals, as a way to motivate individuals to 

learn together. 

Limitations 

Limitations are inevitable with all types of research. An initial limitation of this study 

related to the population of interest: visitors to museums of Mexican origin in Wake County, 

North Carolina. As this population is not readily present at museums, finding Mexican Latino 

visitors was a challenge; therefore they had to be identified and surveyed elsewhere. The 

convenience sample approach to surveying infrequent visitors limited the data collection. 

Promotores, community Latino leaders working for El Pueblo to improve the health of 

Latinos in Wake County, helped identify individuals who were available in their 

communities. Promotores collected data for this study in the communities where they reside, 

thus providing only a partial description of Mexican Latinos in the area. The data likely 

provided a relatively homogeneous sample of the communities where individuals reside 

rather than a more heterogeneous one. 

Data were collected by both the El Pueblo promotores and the researcher. In an effort 

to protect the quality of the data, the researcher met with promotores to emphasize the overall 

goal of the investigation, to review the survey guidelines and procedures, and to confirm that 

promotores were following them. An independent t test was performed to corroborate 

differences or similarities and to check for reliability between the data collected by 

promotores and the data I collected. 

The instrument collected information about museums in general terms and did not 

specify the type of museum. Different museums (e.g., children’s museums, social science 
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museums, history museums) offer different activities and may be perceived differently. Some 

visitors may perceive history museums as boring, while others may see them as enjoyable 

learning institutions. Families with younger children may prefer to visit children’s museums. 

Visitor motivations, constraints, negotiation strategies, and intentions may differ depending 

on the museum type. 

The results of this study may differ from those for other Latinos across the United 

States. The Latino participants in this study are a subset of persons of Mexican origin living 

in Wake County, and therefore findings may not be generalizable. Despite these limitations, 

the findings contribute to theory and the body of knowledge in the leisure and recreation field 

and provide findings related to Mexican Latinos.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

The results and implications of this study provide guidance for future research. Future 

investigations should examine additional factors that may influence motivations, constraints, 

and negotiation strategies constructs and associated relationships. To help museum managers 

and policy makers increase the visitation of Mexican Latinos to their institutions, further 

research is needed to deepen the understanding of Mexican Latinos in a broader area beyond 

Wake County. Collaborative research among state museums and centers of research could 

increase the understanding of the constructs used in the study and would help to identify 

additional reasons why Mexican Latinos visit or do not visit specific types of museums. 

Additional investigations of the relationships among intentions, motivations, 

constraints, and negotiation strategies for Mexican Latinos as well as model testing among 

the constructs, is warranted. Further research may help clarify differences in findings across 



76 

models tested in previous studies and provide additional insight into the relationships among 

these constructs (K. Alexandris et al., 2007; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Son et al., 2008). 

Segmenting and examining the different demographic groups (i.e., gender or marital 

status) within future research may provide different motivations, constraints, and negotiation 

strategies. For example, individuals who are single and individuals who are married with 

children may perceive intrapersonal constraints differently. Level of education may have an 

influence on individuals’ perceptions and by extension, museum visitation. If such 

investigations are conducted across various population segments and among other Latino 

groups (e.g., Argentineans), the applicability of the constructs used in this study may provide 

useful data for museum managers and help to further develop the conceptual model. 

Future research should include investigations from the museums’ perspective; it 

should examine programs specifically provided for minority groups. Such research will 

provide a baseline to track how Mexican Latino museum visitation might change as a result 

of new program opportunities and information provided to this group. For example, some 

individuals may be interested in attending museums, yet perhaps are not aware of the 

programming offered at these institutions or may not be aware that some museums provide 

programs and exhibits entirely translated into Spanish. Such studies could provide knowledge 

about the benefits individuals as well as communities would gain by being involved in the 

use of such institutions. 

As this research investigated general museum visitation, future research should focus 

on different types of museums (e.g., children’s museums, natural sciences museums, history 

museums). Such research may provide information to museum managers and policy makers 
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at these institutions about specific motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies of 

minority groups. Results may be different based on the type of museum that individuals 

intend to visit. For example, married Mexican Latinos with children may visit children’s 

museums more frequently than do married Mexican Latinos without children. Married 

individuals may have different constraints or fewer negotiation strategies depending on type 

of museum and the activities offered at a particular institution. These studies could provide 

information about individuals’ programming interests as well as information to organize 

programs and activities related to the particular characteristics of the group investigated (i.e., 

married with children) and the chosen museum type (i.e., children’s museums versus history 

museums). 

