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Abstract 

Sustainable development of museums requires knowing the audience differences 

regarding sociodemographic and visit-related characteristics, and thus attracting new and 

maintaining existing visitors. We explored associations between two sociodemographic 

variables (age and gender), four visit-related variables (visit duration, visit frequency, visit 

company, and visit strategy), audience visit motivation, and visitor experience in the context 

of a science museum. We compared visit motivation with visit actualization categories to 

check if visitors could enact their initial motivations during the visit. We also tried to find 

possible associations between   visit motivation categories and    facets of the visitor 

experience. The results showed that age (in the frame of generation groups) and visit duration 

have significant associations with visit motivation categories and visitor experience facets. 

Visit frequency had significant negative associations with visit motivations LI (learning and 

following interests) and PS (popularity of the site) but not with visitor experience facets. 

Groups with children had higher SL (social learning) motivations and feelings 

of privilege than adult groups. Men and women had some differences in their visit motivations 

but not in their visitor experience facets. The differences for the visit strategy groups were not 

significant in terms of visit motivations and not conclusive regarding visitor experience 

facets. No significant difference was found between visit motivations and visit actualizations 

suggesting that visitors could enact their initial motivations during the visit. LI visit motivation 

correlated negatively with visitor experience connection, and SL motivation correlated 

positively with visitor experience compassion. Based on the findings, we discuss relevant 

practical implications for museum curators and future studies. 
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 . Introduction 

Museums as the most renowned educational leisure settings (Packer & Ballantyne, 

    ) are significant tourist attractions (Ashworth & Tunbridge,     ; Richards,     ) and 

are known as one of the main contributors to the economy (Gustafsson & Ijla,     ; Suojanen 

et al.,     ; Tuck,     ). According to the ICOM
1
, “a museum is a non-profit, permanent 

institution in the service of society and its development, open to the public, which acquires, 

conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of 

humanity and its environment for the purposes of education, study and enjoyment” (ICOM, 

    ). Their traditional function has been to collect, research and conserve significant 

artifacts, and present knowledge to the public through them (Murzyn-Kupisz & Hołuj,     ). 

This traditional function has evolved and become more audience-focused (Easson & Leask, 

    ). 

Museums have been historically financed by the public sector (Easson & Leask,     ) 

but cutbacks in public budgetary have made museum management focus more on the 

audience, and consider carefully their needs and expectations (Allan & Altal,     ; Chen, 

    ; Komarac et al.,     ). Gilmore and Rentschler (    ) reported that since the late     s, 

museums have started to add a marketing branch to their management structure to influence 

development strategies in their programs and exhibitions. This means the sustainable 

development of museums through attracting new and maintaining existing visitors is currently 

a crucial element in museum management decisions (Ambrose & Paine,     ). In his book, 

Black (    ) reported that demographic and generational change is another reason that makes 

museum experts focus more on audience needs and expectations. 

The literature on museum management emphasizes evaluating formatively new 

projects and applying segmentation research to understand the motivations and experiences of 

visitors, thereby facilitating further development of projects and programs (Chaney et al., 

    ; vom Lehn & Heath,     ). Studying the audience presents quantitative and qualitative 

data for researchers and museum management influencing their decision-making and helping 

them base their strategies in museum development on evidence (Artan,     ; Barbosa & 

                                                 
1
 The International Council of Museums 
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Brito,     ; Kelly,     ; Kemp,     ). To enhance the visitor experience based on evidence, 

museums should better communicate with and understand their audience (Sundar et al.,     ). 

Museum audiences are different and have varying needs and values, as well as a desire 

to broaden their experiences and increase their engagement with culture (Falk & Dierking, 

    ). We should know what information and data from these visitor studies could be 

beneficial both for museum purposes as well as the audience experience and satisfaction. From 

audience research, we can gain socioeconomic (occupation, education, etc.) and demographic 

(age, gender, etc.) information about visitors (Sterner,     ; Voase,     ; Werner et al., 

    ). They can provide us with motivations, satisfaction, needs, and visit barriers of the 

audience (Phelan et al.,     ; Thompson,     ; Wu et al.,     ). Likewise, they can help us 

understand visitor experience in the museum, and check if our current strategies function 

appropriately or if we need to develop new ones (Backer et al.,     ; Booth & Powell,     ; 

Leftwich & Haywood,     ; Nielsen,     ). Knowing the visit motivations seems particularly 

crucial for a museum to meet the expectations of the audience and to encourage them to visit 

more (Slater,     ). Similarly, knowing how visitors experience the museum is of pivotal 

significance for museum managers, museum researchers, and visitors themselves (De Geus et 

al.,     ; Goulding,     ). Thus, museums can evaluate if they have accomplished their 

mission of improving the visitor experience or if they need to develop new interventions and 

strategies (Packer et al.,     ). 

Regarding the audience researches, Falk (    ) criticized studies that focus on 

demographic variables to categorize visitors. He argued that these demographic data lack 

explanatory power and do not help museum management know their audience for practical 

purposes. On the contrary, Dawson and Jensen (    ) supported the significance of 

demographic data in museum studies and argued that “Falk’s identity-related visitor 

motivation model” is self-limiting and deficient due to disregarding demographic variables. 

They recommended an “inclusive approach” that integrates identities, motivations, and 

demographic factors. 

In this study, demographic information (age and gender) and visit-related 

characteristics (visit duration, visit frequency, visit strategy, and visit company) are used as 

factors to find their possible associations to visit motivation and visitor experience in a science 
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museum. We investigate if visitors to this science museum could enact their initial motivations 

during the visit or if not. Moreover, the possible associations between visit motivation 

categories and visitor experience facets are inspected. The results provide museum curators 

with a better understanding of the audience’s visit motivation and visitor experience. Next, 

museums should research and plan to minimize the possible gap between visit motivation and 

visitor experience by applying new interventions and strategies. Hence, they could meet the 

needs and expectations of the museum audience.  
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  . Literature Review 

In this section, we learn what previous studies show us about the variables of interest. 

Firstly, we read about visit motivation and visitor experience. Then we investigate the 

literature on two demographic variables (age and gender), visit duration, and three visit-related 

variables in the context of visitor attractions.  

    Visit Motivation 

Phelan et al. (    ) defined visit motivation as the various needs and drivers that lead a 

person to go to a museum at a specific time. They also stated that visitors to a leisure setting 

like a museum are intrinsically motivated (by their own needs and interests) unless someone 

else (for example, a teacher or parent) motivates them to visit. In the Push-Pull Theory, these 

internal needs, and drives push the visitor to go to a leisure setting, and different destinations 

pull the visitors due to their specific offering (Foster et al.,     ). Push motivations are 

considered to be more general and a person can fulfill them with many options, such as 

visiting a museum. Pull motivations are specific to the destinations; for example, they can be 

different for a zoo and a science museum (Foster et al.,     ).  

Researchers in different disciplines have studied visit motivation and have determined 

different categories for it. Hood (    ) reviewed studies across    years that examined visit 

motivation in museums, sociology, psychology, consumer behavior, and leisure science. He 

highlighted six main attributes that shape adults’ decisions in using their leisure time as 

following: (a) having learning opportunities, (b) spending time with other people or having 

social contacts, (c) doing a valuable activity, (d) relaxing and having comfort in one’s 

surroundings, (e) challenging oneself by new experiences, and (f) having active participation. 

Macdonald (    ) reported four visit motivation categories after interviewing visitors 

to London’s Science Museum: (a) education; what visitors learn in exhibitions, (b) family 

event; families spend time together, celebrate an event, and follow their common interests by 

visiting a museum, (c) place; this category implies that people visit a museum because it is a 

special or popular space that must be visited. For example, in London, the Science Museum is 

a place that should be visited as a tourist, and (d) life-cycle; an activity that we repeat at 
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certain phases in our life. A key example of this is parents who have visited the science 

museum in their childhood, now feel nostalgic and feel compelled to introduce their children 

to the experience. Macdonald (    ) also named this the ‘temporal dimension’ of visiting a 

museum.  

Jansen-Verbeke and van Rekom (    ) conducted a survey and interviews with 

visitors to the Fine Art Museum in Rotterdam. to understand their visit motivations for 

marketing implications. They reported three main motivations: learning something, enriching 

life, and relaxation. By referring to previous studies, they concluded that ‘learning something’ 

is the central and main motivation of museum visitors. 

Moussouri and Roussos (    ) approached visit motivations as a “culturally 

determined set of reasons”. They used interviews and self-reporting data (Personal Meaning 

Mapping) to detect visit motivations of visitors to the London Zoo. They reported nine distinct 

visit motivation categories: social event, place, education/participation, entertainment, 

biophilia (“the love of living things”) life-cycle, political/participation, and therapeutic (the 

visit is a way for visitors to stop thinking and worrying about their problems or pains), and 

practical issues/constraints (distance, weather condition, free entrance, etc.). In the same 

paper, they reported flow(“losing the sense of time and self and immersing in the activity”) 

and introspection (need to self-reflect “one’s personal/family/community history”) as visit 

motivations. They stated that some of these motivations, including education/participation, life 

cycle, social event, entertainment, and place could be found almost in all types of museums 

(such as science museum, art museum, history museum, etc.). Other motivations may be 

related to the particular leisure sites with their specific collections. Biophilia is related more 

commonly to zoos and nature centers; Introspection more probably happens in museums and 

exhibitions that mainly have a historical focus. Political/participation as a visit motivation 

reveals an expressed intention to protect and care for one’s natural, social, and cultural 

environment; in a zoo and a social history museum, visitors reported this motivation. 

Packer and Ballantyne (    ) studied visitors to three educational learning sites: an art 

gallery, a museum, and an aquarium. They divided motivational factors into personal and 

situational characteristics. Personal characteristics related to visitors’ personal goals and 

capability beliefs that they bring to the museum. Situational characteristics such as context 
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beliefs and incentives are those that visitors find in the setting. They used Packer’s instrument 

(    ) to assess reasons for visits. Packer (    ) developed this instrument based on previous 

instruments and studies on visit motivation in leisure settings, as well as pilot studies. Her 

instrument included    goal statements; each statement was rated by visitors based on the 

importance on a seven-point Likert scale. Through using factor analysis, they categorized 

these goal-based statements in five subscales, namely: “( ) learning and discovery; the desire 

to discover new things, expand knowledge, be better informed and experience something new 

or unusual, ( ) passive enjoyment; the desire to enjoy oneself, to be pleasantly occupied, and 

to feel happy and satisfied, ( ) restoration; the desire to relax mentally and physically, to have 

a change from routine and recover from stress and tension; ( ) social interaction; the desire to 

spend time with friends or family, interact with others and build relationships, and ( ) self-

fulfillment; the desire to make things more meaningful, challenge abilities, feel a sense of 

achievement and develop self-knowledge and self-worth.” (Packer & Ballantyne,     ). 

Compared to the museum and art gallery audience, visitors to the aquarium rated less 

“learning/discovery goals” and higher “social interaction and restoration goals”  For museum 

visitors, learning/discovery goals were significantly higher than other subscales. For visitors in 

the art gallery“learning/discovery” and “enjoyment goals” had the same importance; these 

goals were both significantly higher than the other three visit goals. For aquarium visitors, 

enjoyment goals were statistically more important than the other goals. Packer and Ballantyne 

(    ) stated that for museum visitors learning/discovery goals were more important and they 

tended more to reflect and use their cognition compared to aquarium and art gallery visitors. 

Phelan and colleagues (    ) discussed that an instrument should hold measurement 

invariance to be used in different settings. They stated that Packer’s instrument lacked this 

measurement invariance when applied across sites.  

Falk and colleagues (    ) devised a model for visitor motivation based on visitors' 

identity. Falk argued that visitors represent some visit identities in the museum, which qualify 

their visit motivations. Falk (    ) used visitor interviews and developed five visit motivation 

categories based on visitor identity; these categories revealed visitors’ needs and interest in a 

specific setting and included: (a) explorers; they are driven by their curiosity to find out more 

about the content of the museum, (b) facilitators; they mainly try to help enrich the visitor 
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experience of others, (c) the professional/hobbyist; they come to fulfill a specific content-

related objective with their visit, (d) the experience seekers; for these visitors merely going to 

and being in the museum are main sources of satisfaction because they see the museum as a 

significant destination, and (e) spiritual pilgrims; they see the museum as a restorative place, 

which allows them to be away from the busy life for a while (Falk et al.,     ). Falk’s visitor 

motivation instrument consisted of    statements; for each of five identity-related motivations, 

there were four statements. Out of these    statements visitors selected five statements and 

ranked them based on the importance on a seven-point Likert scale. Then based on the chosen 

statements and their ranking, the visitor was assigned to an identity-related visit motivation 

group (Falk et al.,     )  In this way, Falk’s instrument presented the most influential visit 

motivation for visitors not the whole range of these motivations (Phelan et al.,     ). Phelan 

and colleagues (    ) argued that for many visitors, their visit motivations may not be 

dominant in one category, and as a result, they might be excluded from further analysis. 

Dawson and Jensen (    ) emphasized the importance of visitors’ demographic information 

and criticized Falk’s identity-related visit motivation model in the sense that it ignored and 

excluded this information. However, in practice, many studies have used Falk’s instrument 

and supported his identity-related model with its visitor segmentation approach (Falk,     ). 

Falk (    ) argued that using this model is more likely to be effective than other models 

(which include demographic information) for interventions aiming at increasing the number of 

visitors. 

Phelan and colleagues (    ) after an intensive literature review described the six most 

common cited visit motivations, which are: cognitive visit motivations (Falk et al.,     ; 

Hood,     ; Jansen-Verbeke & van Rekom,     ; Macdonald,     ; Moussouri & Roussos, 

    ; Pekarik et al.,     ; Packer & Ballantyne,     ), social visit motivations (Hood,     ; 

Packer & Ballantyne,     ; Moussouri & Roussos,     ; Falk et al.,     ; Pekarik et al., 

    ), relaxation (Falk et al.,     ; Hood,     ; Jansen-Verbeke & van Rekom,     ; Packer 

& Ballantyne,     ), introspective visit motivations (Falk et al.,     ; Moussouri & Roussos, 

    ; Packer & Ballantyne,     ; Pekarik et al.,     ), enjoyment (Moussouri & Roussos, 

    ; Packer & Ballantyne,     ), and having a new experience (Falk et al.,     ; Hood, 

    ; Jansen-Verbeke & van Rekom,     ; Packer & Ballantyne,     ).  
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Phelan and her colleagues (    ) combined items from Falk and Packer’s instruments 

and devised a short and easily-administered instrument that includes the main dimensions of 

visit motivation. They reported that the instrument holds measurement invariance and allows 

future researchers to use it for comparative purposes in different leisure settings. Their final 

version of the visit motivation instrument included    items in   subscales: “Individual 

Learning (LI), Social Enjoyment (SE), Social Learning (SL), Relaxation and Recuperation 

(RR), Popularity of the Site (PS), and Social Contacts (SC)”  In the current study, we use the 

visit motivation instrument developed by Phelan and colleagues (    ) and explain it more in 

detail in the method section. 

    Visitor Experience 

Packer et al. (    ) stated that the visitor experience is the central outcome of the 

interaction between visitors of a leisure setting and the events, activities, and environments 

they come across. In the context of a museum, researchers have tried to detect different facets 

of the visitor experience. Packer and Ballantyne (    ) argued that learning outcomes seem to 

be the main interest for much of the research in the museum visitor context. Yet, there are 

more aspects of experience in a museum other than just learning that visitors value (Masberg 

& Silverman,     ; Packer,     ; Pekarik et al.,     ). 

Masberg and Silverman (    ) used a questionnaire with open-ended questions to 

understand the meaning of visiting a heritage site for college students. They reported seven 

meaningful aspects of the visit in order of frequency: “( ) activities, ( ) companions, ( ) site 

personnel, ( ) information (facts that one learns during the visit), ( ) built environment, ( ) 

nature, and ( ) culture.” Regarding the visit outcomes, they reported two broad themes, 

knowledge, and personal experiences. For most visitors gained knowledge was about specific 

topics (factual); for some of them, the knowledge was about other cultures and specific time 

periods (external knowledge). For personal experiences, they listed the following: (a) highly 

reflective and personalized learning, (b) social advantages (the significance of having 

companions), and (c) aesthetic experiences (appreciation of the visited site). Masberg and 

Silverman (    ) discussed that the educational experience is the main experience in heritage 

sites; however, the whole visit experience has a multidimensional nature (not limited to 

education). 
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Pekarik et al. (    ) reported their studies on visitors to Smithsonian museums. They 

investigated the satisfying experiences of visitors in museums by using interviews and 

surveys. They found    different types of experiences and classified them into four groups, 

namely cognitive, object, social, and introspective experiences  “Seeing the real thing” and 

“being moved by the beauty” were two out of five items in objective experiences  “Gaining 

information or knowledge” and “enriching my understanding” were two items of cognitive 

experiences. Introspective experiences had five items including “imagining other times or 

places” and “feeling a sense of belonging or connectedness”  Social experiences included two 

items “spending time with friends/family/other people” and “seeing my children learning new 

things”  They applied this list of experiences both before the visit (as anticipated experiences 

or visit motivations) and after the visit. At the National Museum of American History, there 

were significant differences between visitors’ anticipated experiences and their most satisfying 

experiences, but at the National Air and Space Museum, no significant difference was found 

between them. They stated that some of these experiences could oppose one another. For 

example, in a quiet place and “inner space” visitors can have more introspective experiences, 

while social experiences enhance when visitors engage with others. They reported that 

depending on the museum, exhibition, and visitor, the most satisfying experience differs. The 

noticeable result they reported is that cognitive experiences were not the leading satisfying 

experiences at any museums. With further studies, these researchers developed a theory to 

explain the visitors’ museum experience.  

Pekarik et al. (    ) after    years of studies on visitors to Smithsonian museum 

exhibitions, developed IPOP theory. This theory described four dimensions for experience 

preferences of visitors: Ideas, People, Objects, and Physical dimension. Ideas’ dimension 

explains visitors’ attraction to abstractions, facts, concepts, and reasons  People dimension 

shows visitors’ attraction to human connection, stories, social contacts, and affective 

experiences. The dimension of Objects refers to visitors’ attractions to things, crafts, visuals, 

and aesthetic aspects of the site. The Physical dimension refers to the somatic experiences of 

visitors such as moving, touching, smelling, hearing, seeing, and tasting. Pekarik et al. (    ) 

stated that these four experience dimensions attract every one of us, yet one of these four 

dimensions could be more dominant than the other ones in us. To test their theory, they 
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emphasized observing what visitors actually did in the museum exhibitions rather than 

investigating the concepts visitors made of what they did in the museum. The complete 

questionnaire that they have developed consists of    items but the current version that they 

use with museum visitors consists of   items  Some items are “ I like to … ‘bring people 

together’, ‘identify pattern’, ‘divide things into categories’, ‘jog/run for fun’”  The contextual 

model of learning (Falk & Dierking,     ) is another important framework that helps us get a 

better understanding of the multidimensionality of visitor experience.  

Falk and Dierking (    ) wanted to know why visitors go to a museum (motivations of 

the visit), what they do there (visit experience) and what they remember after the visit 

(learning). Falk (    , p.    ) stated that it is not possible to understand the visitor experience 

just by exclusively investigating a museum (its programs and exhibits), or its visitors (their 

sociodemographic information, such as age and income), or even observing and measuring 

visit-related characteristics (such as visit frequency or visit company). Falk (    ) asserted 

that the visitor experience is not a tangible thing but a relationship of different elements that 

happens each time uniquely when a visitor visits a museum. He highlighted that the visitor 

experience is shaped before the visit by the visitor’s identity-related needs (Recharger, 

Facilitator, Explorer, Experience seeker, Professional/Hobbyist). These identity-related needs 

make the visitor decide on a museum destination. However, what happens in the museum and 

what the visitor actually experiences are influenced by the factors described by the Contextual 

Model of Learning (Falk,     ). In this model, interactions among the socio-cultural context, 

physical context, personal context, and the factor of time shape the museum experience. The 

socio-cultural context shows visitor’s cultural values that influence the visit as well as social 

interactions within and between visit groups Physical context is about the physical make-up of 

the museum, its exhibitions, display of the objects, and offering programs. Personal context 

includes visitor’s background experience and knowledge, expectations, and interests (Falk, 

    ). The time context shows how the visit duration influences visitor experience and 

learning memories after the visit (Kirchberg & Troendle,     ); it also indicates that the 

influence of the other three contexts on visitors’ experience fluctuates over time (Phelan et al. 

    ). 
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Packer and Ballantyne (    ) after doing an intensive literature review, defined visitor 

experience as “an individual’s immediate or ongoing, subjective, and personal response to an 

activity, setting, or event outside of their usual environment.” There are four defining 

characteristics in this definition. The visitor experience is: (a) “inherently personal and 

subjective” (we cannot directly observe it); (b) responsive to “external or staged activities, 

settings, or events” (these factors can influence and trigger visitor experience, but it remains 

distinct from them); (c) “bounded in time and space”; and (d) important and noteworthy to the 

visitor (visitor experience is different from visitor’s daily life activities) (Packer et al.,     ).  