Future research on Mexican Latinos could include qualitative data methods that could 

provide more detailed information on motives, constraints, negotiation strategies, and 

intentions. These data would complement the tested dimensions and possibly uncover other 

constructs or items that this study might not have considered. Furthermore, the qualitative 

data collection could be done by the institution to investigate managers’ perceptions of this 

minority population, which programs are offered, which programs may have worked or not 

worked in the past, and the institution’s level of interest to engage this population. 

Conclusion 

Museums can be seen as a catalyst for social redevelopment that empowers 

communities to increase their quality of life and contributes to the creation of a more 

equitable society (Sandell, 1998). The findings from this study supported Hubbard and 

Mannell’s (2001) perceived-constraints-reduction model (Figure 2) that investigated 
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intentions, motivations, constraints, and negotiation strategies. In addition, results of this 

study have important theoretical contributions to the intentions, motivations, constraints, and 

negotiation strategies body of knowledge in the leisure and recreation field as well as 

practical implications for management. However, additional research is needed, for which the 

findings from this study provide direction for both researchers in academia and museum 

administrators to work together to promote informal educational programs that improve the 

quality of life for Wake County residents and visitors. 
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APPENDIX A 

Alphabetical Museum Listing in Wake County, North Carolina 

African American Cultural Center 

African American Cultural Complex 

ARTS North Carolina, Inc. 

Artspace 

Contemporary Art Museum 

Garner Station Historical Museum 

Gregg Museum of Art & Design, North Carolina State University 

Marilyn J. Harrison Gallery, United Arts Council of Raleigh & Wake County 

Haywood Hall Museum House 

Joel Lane Museum House 

Historic Latta House 

Marbles Kids Museum, Raleigh 

Mordecai Historic Park, City of Raleigh 

North Carolina Arts Council 

North Carolina Museum of Art 

North Carolina Museum of History 

North Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences 

North Carolina State Capitol 

Historic Oak View County Park 

Pope House Museum 

Ray Price Legends of Harley Drag Racing Museum 

Raleigh City Museum 

J C Raulston Arboretum, North Carolina State University 

Spring Hill/Hunter House, Dorothea Dix Hospital 

Wake Forest Birthplace Museum, Calvin Jones House 

Historic Yates Mill County Park, Wake County Parks Recreation and Open Space  
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APPENDIX B 

Letter to Promotores 

 

 

 

Dear Promotores: 

 

We are currently conducting a study related to museum visitation and Latino. We are asking 

you to help with data collection for this survey. For our results to be reliable and useful, we 

are counting on YOU!  

The data you collect will help Inés M. Palacios to complete her dissertation study to fulfill 

the requirements for graduation. She is expected to graduate December 2012. Please consider 

supporting her to your best of your ability. She will be thankful you did. 

As an incentive for your help, we will be able to pay you $50 to help us get a minimum of 

25-30 surveys per each promotores. Each survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to 

complete. 

 

General Instructions: 

1) You can read the survey to the participants or you can give them the option to complete 

on their own 

2) Only one member per household should complete the survey (18 years of age or older) 

3) Try to get an equal number of male and female participants (10-13 men, 10-13 women) 

4) Make sure that each survey is 100% complete! 

 

We will attend the next meeting to collect the surveys and to raffle four (4) $25 gift 

certificates for the individuals that have completed the survey. If you have any questions, 

please contact us. 

 

Inés M. Palacios, M.S. 

Ph.D. Candidate and Lecturer 

Parks, Recreation & Tourism Management 

College of Natural Resources, NCSU 

Box 8004 Biltmore Hall 

Raleigh, NC 27695 

919.515.3276 (department) 

919-889-5676 (cell phone) 

919-513-3687 (fax) 

 

Michelle Gacio-Harrolle, Ph.D. 