These visitor experiences range from social, aesthetic experiences (Masberg & 

Silverman,     ), restorative experiences (Kaplan et al.,     ; Packer,     ; Packer & Bond, 

    ), to spiritual experiences, and feeling of wonder and respect (Falk & Dierking,     ; 

Latham,     ). These subjective and personal aspects of visitor experience are difficult to 

measure unless we use qualitative measures (Jennings,     ) like interviewing the visitors or 

ask them to record themselves during the visit (Lee et al.,     ). This way, visitors can 

describe their experiences in their own words, and consequently, researchers obtain a deeper 

understanding of the visitor experience (Packer et al.,     ). However, qualitative measures 

have some limitations: (a) they are not favorable for data collection from large samples, 

particularly in terms of time and data analysis; (b) they are not suitable when we intend to 

compare different leisure settings and visitor groups or to explore connections of visitor 

experience with other variables; and (c) if visitors have a problem articulating their 

experience, we would have a serious limitation for data collection (Packer et al.,     ). 

On the other hand, some researchers have used quantitative measures to investigate the 

visitor experience (Chang & Horng,     ; De Geus et al.,     ; Kim & Ritchie,     ). Packer 

and colleagues (    ) reported that quantitative methods remove some limitations of 

qualitative methods. For example, participants do not need to express their experiences in an 

open-ended format; and we can use them to compare different visit sites and visitor groups, or 

find associations between visitor experience and other variables. However, the quantitative 

methods have their possible limitations. They limit the richness of visitor experiences to a set 

of predetermined measurable responses (Tussyadiah,     ). And if researchers try to include 

all possible aspects that are relevant to the visitor experience, then the instrument would be 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

cumbersome; using this instrument might negatively influence the very visitor experience that 

it was developed to measure (Packer et al.,     ). 

Packer and her colleagues (    ) have reviewed the features of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches to measure visitor experience and developed a new instrument that 

was an adjective checklist. They explained advantages for their instrument compared to the 

existing ones, namely: (a) everyone responds to the same stimuli so we can compare the 

responses; (b) visitors would not have problems with articulation or expressing their ideas; (c) 

participants do not have to choose from narrow and limited preplanned responses;(d) a large 

number of distinct items represent the visitor experience wit its different facets; (e) it is not 

cognitively difficult and can be filled out in a short time; (f) collecting and analyzing data with 

this instrument are fast and objective. This instrument has    dimensions and in each 

dimension, there are five adjectives. Packer et al. (    ) stated that if we add up mean scores 

of fifteen facets of visitor experience for a visitor, we can have the experience intensity (EI) of 

the visitor. 

Packer et al. (    ) applied this instrument to find associations between visitor 

experience facets and visit motivations, using Falk’s (    ) identity-related motivations. 

Different visit motivation groups reported different experiences. Experience seekers reported 

higher experience of fascination compared to other groups. Visitor experiences of “attention, 

connection, autonomy, reflective engagement, and personal growth” were more frequently 

reported by Professional/hobbyists. Rechargers tended to report “peacefulness, reflective 

engagement, and spiritual engagement; but they were less likely to have the fascination, 

connection, and attention experiences. Facilitators reported lower experience of reflective 

engagement, connection, and spiritual engagement than other visitors. In this study, we use the 

visitor experience instrument developed by Packer and colleagues (    ) and we will explain 

it more in the method section. 

    Visitors and Age 

In museum studies, age is often used as a demographic characteristic to describe the 

audience of different museums. The Audience Agency (    ) by using Audience Finder 

collected almost forty thousand surveys through face-to-face interviews or e-surveys from     

museums all across England. They reported that different museums attract a broad range of 
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visitors of all ages:   -   year-olds (   ),   -   year-olds (   ),   -   year-olds (   ),   -

   year-olds (   ),   -   year-olds (   ), and over    year-olds (   ). Researchers have 

also divided the museum audience into age groups and compared their participation rates. 

Department for Culture Media & Sport (DCMS) (    ) in England compared the proportion 

of adult visitors to museums or art galleries from      to      and showed that there was a 

general rise in attendance in all age groups; the largest increases were for those aged   -   

years. Kirchberg (    ) surveyed nearly    thousand Germann citizens and reported their 

participation rate in different types of museums. For the science and technology museum, 

various age groups did not show a significant difference in participation. Younger generations 

visited the natural history and natural science museums with a higher rate (    of them) than 

the older generations (   ). The participation rate in art museums had a positive linear 

relationship with age groups; the older age groups showed a higher rate of participation. For 

art museums, Kirchberg (    ) compared visitors’ participation rates in Germany and the 

USA; while the highest rate of participation in the USA was by visitors in their   s and   s, in 

Germany the peak rates belonged to older generations. He argued that this difference could be 

the influence of generational differences and historical values for art, and not the effect of age.  

Pekarik et al. (    ) reported that age regardless of the type of the museum or 

exhibition was significantly related to the most satisfying experiences. Visitors aged between 

   and    chose “social experiences” as their most satisfying experiences and compared to 

other age groups reported less interest in “object experiences”. Visitors younger than    

tended more likely to choose “introspective experiences” as the most satisfying experiences; 

they reported “cognitive experiences” less than other visitors. Falk et al. (    ) attempted to 

investigate the effects of various museum visit agendas (such as motivations and strategies) on 

visitor learning in a Natural History museum. They reported that visitors’ agendas affect 

significantly their learning in the museum. They found, however, no significant difference in 

visitors’ learning and their visit duration based on their age differences. Another possibility of 

studying the museum audience based on their age is to categorize them into their respective 

generational groups. 

Barron (    ) argued about the advantage of using generational groups in studies with 

the purpose of marketing and attracting a new audience. He stated that each generational 
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group has similar behaviors regarding work, leisure, and consumption. Mannheim (    ) 

introduced the generational theory, which seeks to interpret and distinguish cohorts of people 

based on their belonging to a generation. A generation is determined according to the year of 

birth’ (Pendergast,     ). Pendergast (    ) named four main generations, namely “the Silent 

Generation, Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y.” The duration of a generation is 

not distinct and various agencies used different dates for the beginning and end of a generation 

(Li et al.,     ). For example, Li et al. (    ) grouped generations as follows: Silent 

Generation (born before     ; Baby Boomers (born between      to     ); Generation X 

(born between      to     ); and Generation Y born from      to     . They also provided a 

summary of characteristics for these generations. Silent Generation values discipline, hard 

work, loyalty, and denying oneself; they are socially and financially conservative. They read a 

lot, especially newspapers, and dislike changes in their life circumstances. Baby Boomers are 

considered optimistic and achievement-oriented; they value personal choice, involvement in 

the community, ownership, wellbeing, and fulfillment. Generation X appreciates 

independence, creativity, an ambitious mindset, and accessing information. Feedback is 

valuable for them, and they adapt well to changes. They try to balance personal life and work 

since the quality in both areas is important for them. Generation Y is globally-oriented and 

appreciates self-expression. Their adaptability rate is high and they wish for change and 

challenge. When they choose an idea or approach, they stay loyal and committed to it. They 

are tech-savvy and expect fast processing of daily issues. There is another new generation 

named Generation Z. People born in the mid-    s are considered Generation Z (Turner, 

    ). In his report, Turner (    ) stated the following features for this generation. They are 

digital natives and have been used to a life of connection and communication at all times of 

the day due to the internet. They are more multicultural and multiracial compared to previous 

generations. Experiencing financial crises, Generation Z is conscious of money and financial 

issues. They are often considered attached to the internet, social networks, and electronic 

devices (such as Cell phones and tablets). Spending much time in the cyber world, this 

generation struggles with emotional resilience and emotional intelligence. Using generational 

groups in museum studies has been rare.  
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In museum context generational grouping has been used to describe the museum 

audience. The Smithsonian Institution (SI) is the largest museum complex in the world; it has 

   museums and the National Zoo located in Washington and New York. SI Office of Policy 

and Analysis (    ) surveyed almost six thousand visitors to    Smithsonian museums in two 

months (    ). They reported that the average age of visitors was   ; fifty percent of the 

visitors had an age between    and   . Baby Boomers consisted more than a third of the 

audience (   ); almost a quarter of them were Generation X (   ); one out of three visitors 

were from Generation Y (   ), and the smallest proportion of visitors were Silent Generation 

(  ). Contrary to the museum studies, researchers in tourist contexts have used generational 

groups to show their significant influence on tourists’ behavior  

Research on tourists has used age to investigate the visit motivations of senior and non-

senior tourists (Fleischer & Pizam.,     ; Namkung & Jang,     ) and also different 

generations (Jang & Wu,     ; Jang et al.,     ; Delbosc et al.,     ). Older generations 

tended more to visit new destinations to increase their knowledge and socialize with local 

people (Jönsson & Devonish,     ; Vujičić et al ,     ). Younger generations, on the 

contrary, were more likely to visit a destination in seek of emotional and physical refreshment 

(Vujičić et al.,     ). In this regard, Ryan and Glendon (    ) also reported that young 

visitors prefer noisy, active, and interactive experiences in tourist destinations.  

Visitors in the tourism industry of western countries were often characterized as 

multigenerational (Glover,     ). Practitioners in the tourism industry and academics have 

approved using the generational analysis to study generations’ travel behavior (Li et al.,     ). 

Li and colleagues (    ) studied tourists' travel behaviors based on their generational 

differences; some of these behaviors included travel interests, favorite activities, and sought 

experiences. Huang et al. (    ) studied three generations (“Baby Boomers, Generation X, 

and Generation Y”) in terms of their favorite activities, and sources of information for 

choosing a destination. They reported that regarding traveling choices and behavior, 

Generation X and Y were very similar to one another and different from Baby Boomers. Li 

and colleagues (    ) found that there were significant differences in destination choice 

among different generations; for example, Generation Y was more interested in non-popular 

destinations in Asia and Eastern Europe. The research revealed that these non-mainstream 
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destinations have been gaining a higher rate of tourist growth compared to traditionally 

popular destinations because of the globally changing demography of travelers (UNWTO, 

    ). This finding highlighted the role of demographic background, specifically generational 

group, in shaping tourists' decisions. Generation X and Y, compared to the older generations, 

were more likely to involve in entertaining activities (Li et al.,     ). Silent Generations 

preferred guided tours more than other generations (Li et al.,     ). Baby Boomers, on the 

other hand, preferred cultural experiences, such as visiting local festivals, historical places, 

museums, and theaters (Li et al.,     ; YPartnership & Harrison Group,     ). Sugerman 

(    ) also reported that for Baby Boomers learning experience is an important part of their 

travel and visit.  

In this study, age is used as a factor to investigate visit motivations and visitors’ 

experiences in a science museum, to fill the gap of research in this regard. Given the important 

differences in various generations, we use age in the frame of generational groups; we divide 

visitors based on the age to their relevant generational group. 

    Visitors and Gender 

There is a lack of public information and research on analyzing and comparing 

museum visitors by gender (Callihan & Feldman,     ). Researchers have used gender 

accompanied by other demographic variables (such as age, education, and income) to describe 

the sample of visitors. SI Office of Policy and Analysis (    ) surveyed almost six thousand 

visitors to    Smithsonian museums for two months (    ). They reported that the visitors' 

proportion based on gender was fairly equal in all museums (    female,     male). Female 

visitors to art museums were more than men (    female,     male); science museums, on 

the contrary, had a more male audience (    male,    female). The Audience Agency (    ) 

by using Audience Finder collected almost forty thousand surveys through face-to-face 

interviews or e-surveys from     different museums in England and reported that women 

consisted    percent of the audience and men    percent. In the same report, it was mentioned 

that the whole population of England consisted of    percent women and    percent men. 

Foster and his colleagues (    ) surveyed almost      visitors to Queen Victoria Museum 

and Art Gallery in Australia. The museum holds natural sciences and historical collections. 

They reported that visitors to the museum and the art gallery were high-income, educated, 
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female (     ), and older members of the community (      aged between    and    years 

old). Their finding regarding gender was in agreement with other researches that have reported 

females as the majority of visitors in all age groups (Bounia et al.,     ; Thelwall,     ). In a 

study by Thelwall (    ), he concluded that women visited “general museums and art 

galleries” more than men; it was more probably that a higher proportion of men visit science 

museums. Using gender as a factor to compare other variables in the museum context has been 

rare. 

Brida and his colleagues (    ) reviewed the engagement level and motives of visitors 

to venues; they reported that women aged   -   (often with a university degree) had a higher 

level of engagement in the museums compared to their male counterparts. Kremer and Mullins 

(    ) observed     children visiting five exhibits at the COSI (Center of Science and 

Industry) in Columbus, Ohio; they reported that children followed gender-related stereotypes 

when interacting with the exhibitions. Sutcliffe and Kim (    ) also investigated children’s 

behavior and engagement with the content at a cultural heritage museum in Australia and 

stated that boys and girls showed different interactions with exhibits. Jarvis and Pell (    ) 

investigated how visiting the “National Space Centre” in the UK would affect positivity to 

science in boys and girls; they found that both genders experienced a short-term increase, but 

this impact for girls lasted longer. Likewise, Price et al. (    ) reported that female 

participants had a higher increase in their “STEM (science, technology, engineering, or math)” 

career interest after participating in an educational program at MSI (a science center in the 

south part of Chicago). Researchers have also used gender as a factor in other contexts.  

In the educational context, studies showed that gender accompanied by other variables 

(such as ethnicity and religious affiliation) influenced the behavior of students, their 

attainment, self-perception, and future professional choices of students; boys were more likely 

to choose a prospective job that included being a leader, controlling others or working with 

things rather than people (Corrigan et al.,     ). Theorists in social justice argued that factors 

such as gender, ethnicity, and social class of people should not be ignored when differentiating 

people; otherwise, we create homogeneous constructions, which negatively affect those who 

cannot fit in (Benhabib,     ; Fraser & Honneth,     ).  
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The above-mentioned studies provided proof that female and male visitors have some 

different interests and behavior while visiting a museum. However, Falk (    ) criticized 

visitor studies that put much emphasis on demographic variables to categorize visitors. He 

argued that demographic variables, including gender, have low “explanatory power” to help us 

know and distinguish visitors, and (based on them) plan for change in museum measures. Falk 

stated that gender as a factor could be of importance in a gender-focused museum. Although 

Dawson and Jensen (    ) contradicted Falk on ignoring demographic variables in visitor 

studies, they also agreed that using only demographic factors is insufficient to segment 

visitors. In this study, gender is used both as a demographic variable to describe the sample 

and a factor to investigate if men and women differ in their visit motivations and visitor 

experiences or if not.  

    Visit Duration  

Visit duration explains the time that visitors spend at a visitor attraction (like a 

museum) and different factors have an influence on it. Brida et al. (    ) surveyed     

visitors to the Museum of Archaeology in Bolzano (Italy) to investigate factors that influence 

visit duration.     of visitors were from Italy and     were from other European countries. 

The average visit duration was almost   hours. Regarding demographic variables, they 

reported that male and younger visitors were less likely to stay long at the museum In this 

regard, Leask et al. (    ) also reported that age and gender could influence visit duration. If 

visiting a museum was significant for visitors (popularity of the museum), they would spend 

more time there; and poor weather conditions also positively influenced visit duration (Brida 

et al.,     ). In another study, Fosters et al. (    ) stated that highly motivated cultural 

visitors and those with the visit purpose of having recreational involvement tended to spend 

more time in the exhibition. Eghbal-Azar et al. (    ) investigated the visitors in LiMo 

(Museum of Modern Literature) and reported that those using digital tour guides spent     

more time in an exhibition compared to visitors using traditional tour guides; these visitors 

with a digital guide also explored individual exhibits more comprehensively.  

Some researchers have also investigated the relationship between visit duration and 

frequency of the visit. Kempiak et al. (    ) surveyed     visitors to six heritage attractions in 

Northern Ireland, including the Ulster National Museum, Folk and Transport Museum, and 
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four historical sites. Most of the visitors (    of them) spent  -  hours visiting the heritage 

sites and only     of them reported spending more than   hours in the visited site.     of the 

visitors who spent less than   hour in the heritage site were first-time visitors and for     of 

visitors who spent more than   hours, it was a return visit to the site. In some other studies, 

visit duration was used as a factor to investigate its effect on learning, visit experience, and 

satisfaction. 

Researchers reported that if visit duration increases, it results in some positive 

advantages for visitors, such as excitement, better experience quality, and feeling positive 

emotions (Faerber et al.,     ). Adams and her colleagues (    ) after doing an extensive 

literature review stated that visit duration is an important indicator of learning in museums. 

Sereell (    ) also investigated visitors to     exhibitions (“   exhibitions at science 

museums,    at natural history museums,    at history museums,    at zoos and aquariums, 

and    at art museums”). He reported that in     of the exhibitions (“regardless of the topic 

and size”), the average visit duration was less than    minutes. He concluded that visitors’ 

visit duration and the number of stops in exhibitions could be indicators of engagement and 

learning. Visit satisfaction is another pertinent variable in connection with visit duration in 

museums. Researchers reported that visit duration impacts positively on visitor satisfaction in 

different museums: an archeological museum in Italy (Del Chiappa et al.,     );    different 

museums in Malaysia (Elottol & Bahauddin,     ); Panoptikum wax museum in Hamburg 

(Faerber et al.,     );    science, art, and history museums in South Korea (Jeong & Lee, 

    ). Visitor satisfaction is an indicator of the performance of museums and other visitor 

attractions in the market (Camarero et al.,     ). In this respect, other researchers reported that 

for many visitor attractions reaching a long-term competitive advantage in the market is most 

probably attainable through visitor satisfaction (Jin et al.,     ; Olsen et al.,     ). Based on 

the literature, we are going to determine whether visitors’ visit duration has also associations 

with their visit motivations and visitor experience facets.  

    Visit Frequency 

This variable indicates if we have a first-time or a repeat visitor to a museum. Falk 

(    ) argued that memories related to a museum visit are long-lasting, and influence visitors’ 

lives. Taheri et al. (    ) stated that a visitor’s previous experience in a visitor attraction, such 
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as a museum, impacts the visitor’s current visit motivation and behavior  Taheri et al. (    ) 

surveyed     first-time and repeat visitors to the Kelvingrove Museum and Art Gallery. They 

reported a significant predictive influence of prior knowledge (including previous visits to the 

same museum) on the level of engagement. Taheri et al. (    ) also found a significant 

relationship between previous similar experiences in other museum contexts and level of 

engagement. 

Researchers reported that regular visitors with more experience were more intrinsically 

motivated and were mainly involved with the content of the visit attraction (Fielding et al., 

    ). Faerber et al. (    ) reported that visitors to a wax museum in Germany with higher 

previous experience in similar museum contexts spent more time in the museum and had a 

higher level of visitor satisfaction. They concluded that repeat visitors with a higher 

experience had higher enjoyment levels during the visit and interacted more intensely with the 

content of visitor attraction. Repeat visitors tended to acquire additional information (Hughes 

& Morrison-Saunders,     ) and extend their knowledge (Brida et al.,     ). 

Brida et al. (    ) made a systematic review of regular museum visitors and surveyed 

almost      visitors to the Museum of Archaeology and the Museum of Modern and 

Contemporary Art in Italy. They reported that repeat visitors were less likely to visit the 

museum during the weekend. They found a significant negative correlation between repeat 

visits and curiosity and learning something new; these visitors intended to deepen their 

knowledge. The uniqueness of the museum (popularity of the site) was for first-time visitors 

significant but not for repeat visitors. Visitors who lived in the nearby areas were more likely 

to be repeat visitors, but age and income did not correlate with visit repeat. While enjoying the 

‘cultural supply’ of a museum attracted first-time visitors, interest and involvement with the 

content of the museum was the main driver for repeat visitors (they did not visit the museum 

only because it was a tourist attraction). These findings of Brida et al. (    ) are supported by 

the work of other researchers. Slater (    ) reported that experienced visitors tend to show 

less interest in innovations and changes to the venue. Moreover, the popularity of the site was 

more significant for first-time visitors (Phelan et al.,     ; Anwar & Sohail,     ).  

Brida and his colleagues (    ) surveyed     visitors to the Ötzi museum (an 

archaeological museum) and      visitors to the Sanna museum (the National Museum) in 
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Italy. They reported that visitors who intended to have some enjoyable time in the museum 

(but were not eager for the objects in the exhibitions) were more likely to be less-frequent 

visitors. Visitors with children as companions were more likely to be repeat visitors, compared 

to groups without children. Learning something new negatively influenced museum 

attendance (being a repeat visitor). Repeat visitors spent more time in the museum compared 

to first-time visitors.  

Packer et al. (    ) applied their visitor experience instrument in five attraction sites in 

London. They reported that for first-time visitors, “fascination” was the most likely experience 

since these visitors found many new and interesting things; for those who visited once or twice 

per year reflective engagement was the main experience; “peacefulness” was the common 

experience for regular visitors. Packer and Bond (    ) argued that regular visitors are 

familiar with the attraction site and this allows them to exceed learning goals and enjoy the 

site as a restorative place. Phelan et al. (    ) also found a positive relationship between being 

a repeat visitor and social learning motivation; these visitors supported learning of their 

companions in the Deutsches Museum. Hence, as first-time and repeated visitors perceive and 

appreciate a visit destination, such as a museum, differently, they have different visit behavior 

and reactions (Preko et al.,     ). Other researchers reported the significance of knowing 

about the level of previous experience of a visitor to develop new marketing strategies for the 

visitor attractions (Ahrholdt et al.,     ; Jansen-Verbeke & van Rekom,     ). Considering 

the significant differences between the behavior of first-time and repeat visitors in the 

museum, we investigate their possible differences in visit motivations and visitor experiences. 

    Visit Company 

Visit company is a visit-related characteristic (Phelan et al.,     ) that shows with 

whom the visitor has attended the museum; the visitor can visit alone, or with companions 

(with one or more adults, or with family and children). Debenedetti (    ) explained four 

main modes of socially visiting a museum: (a) the fusion visit; visiting and experiencing the 

museum with companions, (b) the private experience; visiting and experiencing the museum 

alone, (c) the separated visit; when the visitor has come with companions to the museum but 

by using some verbal or physical barriers (temporarily) separates himself/herself from other 

companions to have a more introspective experience in the museum, and (d) the pursuit of 
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social contact; when the visitor comes alone to the museum and seeks social contacts to adjust 

his/her anonymity.  