Assistant Professor 

Parks, Recreation & Tourism Management 

College of Natural Resources, NCSU 

Box 8004, 3028F Biltmore Hall 

Raleigh, NC 27695-8004 

919.515.3276 (department) 

919.515.3687 (fax) 
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APPENDIX C 

Survey Instrument in Spanish 

2012 Encuesta de Visitación a Museos 
 
Estimado Residente Latino: 

 

Mi nombre es Inés M. Palacios. Nacida en Buenos Aires, Argentina he vivido en los Estados Unidos por los 

últimos 12 años. Esta encuesta es parte de la investigación para mi Doctorado sobre Latinos visitantes a 

museos en el Condado de Wake. La encuesta le tomará aproximadamente 10-15 minutos en ser completada. Su 

participación es completamente voluntaria. La encuesta está dirigida a personas adultas de más de 18 años de 

edad que proveen consentimiento para participar en este estudio. Esta encuesta no ofrece ningún tipo de riesgo 

ya que las preguntas son relacionadas con su opinión sobre visitas a museos y no a temas privados. 

 

CONFIDENCIALIDAD 

Toda información recabada en este estudio será mantenida en estricta confidencialidad. Los datos serán 

guardados en un lugar seguro al que solo yo (investigadora principal) podrá acceder a la información que 

Uds. proveerán. Ningún tipo de referencia a su identidad personal (en forma oral o escrita) serán registrada 

que pueda identificarlo a Ud. en este estudio. Su nombre y dirección no serán datos recabados. 

 

PARTICIPACIÓN 

Su participación en este estudio es totalmente voluntaria; Ud. puede declinar a participar sin ningún tipo de 

pena. Si Ud. deciden participar, tiene la opción de abandonar el presente estudio cuando lo desee. Si Ud. 

abandona el estudio antes de que los datos sean completamente recabados, su información se le será devuelta o 

destruida si así Ud. lo solicita. Muchas gracias por participar en este estudio. 

 

CONTACTO 

Si en cualquier momento tiene preguntas sobre el estudio o sus procedimientos, puede contactar al 

investigadora principal, Licenciada Inés M. Palacios a su dirección de email: impalaci@ncsu.edu o al 

Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management, NC StateUniversity, Campus Box 8004, Raleigh, 

NC, 27695. 

 

Por cualquier otra consulta, por favor dirija su pregunta al asesor de la Licenciada Inés M. Palacios, Doctora 

Michelle Gacio-Harrolle a michelle_harrolle@ncsu.edu 

 

Si Ud. piensa que no ha sido tratado acorde a lo descripto en este formulario y sus derechos para participar en 

esta investigación han sido violados, por favor comuníquese con DebPaxton, 

RegulatoryComplianceAdministrator, Box 7514, NC StateUniversity (919/515-4514). 

  

mailto:impalaci@ncsu.edu
mailto:michelle_harrolle@ncsu.edu
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La siguiente pregunta se refiere a sus visitas a los museos en el Condado de Wake, Carolina del 

Norte: 

¿Alguna vez ha visitado un museo en su país de origen?  Sí  No 

¿Cuántas veces ha visitado un museo en su país de origen?     Veces  

¿Ha visitado alguna vez un museo en el Condado de Wake? Sí  No 

¿Cuántas veces ha visitado un museo(s) en el condado de Wake en el último año?   Veces

  

¿Por cuánto tiempo, en años y meses, ha vivido en el área del Condado de Wake? Años   Meses   

¿Cuándo fue su última visita a un museo en el Condado de Wake?                         Años   Meses   

¿Cuál fue el propósito principal de su visita más reciente a un museo? (Por favor marque uno) 

 Pasar tiempo con su familia o amigo(s) Educacional   Para ver una exposición en particular 

 Para participar en un programa específico Para divertirse  Otro (especifique)    

 

 

 

Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de lo que MOTIVA su decisión de visitar museos. Por favor, 

indique el nivel de importancia de estas motivaciones para visitar los museos, donde 7 = muy 

importante y 1 = muy poco importante 
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Aprovechar la oportunidad para descansar y relajarse 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Escapar del ajetreo y el bullicio de las actividades diarias 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Aliviar las tensiones y el estrés 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Relajarse mentalmente 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Alejarse de las responsabilidades de su vida cotidiana 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Hacer un cambio agradable de la rutina diaria 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Relajarse en un ambiente agradable 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Aprender sobre las pinturas y el arte 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Informarse sobre el arte y las ciencias 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Descubrir algo nuevo 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Ampliar mis intereses 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Sentirme bien aprendiendo sobre cosas diferentes 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Hacer algo diferente 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Pasar tiempo con la familia 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Traer a mis amigos o familiares conmigo 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Mostrar el museo a mi familia y amigos 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Disfrutar de algo con mis allegados 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Disfrutar un buen momento con mi familia y amigos 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de las razones que le IMPIDEN  visitar museos. Me gustaría 

entender los impedimentos que Ud. encuentra cuando piensa en visitar museos. Por favor, indique si 

las siguientes razones le impiden visitar museos usando la escala en donde 5 = es una razón principal 

a 1 = no es una razón: 

Las siguientes son los obstáculos que me impiden visitar museos. 
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Miedo al delito 5 4 3 2 1 

Mala salud 5 4 3 2 1 

No me siento a gusto en situaciones sociales 5 4 3 2 1 

Compromisos laborales 5 4 3 2 1 

Falta de interés en cultura general 5 4 3 2 1 

Recreo en otras áreas que no son museos 5 4 3 2 1 

No le gusta participar en actividades que son ofrecidas en museos 5 4 3 2 1 

Estoy demasiado ocupado/a con otras actividades 5 4 3 2 1 

No tengo a nadie con quien ir a los museos 5 4 3 2 1 

Mi familia y/o amigos prefieren recrear en otros lugares 5 4 3 2 1 

Tengo muchas responsabilidades con los niños 5 4 3 2 1 

Influencia de los amigos 5 4 3 2 1 

Discriminación 5 4 3 2 1 

Los museos están demasiado lejos 5 4 3 2 1 

Falta de tiempo para participar en actividades ofrecidas en los museos 5 4 3 2 1 

La entrada, exhibiciones, y programas en los museos son muy caros 5 4 3 2 1 

Los museos están muy llenos de gente 5 4 3 2 1 

Los museos son demasiado complicados 5 4 3 2 1 

Falta de transporte 5 4 3 2 1 

No estoy familiarizado con los museos de la zona 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

Por favor agregue cualquier otro factor que no figure en la lista provista arriba que podría explicar 

por qué usted no visita museos: 
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Las siguientes preguntas le preguntarán cómo encuentra maneras para visitar museos a pesar de 

encontrar razones y barreras que se lo impiden. Por favor, indique si Ud. usa alguna de estas 

estrategias de negociación en la planificación de visitas a museos, donde 5 = muy a menudo y 1 = 

nunca: 
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Trato de vivir dentro de mis posibilidades 5 4 3 2 1 

Ahorro dinero para pagar la entrada 5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de planificar mi presupuesto para poder ir 5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de planear con anticipación 5 4 3 2 1 

Establezco prioridades en mis actividades 5 4 3 2 1 

Me levanto más temprano o me quedo despierto hasta más tarde 

para tener más tiempo y poder visitar eventos o exhibiciones 
5 4 3 2 1 

Acorto las sesiones de actividades recreativas para darme más 

tiempo 
5 4 3 2 1 

Pienso en como las actividades recreativas son importantes 5 4 3 2 1 

Ignoro lo que la gente piensa de mí y visito igualmente 5 4 3 2 1 

Evito que los problemas me afecten 5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de ignorar lo que la gente piensa de mis actividades 5 4 3 2 1 

Aprovecho lo bueno de las situaciones de conflicto 5 4 3 2 1 

Cambio la ubicación de los lugares a donde voy de visita 5 4 3 2 1 

Substituyo una actividad más conveniente por una preferida 5 4 3 2 1 

Voy a los museos en los momentos en que están menos 

ocupados 
5 4 3 2 1 

Expreso mi frustración a la persona que causó el conflicto para 

impedir mi visita 
5 4 3 2 1 

Hablo con el personal de museos 5 4 3 2 1 

Visito museos con gente como yo 5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de encontrar gente con intereses similares a los míos 5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de encontrar gente para visitar museos 5 4 3 2 1 