Sintas et al. (    ) described solo visit “to be an intimate, introspective and personal 

experience ” They reported that solo visitors have a cognitively deeper engagement with the 

content and as a result of longer “self-reflection” and more “personal freedom”, they 

experience more “tranquility, cultural enrichment and a special, deep relationship with the 

exhibited works ” Accompanied visitors consider the visit “a shared social experience” besides 

the tasks of daily life, in which the companions experience entertainment and enrichment 

mutually, and convey knowledge and a feeling of security to one another (Sintaset et al., 

    ). Draper (    ) stated that having companions in the museum amplifies and expands the 

visitor experience. Falk and Dierking (    ) and Anderson (    ) proposed that this social 

element of having companions during the visit is the dominant experience that remains in 

memory in later years. Other researchers tried to recognize and compare socio-demographic 

and motivational factors for solo visitors and visitors with companions (Debenedetti,     ; 

Packer & Ballantyne,     ).  

Debenedetti (    ) investigated visitors to an art museum in Paris by semi-directed 

interviews to find possible relationships between having companions and visitor’s motivation 

and satisfaction. He stated that for visitors with companions, sociability and strengthening 

their bonding with friends and family members was a key visit motivation. He reported five 

functions of having a visiting companion:  

 mutual enrichment: They exchange thoughts and clarify their understanding. 

  recreation: Having visit companions makes the visit entertaining and enjoyable. 

 reassurance: The emotional support that companions provide for one another that reduces 

stress or anxiety. 

  prestige: The visitor who leads the other companion or companions often receives this 

emotional gratification. 

  transmission of knowledge: It occurs mostly between parents and children, in which 

parents impart knowledge and culture to their children.  

Debenedetti (    ) phrased solo visiting as ‘anonymity’; he asserted that anonymity is 

uncommon in a museum visit, and it provides the opportunity for a private and personal 
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experience. The personal experience is preceded by high cognitive involvement, high 

emotional involvement, and a sense of ease within the museum. He reported two functions for 

solo visiting: (a) autonomy (freedom in making decisions about destination and pace of visit); 

and (b) profound and intimate relationship with the artworks (introspection and absence of 

interference are two facets of this function). 

Packer and Ballantyne (    ) observed and interviewed forty solo visitors and forty 

adults with companions visiting the Discover Queensland exhibition in the Queensland 

Museum. For solo visitors “thinking about their personal values”, “challenging their own 

abilities”, and “feeling good about themselves” were more significant than for adults with a 

companion. For visitors with a companion, “doing something exciting” and “getting away 

from responsibilities” were more important. They also compared these two groups based on 

five visit motivations, including relaxation, socializing, enjoyment, discovery, and 

understanding. Solo visitors put a higher importance on understanding and lower importance 

on socializing compared to visitors with companions. Both groups ranked discovery as their 

first, and socializing as their last visit motivation. The two groups had no significant difference 

in the time spent in the exhibition. Solo visitors spent significantly more time reading the text, 

while visitors with a companion looked significantly longer at displays. No significant 

difference was reported for the learning experience of these two groups. Solo visitors could 

benefit from a deeper reflection in their learning experience and visitors with a companion 

could enhance each other’s learning experience by sharing and discussing ideas. Packer and 

Ballantyne (    ) also interviewed these two groups after four weeks to investigate if their 

memories of general topics, sensory impressions, and specific facts differed in the longterm or 

if not. They reported no significant differences in this regard between the two groups. In the 

study from Debenedetti (    ) and the study from Packer and Ballantyne (    ), the groups 

of visitors consisted of adult visitors, but not families with children. 

Wu and Wall (    ) argued that the focus of museum visitor studies had been more on 

adults or children separately, and rarely on families as a visiting group. Some studies reported 

that adults and children had different attitudes and behaved differently in the museum context 

(Cohen,     ; Matthew,     ). For example, Sandifer (    ), in the context of a science 

museum, reported that family groups compared to non-family groups spent more time in the 
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science museum as a whole and individual exhibitions. McManus (    ) asserted that 

children’s interest in an exhibition, their unfamiliarity with it, and lack of knowledge drive 

them to ask their parents for an explanation or more information. Parents support the learning 

of their children through the scaffolding approach (Fosh et al.,     ) and constructively 

responding to children’s inquiries, and exchange of information (Blud,     ). Phelan et al. 

(    ) found that visitors with children as accompany reported a higher score for SL 

motivation than other visitors. They also reported that solo visitors compared to visitors with 

companions had significantly lower scores on SL and SE motivations. In this study, we use 

visit company as a factor to compare visit motivations and visitor experiences of the audience 

in the Deutsches Museum.  

 .  Visit Strategy 

Visit strategy implies visitors’ specific plan of how to experience the museum 

(Moussouri & Roussos,     ). In the literature, visit strategy refers to both the specific plan 

that visitors themselves articulate by interview, and tracking the observable behavior of 

visitors in the museum space (Moussouri & Roussos,     ). Previous research (Falk et al., 

    ; Moussouri,     ; Moussouri & Roussos,     ) indicated three types of strategies that a 

visitor to the museum applies: open, flexible, and fixed. According to Moussouri and Roussos 

(    ), visitors with an “open strategy” are in general “unaware” of the museum options 

offerings; therefore, they are “open” to experience what the museum offers. Visitors with a 

“flexible strategy” know already about a museum’s particularities and probably even plan on 

visiting a specific exhibition; however, this planned destination or activity in the museum does 

not reflect their main purpose of visit, and they are still open for a museum’s other offerings. 

Visitors with a “fixed strategy” plan ahead their visit to the museum and have a visiting 

routine; this routine often leads to excluding a museum’s other offerings. 

Moussouri and Roussos (    ) investigated visit motivation and visit strategies of    

family groups to the London Zoo. In this study, they considered “observable aspects of visitor 

strategies” by tracking visitors’ “visit routes”. The participants mentioned   motivations 

during the interview: (a) education/participation, (b) entertainment, (c) place, (d) social event, 

(e) Biophilia, (f) political/participation, (g) therapeutic, (i) life-cycle , and (j) practical 

issues/constraints. Based on their findings, they classified families into two groups:  
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 Families with the “social event or entertainment motivation” always visited a place that 

was not an exhibition (like the cafe, shop, and playgrounds). They spent     to     

of their total visit in these places.  

 Families with “education/participation motivation” visited only exhibitions. 

Moussouri and Roussos (    ) stated that visitors with a fixed strategy were most 

likely to have an “education/participation motivation”. They reported no other significant links 

between visit motivations and visit strategies. Falk et al. (    ) investigated the relationship 

between visit strategies and Moussouri’s visit motivation categories and found no significant 

correlation. Phelan et al. (    ) found a positive correlation between LI motivation and the 

visit strategy; they stated that visitors with a more focused visit strategy were more likely to 

have higher LI motivation. Phelan et al. (    ) argued that the visitors with a focused strategy 

are more probably regular visitors as they have a visiting routine. In this study, we compare 

visit motivations and visitor experiences of the Deutsches Museum audience based on their 

visit strategy.  

    Research Questions  

In this study, we first investigate possible associations between visit motivations and 

six other variables of interest; two sociodemographic variables (age and gender) and four visit-

related variables (visit duration, visit frequency, visit company, and visit strategy) for visitors 

in the Deutsches Museum. 

      RQ . What are the Associations of Six Categories of Visit Motivation With 

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-related Characteristics 

(Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)? 

Age. Because there is no conclusive evidence in previous research for the relationship 

between age (in the frame of generational groups) and visit motivations of visitors, I 

formulated no alternative hypothesis. 

 H  There are no significant relationships between generational groups (Z, Y, X, Baby 

Boomers, and Silent Generation) and six visit motivations (LI, SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC).  
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Gender. In the context of a museum, previous researchers have not used gender as a 

factor to compare men's and women's visit motivations. Then we hypothesize: 

 H  There is no significant difference in mean scores of visit motivations (LI, SE, PS, SL, RR, 

and SC) between men and women.  

Visit Duration. In the literature, based on findings of researchers (Sereell,     ; 

Adams et al.,     ), visit duration is an indicator of learning in different types of museums. 

The alternative hypothesis is: 

H  There is a positive association between visit duration groups (short, medium, and long-

time) and LI visit motivation. 

For other visit motivations, there was no definitive evidence from previous studies 

relating them to visit duration. Therefore, I expect no significant relationship. 

H  There is no significant relationship between visit duration groups (short, medium, and 

long-time) and visit motivations SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC. 

Visit Frequency. Based on studies from Brida et al. (     &     ) repeat visitors 

were less likely to visit a museum for curiosity and learning something new. Findings from 

other studies (Phelan, et al.,     ; Brida et al.,     ; Anwar & Sohail,     ) suggested that 

for first-time visitors popularity of the site is more significant than repeat visitors.  

H  There is a negative association between visit frequency and LI and PS visit motivations. 

Phelan et al. (    ) also reported a positive correlation between visit frequency and 

social learning. Based on this study, I also expect more regular visitors report higher SL 

motivation. 

H  There is a positive association between visit frequency and SL motivation. 

For other visit motivations, there was no conclusive evidence that they are related to 

visit frequency.  

H  There is no association between visit frequency and visit motivations SE, RR, and SC. 

Visit Company. Previous research by Debenedetti (    ), and Packer and Ballantyne 

(    ) indicated that solo visitors and visitors with companions differed in their SL and SE 

visit motivations. Phelan et al. (    ) also reported that visitors with child/ren as the 

companion had higher SL motivation than other visitors; solo visitors had significantly lower 

scores in SE and SL than visitors with companions.  
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H  There is a difference in means of SL and SE visit motivations in three visit company 

groups (solo visitors, adult group, and the group with child/ren). 

There is no conclusive evidence for differences in other visit motivations between 

different visit company groups. 

H  There is no difference in means for LI, RR, SC, and PS visit motivations between three 

visit company groups (solo visitors, adult group, and group with child/ren).  

Visit Strategy. Phelan et al. (    ) found a positive correlation between LI visit 

motivation and visit strategy; visitors with a more focused strategy reported higher LI 

motivation. Moussouri and Roussos (    ) also stated that visitors with a fixed strategy are 

more likely to report education/participation motivation.  

H  There is a difference in means for LI motivation between the three visit strategy groups 

(open, flexible, and fixed strategy groups). 

Regarding other visit motivations, there was no solid evidence in the literature that 

they differ between visit strategy groups.  

H  There is no difference in means for SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC motivations between the three 

visit strategy groups (open, flexible, and fixed strategy groups). 