Organizo paseos con amigos para ir todos juntos a visitar 

museos 
5 4 3 2 1 

Trato de mejorar mi nivel de aprendizaje 5 4 3 2 1 

Aprendo nuevas actividades 5 4 3 2 1 
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Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de su intención para VISITAR museos. Por favor, indique si 

usted es más propenso o no a visitar museos en un futuro próximo en la siguiente escala: 5 = muy 

probable y 1 = muy poco probable: 
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Tengo la intención de visitar museos en el próximo mes 5 4 3 2 1 

Tengo la intención de visitar museos en el próximo año 5 4 3 2 1 

Planeo visitar museos en el próximo año 5 4 3 2 1 

Intentaré visitar museos durante el próximo año 5 4 3 2 1 

Quiero visitar museos en el próximo año 5 4 3 2 1 

Visitaré museos con familia y amigos en el próximo año 5 4 3 2 1 

Tengo la intención de visitar solo museos que ofrecen programas 

y material en Español 
5 4 3 2 1 

Planeo visitar solo museos que ofrecen programas y  material en 

Español 
5 4 3 2 1 

Visitaré solo museos que ofrecen programas y material en 

Español 
5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

Las siguientes preguntas son sobre el uso del idioma Inglés en su vida cotidiana. Por favor, indique 

la frecuencia de los siguientes comportamientos / hábitos en la siguientes escalas: 5 = casi siempre y 

1 = nunca o 5 = muy bien y 1 = muy mal 
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¿Con qué frecuencia usted habla Inglés en su vida cotidiana? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia habla Inglés con amigos? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia piensas en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia mira programas de televisión en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia le gusta escuchar programas de radio en 

Inglés? 
5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia le gusta escuchar música en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 
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¿Qué tan bien habla Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien lee Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entiende programa de televisión en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entienden programas de radio en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien escribe en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entiende las letras de canciones en Inglés? 5 4 3 2 1 
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Las siguientes preguntas son sobre el uso del Español en su vida cotidiana. Por favor, indique la 

frecuencia de los siguientes comportamientos / hábitos en las siguientes escalas: 5 = casi siempre y 1 

= nunca o 5 = muy bien y 1 = muy mal 
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¿Con qué frecuencia usted habla Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia habla Español con amigos? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia piensa en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia mira programas de televisión en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia le gusta escuchar programas de radio en 

Español? 
5 4 3 2 1 

¿Con qué frecuencia le gusta escuchar música en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 
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¿Qué tan bien habla Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien lee Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entiende programa de televisión en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entienden programas de radio en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien escribe en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

¿Qué tan bien entiende las letras de canciones en Español? 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

Por favor, marque la casilla que mejor representa mejor a su generación. Marque sólo UNA. 

 1ra generación = Nació fuera de los Estados Unidos 

 2da generación = Ud. nació en los Estados Unidos, uno de sus padres nació fuera de los Estados 

Unidos 

 3ra generación = Ud. nació en los Estados Unidos, sus dos padres nacieron en los Estados Unidos y 

todos sus abuelos nacieron fuera de los Estados Unidos. 

 4ta generación = Ud. nació en los Estados Unidos, y al menos un abuelo nació fuera de los Estados 

Unidos; el resto nació en los Estados Unidos. 

 5ta generación = Ud. y sus padres nacieron en los Estados Unidos. Todos sus abuelos nacieron 

también en Estados Unidos. 
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Las siguientes preguntas son sobre su información personal. Todas sus respuestas son 

confidenciales. 

Sexo:    Masculino    femenino  Edad: _____  

Código Postal ________________ Número de personas en su hogar: ______; Edades: _______ 

Estado Civil:   soltero/a      casado/a  divorciado/a           viudo/a   otro:    

Nivel de Educación:   escuela secundaria    graduado de la escuela secundaria 

    algo de educación superior  graduado de la universidad 

   universidad de posgrado    Otro      

Ingreso anual familiar:   debajo de $20,000   $20,000-$39,999   $40,000-$59,999 

    $60,000-$79,999   $80,000-$99,999   $100,000-$149,999 

    $150,000-$199,999   $200,000+ 

¿En qué país nació usted?            

¿En qué país nació tu papá?           

¿En qué país nació tu mamá?          

¿Cuál de los siguientes lo describe mejor?  

 Afroamericano    Asiático     Blanco (no Hispánico)   

 Hispánico o Latino    Medio Oriente    Indígena   

 Otro (Especifique):      

 

Gracias por su participación! 
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APPENDIX D 

Survey Instrument in English 

2012 Museum Visitation Survey 

 
Dear Latino Resident: 

 

My name is Inés M. Palacios. Originally from Buenos Aires, Argentina I have been living in the United States 

for the past 12 years. This questionnaire is part of my doctoral study of Latino visitors to museums. The survey 

will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. Participation is voluntary. It is assumed that as you are an 

adult (18 years or over) and by completing this survey you consent to participate in the study. There are no 

risks associated with participation in this study. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

Your individual information in the study will be kept strictly confidential. Data will be stored securely. Only 

myself (the principal investigator) will have access to the information provided. No reference will be made in 

oral or written reports, which could link you to the study. Your name and address are NOT required. 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If you decide to 

participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. If you withdraw from the study 

before data collection is completed your data will be returned to you or destroyed at your request. Thank you 

very much for participating in this study.  

 

CONTACT 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the principal 

investigator, Inés M. Palacios at impalaci@ncsu.edu, NC State University, Department of Parks, Recreation, 

and Tourism Management, Campus Box 8004, Raleigh, NC, 27695. 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  

 

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant 

in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory 

Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-4514). 

  

mailto:impalaci@ncsu.edu
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The following questions will ask you about your visitation patterns to museums in Wake County, 

North Carolina: 

Have you ever visited a museum in your home country?    Yes   No 

How many times have you visited a museum in your home country?     Times  

Have you ever visited a museum in Wake County?    Yes   No 

How many times have you visited a museum in Wake County in the past year?   Times  

How long, in years and months, have you lived in Wake County area?         Years    Months 

When was your most recent visit to a museum in Wake County?   Years    Months 

What was the primary purpose of your most recent visit? (Please check one) 

 Spend time with family or friend   Educational    See certain exhibition 

 To participate in a specific program  To have fun   Other (specify)    

 

 

 

The following questions will ask you about what MOTIVATES you to visit museums. Please 

indicate the level of importance of these motivations to visit museums where 7 = very important and 

1 = very unimportant: 
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Take the opportunity to rest and unwind 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Escape the hustle and bustle of daily activities 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Relive stress and tension 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Relax mentally 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Get away from responsibilities of my everyday life 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Make a nice change from my daily routine 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Relax in a nice environment 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Learn more about paintings/art 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Find out about paintings/art 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Discover new things 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Expand my interests 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Get self-fulfillment from learning 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Do something different 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Spend time with family 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 Bring my friends/relatives with me 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Show the museum to my family/friends 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Experience something with my relations 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Have quality time with my family/friends 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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The following questions will ask you about the reasons that PREVENT you from visiting 

museums. I would like to understand the issues that you may find when deciding to visit museums. 

Please indicate if the following barrier is a major reason or not a reason for visiting museums, where 

5 = major reason and 1 = not a reason:  

The following are barriers that keep me from visiting 

museums.  
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Fear of crime   5 4 3 2 1 

Poor health 5 4 3 2 1 

Not at ease in social situations 5 4 3 2 1 

Work commitments 5 4 3 2 1 

Lack of interest in culture 5 4 3 2 1 

Pursue recreation in areas other than museums 5 4 3 2 1 

Don’t like to participate in museums activities 5 4 3 2 1 

Too busy with other activities 5 4 3 2 1 

No one to go with to museums 5 4 3 2 1 

Friend/family prefer to recreate elsewhere 5 4 3 2 1 

Child responsibilities 5 4 3 2 1 

Influence of friends 5 4 3 2 1 

Discrimination 5 4 3 2 1 

Museums are too far away 5 4 3 2 1 

The lack of time to participate in museum activities 5 4 3 2 1 

Museums facilities and programs cost too much 5 4 3 2 1 

Museums and facilities are too crowded 5 4 3 2 1 

Museums and facilities are over-developed 5 4 3 2 1 

Lack of transportation 5 4 3 2 1 

I am not aware of the museums in the area 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

Please list any other factors that are not listed above that might explain why you are not visiting 

museums: 
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The following questions will ask you how you find ways to visit museums even though you may 

have reasons/barriers that may prevent you to visit. Please indicate if you engage in any of these 

negotiation strategies when planning to visit museums very often or never where 5 = very often and 