Secondly, we want to investigate if visitors enact their initial visit motivations during 

the visit or they get enticed into different experiences, which do not match their initial visit 

motivations. For this purpose, we used the same items in the visit motivation scale but 

changed the tense to present perfect so that they refer to the experiences during the visit. We 

labeled it visit actualization (VA) to differentiate it from visit motivations in the first research 

question and visitor experiences (Packer et al.,     ) in the third research question. 

      RQ . Is There a Significant Difference in Visitors’ Visit Motivations and Visit 

Actualizations?  

Based on the definition of visit motivation, which captures various needs and drives 

that bring the visitor to the museum, we expect that these needs and drives stay stable and 

unchanged. In other terms, visitors act out their initial motivations during the visit. Pekarik et 
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al. (    ) reported no conclusive result for comparing anticipated experiences of visitors 

(before the visit) and their satisfying experiences (after the visit). 

H  There is no significant difference in the means of visitors’ visit motivations and visit 

actualizations. 

Thirdly, we investigate the possible associations between visitor experiences (Packer 

& Ballantyne,     ; Packer et al.     ) and six other variables of interest; two 

sociodemographic variables (age and gender) and four visit-related variables (visit duration, 

visit frequency, visit company, and visit strategy) for visitors in the Deutsches Museum. 

      RQ . What are the Associations Between Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience With 

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-Related Characteristics 

(Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)? 

Age. Pekarik et al. (    ) stated that visitors younger than    were more likely to 

report introspective experiences and visitors aged   -   were more likely to report social 

experiences. Other studies in the tourist context also related older generations to learning and 

increasing knowledge motivation (Jönsson & Devonish,     ; Vujičić et al ,     ) and 

younger generations to emotional and physical refreshment motivations (Vujičić et al ,     ). 

However, because these results were not conclusive and relevant to visitor experience facets, I 

have not formulated any alternative hypotheses. 

H  There are no significant relationships between generational groups (Z, Y, X, Baby 

Boomers, and Silent Generation) and    facets of the visitor experience. 

Gender. In the literature of museum studies, there is no study investigating gender as a 

factor to compare visitor experiences between men and women; I have not formulated an 

alternative hypothesis for gender. 

H  There is no significant difference in mean scores of    visitor experience facets between 

men and women. 

Visit Duration. Based on previous studies (Adams, et al.,     ; Sereell,     ) visit 

duration could be an indicator of the learning in the museum context. I expect that cognitive 

experiences (attention and fascination) be associated with visit duration groups. 
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H  There is a positive association between visit duration groups (short, medium, and long-

time) and attention and fascination experiences. 

For other visitor experience facets, there was no conclusive evidence in the literature 

that they are related to visit duration; I do not formulate an alternative hypothesis. 

H  There are no associations between visit duration groups (short, medium, and long-time) 

and    visitor experience facets (physical activity, excitement, aesthetic appreciation, 

peacefulness, togetherness, spiritual engagement, privilege, compassion, reflective 

engagement, connection, autonomy, personal growth, and tension). 

Visit Frequency. Researchers reported that repeat visitors with previous experience 

had more engagement with museum content and objects (Brida et al.,     ; Faerber et al., 

    ; Taheri et al.,     ). I expect a positive association between reflective engagement and 

visit frequency. Based on findings by Packer et al. (    ), there was a negative association 

between visit frequency and the visitor experience facet ‘fascination’ and a positive 

association with the visitor experience facet ‘peacefulness’  Phelan et al. (    ) found that 

social learning (SL) motivation had a positive association with visit frequency. I expect a 

positive association between visit frequency and visit experience facet ‘togetherness’  

H  There is a positive association between visit frequency and visitor experience facets 

reflective engagement, peacefulness, and togetherness, and a negative association with visitor 

experience fascination. 

As there was no definitive evidence in the literature for associations of other visitor 

experience facets with visit frequency, I do not formulate an alternative hypothesis. 

H  There are no associations between visit frequency and    visitor experience facets 

(physical activity, excitement, aesthetic appreciation, attention, spiritual engagement, 

privilege, compassion, connection, autonomy, personal growth, and tension). 

Visit Company. Based on previous studies solo visitors reported higher cognitive 

engagement (Debenedetti,     ; Sintas et al.,     ), personal freedom (autonomy) 

(Debenedetti,     ; Sintas et al.,     ), tranquility (peacefulness) (Debenedetti,     ; Packer 

& Ballantyne,     ; Sintas et al.,     ), connection with the exhibited works (Debenedetti, 

    ; Sintas et al.,     ), and lower socializing (Debenedetti,     ; Packer & Ballantyne, 

    ; Phelan et al.,     ; Sintas et al.,     ) compared to visitors with companions. 
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H  There are differences in means of visitor experience facets ‘reflective engagement’, 

‘autonomy’, ‘peacefulness’, ‘connection’, and ‘togetherness’ between solo visitors and groups 

with companions.  

As there was no solid evidence in the literature of museum studies for comparison 

between solo visitors, adult groups, and groups with child/ren regarding other visitor 

experience facets, I do not formulate an alternative hypothesis. 

H  There are no differences in means for    visitor experience facets (physical activity, 

excitement, aesthetic appreciation, attention, spiritual engagement, privilege, compassion, 

autonomy, personal growth, and tension) between three visit company groups (solo visitors, 

adult group, and group with child/ren).  

Visit Strategy. Based on the previous findings (Moussori & Roussos,     ; Phelan et 

al.,     ) visitors with a fixed visit strategy reported higher learning (education/participation) 

motivation. I expect that visitors in the fixed visit strategy group have higher visitor 

experience facets ‘fascination’ and ‘attention’ than visitors with flexible and open visit 

strategies.  

H  Fixed visit strategy group has higher mean scores of visitor experience facets ‘fascination’ 

and ‘attention’ than open strategy group and flexible strategy group  

There was no conclusive evidence in previous research for associations between other 

visitor experience facets and visit strategy. 

H  There are no differences in means for    visitor experience facets (physical activity, 

excitement, aesthetic appreciation, peacefulness, togetherness, spiritual engagement, privilege, 

compassion, reflective engagement, connection, autonomy, personal growth, and tension) 

between the three visit strategy groups (open, flexible, and fixed).  

Finally, I explore visit motivations and visitor experience facets based on their overall 

ranking and try to find the possible associations between visit motivations (Phelan et al.,    ) 

and visitor experiences (Packer et al.,     ; Packer et al.,     ).  
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      RQ . What are the Associations Between Six Categories of Visit Motivation and 

Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience? 

Based on the study, in which Packer and colleagues (    ) investigated significant 

relationships between visit experience facets and identity-related motivations of Falk (    ), it 

can be assumed that the LI visit motivation has positive associations with ‘fascination’, 

‘attention’, ‘connection’, ‘reflective engagement’, and ‘personal growth.’ 

H  There are positive associations between LI visit motivation and visitor experience facets 

‘fascination’, ‘attention’, ‘connection’, ‘reflective engagement’, and ‘personal growth’  

Based on the results of the same study by Packer et al. (    ), I can assume RR visit 

motivation has positive associations with ‘peacefulness’, ‘reflective engagement’, and 

‘spiritual engagement’, and negative association with ‘attention’, ‘fascination’, and 

‘connection’. 

H  There are positive associations between RR visit motivation and visitor experience facets 

‘peacefulness’, ‘reflective engagement’, ‘spiritual engagement’, and negative associations 

with ‘attention’, ‘fascination’, and ‘connection’  

Packer et al. (    ) also asserted that facilitators report a lower level of ‘connection’ 

and ‘reflective engagement’ compared to other visitors.  

H  There is a negative association between SL visit motivation and visitor experience facets 

‘connection’ and ‘reflective engagement’  

There was no solid evidence for associations between other visit motivation categories 

and visitor experience facets. 

H  There are no associations between visit motivations SE, PS, SC, and    visitor experience 

facets. 
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 . Methodology 

    Procedure 

We used data from two different visitor studies in the Deutsches Museum, one carried 

out in      (sample  ) and one in      (sample  ). Sample   was a pilot study with a small 

number of participants:    visitors participated in both pretest and posttest;    visitors 

participated only in the pretest, and    only in the posttest. Due to the pandemic situation, we 

could not complete the main study. Therefore, we decided to use part of the data that we had 

already collected with the same variables in      (sample  ) from Deutsches Museum. This 

way, we could compare the results from the pilot study (sample  ) with the larger dataset from 

the study carried out in      (sample  , n =    ). For answering the first research question, we 

used the data from sample   (    ) and sample   (    ), as variables in the research question 

were the same in both. For the other three research questions, only data from the pilot study 

(sample  ,     ) was used. Cross-sectional field surveys with entrance samples were used 

both in      (sample  ) and      (sample  ) studies to collect data in the Deutsches Museum 

in Munich. We asked visitors to complete a questionnaire, which was in a paper-and-pencil 

format. In sample  , visitors also answered a posttest questionnaire after their visit. We 

collected the data at the entrance of the museum. Participation was voluntary and all visitors 

could participate in the study regardless of if they were visiting the museum individually, with 

friends, or as a family. Participants needed to be at least eighteen years old to fill out the 

questionnaires. To ensure anonymity, visitors did not have to enter their names, but a 

numerical code. They kept their code on a piece of paper until the end of the visit to complete 

the post-visit questionnaire with the same code. 

    Sample 

      Sample   

Data from sample   was collected in the summer and autumn of      in a science 

museum (Deutsches Museum, n =    ). In     , visitors’ age ranged from    to    years, 
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with an average age of M =       (SD =      ). Almost    percent of participants were female 

(n =   ). 

      Sample   

 Data for sample   was collected in the winter of      in the same site (n =   ). In 

    , the participants’ age ranged from    to    years, with an average age of M =       (SD 

=      ). Nearly    percent of participants were female (n =   ). 

    Research Instrument 

      Visit Motivation 

To measure participants’ visit motivation in our      study, we applied a   -item visit 

motivation short scale that was developed in      (Phelan et al.). For the      data, we 

extracted the same    items from a longer, preceding version of the same visit motivation 

instrument (Phelan et al.,     ). These    items cover the following aspects of visit 

motivation: (a) learning and following interests (LI, four items; αsample   = .  , αsample   = .   ); 

(b) social learning (SL, two items; αsample   = .  , αsample   = .  ); (c) relaxation and restoration 

(RR, three items; αsample   = .  , αsample   = .  ); (d) social enjoyment (SE, three items; αsample   = 

.  , αsample   = .  ); (e) making social contacts (SC, two items; αsample   = .  , αsample   = .  ); 

and (f) aspects referring to the popularity or reputation of the site (PS, three items; αsample   = 

.  , αsample   = .  ). Answers were given on a Likert-type scale from   (not at all important) to 

  (very important). Original items as used in the studies were in German (Lewalter & Phelan, 

    ). These items were presented in random order on a paper-and-pencil questionnaire. An 

introductory text stated (translated from German): ‘There are many reasons for visiting a 

museum. Below you will find a list of possible reasons. Please indicate for each of these 

statements how important it was for your visit here today’  This text was followed by ‘I came 

to this museum today …’ and the list of    statements, each of which visitors could rate on a 

scale of   (not important) to   (very important). Some example items are: ‘I came to this 

museum today “…to be better informed”, “to relax”, “to do something nice together”, and 
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“because I heard this is a great museum”’  The German version that was used in this study can 

be seen in Appendix A.  

To check if the visitors act out their visit motivations during their visit (visit 

actualization), we used a changed version of the visit motivation instrument for the posttest. 

Namely, we changed the tense of    items from present to present perfect, so that they refer to 

the whole visit duration. These    items cover the following aspects of visit actualisation: (a) 

learning and following interests (LI, four items; α = .   ); (b) social learning (SL, two items; α 

= .  ); (c) relaxation and restoration (RR, three items; α = .  ); (d) social enjoyment (SE, three 

items; α = .  ); (e) making social contacts (SC, two items; α = .  ); and (f) aspects referring to 

the popularity or reputation of the site (PS, three items; α = .  ).Some example items 

are:’Today during my visit “… I have informed myself”, “… I have relaxed”’  The German 

version that was used in this study can be seen in Appendix B.  

      Visitor Experience  

The scale measuring visitor experience had    facets (α = .  ) and in each facet, five 

adjectives were presented (Packer et al.,     ). These    facets of visitor experience included: 

Physical Activity (I felt active, mobile, energetic, …), Excitement (I felt excited, exhilarated, 

enthusiastic, …), Aesthetic appreciation (I experienced a sense of aesthetic appreciation, 

appreciation of objects, beauty, …), Peacefulness (I felt peaceful, serene, relaxed, …), 

Togetherness (I felt sociable, I experienced a sense of togetherness, fellowship, …), Spiritual 

Engagement (I felt connected spiritually, reverent; I experienced a sense of worship, …), 

Attention (I felt attentive, alert, observant, …), Fascination (I felt fascinated, amazed, 

intrigued, …), Privilege (I felt privileged, honored, fortunate, …), Compassion (I felt 

concerned for nature, concerned for others, concerned for the world, …), Reflective 

Engagement (I felt reflective, thoughtful, introspective, …), Connection (I experienced a sense 

of connection to the past; connection with nature, connection with objects, …), Autonomy (I 

felt independent, confident; I experienced a sense of choice, …), Personal Growth (I 

experienced a sense of accomplishment, fulfillment, growth, …), and Tension (I felt tense, 

frustrated, stressed, …). The adjectives from different facets were presented in random order. 

The questionnaire starts with the following introduction: ‘The following words and phrases 
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can be used to describe the way we feel or respond to various situations in our lives. We want 

to know the extent to which these words and phrases describe what you experienced as part of 

your visit here today. We do not want to know how you normally feel, only how the visit 

today made you feel. Please indicate which of the following words or phrases best describe 

what you experienced today in your visit (tick all that you experienced more than you would 

in your everyday life’ (Packer et al.     ). The adjectives were listed in three sections; forty-

four adjectives on the top list starting with “I feel sociable, reflective, refreshed …”; twenty-

six adjective in the middle list, starting with “ I experienced (a sense of) concentration, 

wonder, compassion, …”; and five adjectives at the bottom of the list, starting with “ It 

engaged me spiritually, physically, It engaged my senses, …”  The German version that was 

used in this study can be seen in Appendix C.  

According to Packer et al. (    ), if we add up mean scores of fifteen facets of visitor 

experience for a visitor, we can have the experience intensity (EI) of the visitor. We use this 

variable for the third research question. 

      Visit Frequency 

This measure indicates if the visitor has already visited the museum and if so, how 

often  The question “Have you been to this museum before in the last    months?” was 

followed by three answer options: “no,” “once or twice before,” and “several times”  

      Visit Strategy 

 This measure includes three types of strategies, which a visitor uses while visiting a 

setting (Moussouri,     ; Falk et al.,     )  Participants could answer the question “How 

should your visit today advance?” by choosing one of the following answer options “I just 

want to look around and spontaneously decide what to look at,” (open visit strategy) “I have 

something specific / a specific area as my goal, but I will also look at other things,” (flexible 

focused visit strategy) and “I thought carefully beforehand what I would like to see when I am 

here” (fixed visit strategy)  
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      Visit Company  

With this measure, we want to know who accompanied the visitor to the museum. For 

the question “Did you come alone or with someone?”, participants could select one or more of 

the following answers: “alone,” “with one or more adult companions,” and/or “with one or 

more children ” 

      Demographic Information 

Age and gender are two sociodemographic variables that we investigate in visitors. At 

the end of the questionnaire, participants entered their age, and selected their gender among 

three options “male”, “female”, and “diverse”  Based on Mannheim’s generational theory 

(    ), we divided visitors based on their age into five groups: generation Z (  -   years old); 

generation Y (  -   years old); generation X (  -   years old); baby boomers (  -   years 

old); and the silent generation (  -   years old). This way we can recognize and distinguish 

groups of people depending on their generation, which can be determined by their birth year 

(Pendergast     ,  ). Barron (    ) argues for the advantage of using generational groups in 

market studies. He mentions that each generational group has similar behaviors regarding 

work, leisure, and consumption. 

      Visit Duration 

To obtain data for this variable, visitors were asked in the posttest to enter the number 

of hours they had spent in the museum. 

    Data Analysis 

We used different statistical tests to answer the research questions. To run the analysis, 

we used IBM SPSS Statistics. We conducted the descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, 

paired-samples t-test, independent samples t-test, and analysis of variance (ANOVA). To 

check if there are significant associations between age groups and visit motivations in research 

question   and visitor experience facets in research question  , I used a Spearman’s 

correlation; the same was done for visit frequency and visit duration groups. To compare visit 
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motivations and visitor experience facets for male and female groups, I used independent 

samples t-test. To compare mean scores of visit motivations and visitor experience facts 

between visit company groups (alone/ adult group/ group with children) and visit strategy 

groups (open/ flexible/ fixed), one-way ANOVA was used; in cases that I had to exclude one 

group because of small sample size, independent t-test was used instead of ANOVA. In 

research question  , to detect significant mean changes for visit motivation categories and visit 

actualization categories, I used paired samples t-test. In research question  , I applied the 

Pearson correlation to find associations between visit motivation categories and visitor 

experience facets.  
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 . Results 

Firstly, in Table   we see the descriptive information of two sociodemographic (age 

and gender) and four visit-related (visit duration, visit frequency, visit company, and visit 

strategy) variables; the number and percentage of visitors who responded to each variable and 

its categories. The variable visit duration was only included in sample   (    ).  
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Table   

 Descriptive Information of two Sociodemographic (Age and Gender) and four Visit-Related variables 

(Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy) 

Variables 
Sample   

(    ) 
 Sample       (    ) 

Age 

Generation Z(  -  ) 

Generation Y(  -  ) 

Generation X(  -  ) 

Baby Boomers(  -  ) 

Silent Generation (  -  ) 

Gender
  

Male 

Female 

Visit Frequency 

First-time visitor 

Visited once or twice in the last    months 

Regular visitor 

Visit Company 

Alone (solo) 

With other adult/s (adult group) 

With child/ren, with or without additional adults (the group 

with children) 

Visit Strategy 

Looking around, making spontaneous decisions (open 

strategy) 

Having specific aim as well as spontaneous decisions 

(flexible strategy) 

Visiting with specific previous aims (fixed strategy) 

Visit Duration 

Short-time ( -  hours) 

Medium-time ( -  hours) 

Long-time ( -  hours) 

 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =   (    ) 

 

n =     (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =     (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (    ) 

 

n =    (    ) 

n =     (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

 

 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =   (    ) 

 

 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =   (    ) 

 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =   (    ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

 

 

n =    (   ) 

 

n =    (     ) 

 

n =   (    ) 

 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 

n =    (     ) 
 
: For the gender variable, there was another item ‘Diverse’, but it was not chosen by any of 

the participants.  
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    RQ . What are the Associations of Six Categories of Visit Motivation With  

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-Related 

Characteristics (Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)? 

      Age 

Sample   (    ). In Table  , the visit motivations’ descriptive information for 

different generational groups can be seen. Results for Silent Generation were excluded from 

further analysis, because of a small number of participants (n =  ). In the other four 

generations, SE and LI were the top-ranked visit motivations; for younger generations Z and 

Y, SE was the first visit motivation and for Generation X and Baby Boomers LI was the first 

reported visit motivation. Results of the Spearman correlation indicated that generational 

groups (from younger to older) have a small but significant positive association with social 

learning (SL) motivation (rs(   ) = .   , p = .   ); a negative association with social 

enjoyment (SE) motivation, (rs(   ) = -.   , p = .   ); and a weak negative relationship with 

popularity of the site (PS) motivation, (rs(   ) = -.   , p = .   ). 

 

Table    

Visit Motivations’ Mean and Standard Deviation for Generational Groups, Sample   (    ) 

Visit 

Motivations 

Generation 

Z(  -  ) 

Generation 

Y(  -  ) 

Generation 

X(  -  ) 

Baby 

Boomers(  -  ) 

Silent 

Generation(  -  ) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

SE                .        .                       

LI      .        .        .                  .   

PS      .        .                            .   

RR                .                            .   

SL                                                  

SC      .        .        .        .        .   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL = social 

learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 
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Sample   (    ). In Table  , we can see the visit motivations’ descriptive information 

for different generational groups. The number of participants in Silent Generation was small (n 

=  ) and we excluded it from further analysis. In the other four generational groups, SE was 

the first ranked visit motivation, followed by LI. Results of the Spearman correlation for 

sample   also indicated that there was a significant positive association between SL 

motivation and generational groups (from younger to older), (rs (  ) = .   , p = .   ). 

Table   

 Visit Motivations’ Mean and Standard Deviation for Generational Groups, Sample   (    )  

Visit 

Motivations 

Generation 

Z(  -  ) 

Generation 

Y(  -  ) 

Generation 

X(  -  ) 

Baby 

Boomers(  -  ) 

Silent 

Generation(  -  ) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

SE      .        .        .        .        .   

LI      .        .         .                  .   

PS      .        .        .                  .   

RR      .                            .             

SL                                    .        .   

SC      .        .        .        .        .   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL = social 

learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 

 

      Gender 

As it can be seen in Table  , the ranking of visit motivations for both men and women 

was almost the same. SE and LI motivations were at the top of the list, followed by the PS, 

SL, RR, and at the end of the list SC. 
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Table   

 Mean and Standard Deviation of Visit Motivations Based on Gender for Two Samples 

 

Visit Motivations Sample  (    ) 
 

Sample  (    ) 

  

Men Women  Men Women 

M SD M SD  M SD M SD 

LI      .        .         .        .   

SE      .        .         .        .   

PS                           .        .   

SL                                          

RR                .     .   .             