1 = never: 
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I try to live within my means 5 4 3 2 1 

I save money 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to budget my money 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to plan ahead 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to prioritize my activities 5 4 3 2 1 

I get up earlier or stay up later to have more time 5 4 3 2 1 

I cut short my activity sessions 5 4 3 2 1 

I think about how important physical activity is 5 4 3 2 1 

I ignore what people think of me 5 4 3 2 1 

I avoid allowing things to get to me 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to ignore others bothering me 5 4 3 2 1 

I make light of conflict situations 5 4 3 2 1 

I change the location of where I visit 5 4 3 2 1 

I substitute a more convenient activity for a preferred one 5 4 3 2 1 

I recreate at times when museums are less busy 5 4 3 2 1 

I express anger to the person who caused a conflict situation 5 4 3 2 1 

I talk to museum personnel 5 4 3 2 1 

I visit museums with people like myself 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to find people with similar interests 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to find people to go to museums with 5 4 3 2 1 

I arrange rides with friends to go to museums 5 4 3 2 1 

I try to improve my learning 5 4 3 2 1 

I learn new activities 5 4 3 2 1 
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The following questions will ask you about your intention to visit museums. Please indicate if you 

are extremely likely or extremely unlikely to visit museums in the near future where 5 = extremely 

likely and 1 = extremely unlikely:  
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I intend to visit museums in the next month 5 4 3 2 1 

I intend to visit museums in the next year 5 4 3 2 1 

I plan to visit museums in the next year 5 4 3 2 1 

I will try to visit museums in the next year 5 4 3 2 1 

I want to visit museums in the next year 5 4 3 2 1 

I will visit museums with family and friends in the next year 5 4 3 2 1 

I intend to visit only those museums that provide Spanish language 

programs and material 
5 4 3 2 1 

I plan to visit only those museums that provide Spanish language 

programs and material 
5 4 3 2 1 

I will visit only those museums that provide Spanish language 

programs and materials 
5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

The following questions will ask you about your use of English in your everyday life. Please indicate 

if you engage in the behavior almost always or almost never where 5 = almost always and 1 = almost 

never: 
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How often do you speak English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you speak English with friends? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you think in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you watch television programs in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you listen to radio programs in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you listen to music in English? 5 4 3 2 1 
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How well do you speak in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you read in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand television program in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand radio programs in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you write in English? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand music in English? 5 4 3 2 1 
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The following questions will ask you about your use of Spanish in your everyday life. Please 

indicate if you engage in the behavior almost always or almost never where 5 = almost always and 1 

= almost never: 
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How often do you speak Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you speak Spanish with friends? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you think in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you watch television programs in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you listen to radio programs in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How often do you listen to music in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 
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How well do you speak in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you read in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand television program in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand radio programs in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you write in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

How well do you understand music in Spanish? 5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

 

Please check the box that best represents the generation that applies to you. Check ONLY one. 
 1st generation = You were born outside the USA. 

 2nd generation = You were born in the USA, either parent born outside the USA. 

 3rd generation = You were born in the USA, both parents born in USA and all grandparents born 

outside the USA. 

 4th generation = You were born in the USA, and at least one grandparent born outside the USA with 

remainder born in the USA. 

 5th generation = You and your parents born in the USA and all grandparents born in the USA. 
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The following questions ask about your personal information. All your responses will be kept 

confidential.  

Gender:    Male    Female

  

Age: _____  

Zip Code ________________ Number of members in household: ________; Ages ______________ 

Marital status:   single      married divorced    widowed   Other: ______________ 

Highest education level:  some high school   high school graduate   some college 

    college graduate   graduate degree   Other______________ 

Household income:   below $20,000   $20,000-$39,999   $40,000-$59,999 

    $60,000-$79,999   $80,000-$99,999   $100,000-$149,999 

    $150,000-$199,999   $200,000 or above 

In what country were you born? __________________________________________________________ 

In what country was your father born? _____________________________________________________ 

In what country was your mother born? ____________________________________________________ 

Which of the following best describes you?  

 African American                         Asian   White (non-Hispanic) 

 Hispanic or Latino   Middle Eastern          Native American  

 Other (Specify):      

 

Thank you for your participation! 

 