SC      .        .         .        .   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; 

SL = social learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 
 

Sample   (    ). To measure if the means of visit motivations were significantly 

different for men and women, we used independent-samples t-tests. Men’s average value for 

RR motivation (M =     , SD =     ) was significantly higher than women’s (M =     , SD = 

.  ); (t(   ) =     , p =.   ; d = .  ). Men’s average SL motivation (M =     , SD =     ) 

was also higher than women’s (M =     , SD =     ); (t(   ) =     , p =.   ; d = .  ). On the 

other hand, women’s average SE (M =     , SD = .  ) was slightly higher than men’s (M = 

 .  , SD = .  ); (t(   ) = -    , p = .   ; d = .  ). The motivation PS was, on average, more 

important for women (M =     , SD =     ) than for men (M =     , SD =     ); (t(   ) = -

    , p =.   ; d = .  ). 

Sample   (    ). In this sample, women’s LI motivation (M =     , SD = .   ) was 

significantly higher than men’s (M =     , SD = .  ); (t(  ) = -    , p =.   ; d = . ).  

      Visit Duration 

This variable was only investigated in sample   (    ). We divided visitors into three 

groups: short-time visitors ( -  hours) (n =   ,      ), medium-time visitors ( -  hours) (n = 

  ,      ), and long-time visitors ( -  hours) (n =   ,      ). As shown in Table  , for short-
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time and long-time groups, LI and SE motivations were the two-top reported ones, while for 

the medium-time group, SE and PS were the first two motivations. Results of the Spearman 

correlation indicated that there were significant positive associations between LI, SE and PS 

motivations and visit duration groups (LI: rs (  ) = .  , p = .   ; SE: rs (  ) = .  , p = .   ; 

PS: rs (  ) = .  , p = .   ). It shows that visitors who spent more time in the museum had 

higher LI, SE, and PS visit motivations.  

Table   

 Mean and Standard Deviation of Visit Motivations for Three Visit Duration Groups 

Visit 

Motivations 
Short-time ( -  hours) Medium-time ( -  hours) Long-time ( -  hours) 

 M SD M SD M SD 

      

SE      .        .        .   

LI      .                  .   

PS      .        .        .   

RR      .                  .   

SL                          .   

SC      .        .        .   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; 

SL= social learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 

      Visit Frequency 

Sample   (    ). In this sample, the majority of visitors visited the Deutsches 

Museum for the first time (n =    ,      );    (     ) visitors had already visited the 

museum once or twice in the last    months, and    (    ) visitors had already visited this 

museum several times (regular visitors). As shown in Table  , SE was on average the top 

motivation for the first-time (M =     , SD = .   ) and regular visitors (M =     , SD =     ), 

while for those who had visited the museum once or twice LI was the first motivation (M = 

 .  , SD = .   ). For all three groups of visitors, SE and LI were the main two motivations; 

while PS was the third-ranked visit motivation for first-time visitors (M =     , SD =     ) and 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

visitors who had visited the museum once or twice (M =     , SD = .   ); for regular visitors, 

SL ended up in third place (M =  .  , SD =  .  ). Results of the Spearman correlation 

indicated that there was a small significant negative association between the PS motivation 

and visit frequency (rs (   ) = -.   , p = .   ). 

Table    

Mean and Standard Deviation of Visit Motivations for Three Visit Frequency Groups, Sample 

 (    ) and Sample  (    ) 

Visit 

Motivations 
First-time visitor  

Once or twice in the last 

   months 
 Regular visitor 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

SE      .         .                    .                    .   

LI      .         .         .         .                    .   

PS                 .         .         .                    .   

SL                                                                  

RR                 .         .         .                         

SC      .         .                    .         .         .   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL= 

social learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 

 

       Sample   (    ). In this sample, the proportion of visitors was almost the same; first-time 

visitors (n =   ,      ), visited once or twice in the last    months (n =   ,      ), and 

regular visitors (n =   ,      ). Like sample   (    ), here also SE and LI were the top visit 

motivations for all three groups; PS ranked third for first-time visitors (M =     , SD = .  ) 

and for visitors, who visited once or twice before (M =     , SD = .  ), while for regular 

visitors SL (M =     , SD =     ) was on the third position (Table  ). Results of the Spearman 

correlation indicated that there was a small significant negative association between LI 

motivation and visit frequency (rs (  ) = -.   , p = .   ). 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

      Visit Company 

Sample   (    ). In this sample, while SE was ranked as the first motivation for adult 

group (M =     , SD= .  ) and the group with child/ren (M =     , SD= .  ), it was the fourth 

important visit motivation for solo visitors (M =     , SD=     ) (Table  ). For solo visitors LI 

(M =     , SD= .  ) and PS (M =     , SD=     ) were the top visit motivations (Table  ). 

Results of ANOVA revealed a statistically significant effect of visit company on the visit 

motivation categories SL and SE (Table  ). A Bonferroni post hoc test showed that the group 

with child/ren had significantly higher SL motivation (M =     , SD =     ) than solo visitors 

(M =     , SD = .  ), and than those in the adult group (M =     , SD =     ). The SE 

motivation of solo visitors (M =     , SD =     ) was significantly lower than the group with 

child/ren (M =     , SD = .  ) and the adult group (M =     , SD = .  ). 

Table   

 Mean and Standard Deviation of Visit Motivations for Three Visit Company Groups, Sample 

 (    ) and Sample  (    ) 

Visit 

Motivations 

Solo visitors  Adult group  Group with child/ren 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

SE                 .         .         .         .         .   

LI      .         .         .         .         .         .   

PS                 .                    .                    .   

RR                 .                               .              

SC                            .         .         .     .   .   

SL      .         .                                               

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL= social 

learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 
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Table   

Significant Mean Differences of The Visit Motivation SE and SL Based on Visit Company For 

Sample   (    ) 

 Visit Company 

Visit 

motivations 

 

Solo visitors Adult groups Groups with 

child/ren 

 

   

n M SD n M SD n M SD F df P ηp  

              

SL         .                                     .    .    

SE                       .           .          .    .    

Note. SL = social learning; SE = social enjoyment;  

Sample   (    ). In this sample, there were only two solo visitors and I excluded this 

group from further analysis. In the adult group and the group with child/ren, SE and LI were 

the top visit motivations (Table  ). While for the group with child/ren, SL (social learning) (M 

=     , SD =     ) was ranked as the third important visit motivation, for the adult group, SL 

remained as the fifth visit motivation (M =     , SD =     ) after PS and RR motivations. 

Results of independent samples t-test revealed that visitors in the group with children (M = 

    , SD =     ) had significantly higher SL motivation than visitors in the adult group (M = 

    , SD =     ), (t(  ) = - .  , p = .   ; d = .  ). 

      Visit Strategy 

Sample   (    ). The descriptive data showed that for visitors with open strategy, SE 

(M =     , SD =     ) was ranked first, followed by LI (M =     , SD = .  ) (Table  ). For the 

group with flexible strategy, SE and LI were also the top two motivations and on average very 

close (SE (M =     , SD = .  ), LI (M =     , SD = .  )). For the group with fixed strategy, LI 

(M =     , SD =     ) was ranked first and SL (M =     , SD =  .  ) second. We only had 

five visitors with a fixed visit strategy and therefore omitted this group from further analysis. 

We used independent samples t-test to compare the open strategy group with the flexible 

strategy group. Results showed that PS motivation for the open strategy group (M =  .  , SD 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

=.  ) was significantly higher than the flexible strategy group (M =     , SD =  .  ); (t(   ) = 

    , p = .   ; d = .  ). 

Sample   (    ). We can see in Table   that for the first group of visitors with open 

strategy, there was the same pattern as sample  ; SE (M =     , SD = .  ), and LI (M =     , 

SD = .  ) were on top of the visit motivation categories. For the flexible strategy group , SE 

(M =     , SD = .  ), and LI (M =     , SD = .  ) also stayed closely together as the main 

categories. Only two visitors were in the fixed strategy group and we omitted it from further 

calculations. Independent samples t-test showed no significant difference in visit motivations 

between open strategy and flexible strategy groups. 

Table    

Mean and Standard Deviation of Visit Motivations for Three Visit Strategy Groups, Sample 

 (    ) and Sample  (    ) 

Visit 

Motivations 

Open Strategy  Flexible Strategy  Fixed Strategy 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 
 

Sample   

(    ) 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

LI      .         .         .          .                    .   

RR      .         .                    .                         

SL                                                             .   

SE                 .         .         .                    .   

SC      .         .         .         .                    .   

PS  .   .         .                    .                    .    

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL= social 

learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 

    RQ . Is There a Significant Difference in Visitors’ Visit Motivations and Visit 

Actualizations?  

To answer this question, we used a paired sample t-test to check if the mean scores of 

visit motivation (VM) categories were statistically different from the means of visit 

actualization (VA) categories. The results revealed no significant changes (Table   ). For both 
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visit motivation and visit actualization, SE and LI were the top categories, followed by PS, SL, 

and RR, and SC at the bottom of the list. 

Table     

Comparing Mean Scores of Visit Motivation Categories and Visit Actualisation 

Categories 

 

M SD T df 
Sig. (  

tailed) 

LI (VM)  
     .   

.      .    

LI (VA)      .   

RR (VM)       .  
-       .    

RR (VA)      .   

SL (VM)       .  
-.      .    

SL (VA)          

SE (VM)      .   
-.      .    

SE (VA)      .   

SC (VM)      .   
-       .    

SC (VA)      .   

PS (VM)      .   
-.      .    

PS (VA)          

Note. VM = Visit Motivation; VA = Visit Actualisation; SE = social enjoyment; LI = 

learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL = social learning; RR = 

relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 
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    RQ . What are the Associations Between Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience With 

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-Related 

Characteristics (Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)? 

 According to Packer et al. (    ), if we add up mean scores of fifteen facets of visitor 

experience for a visitor, we can have the experience intensity (EI) of the visitor. Besides the 

fifteen facets of the visitor experience, I calculated the associations of EI with 

sociodemographic (age and gender) and visit-related variables (visit duration, visit frequency, 

visit company, and visit strategy). Each facet of visitor experience had five adjectives. For 

each facet, a visitor got a score between zero (no adjective was chosen for a facet) and five (all 

five adjectives were chosen for a facet). In the following tables of this section, we see the 

average scores for all visitors who chose the same facet’s adjectives  For example, if for 

twenty visitors fascination mean score is two (M =  ), it means they chose on average two out 

of five adjectives for this facet of the visitor experience.  

      Age 

As shown in Table   , fascination was the top ranking visitor experience for young 

generations, namely Z (  -  ) (M =     , SD =     ) and Y (  -  ) (M =     , SD =     ), 

while in other three older generations, attention was reported as the first chosen visitor 

experience, Generation X (  -  ) (M =     , SD =     ), Baby Boomers (  -  ) (M =     , 

SD =     ), and Silent Generation (  -  ) (M =  .  , SD =  .  ). Results of the Spearman 

correlation indicated that generational groups (from younger to older) had significant negative 

correlations with excitement (rs(   ) = -.    , p = .   ), and peacefulness (rs(   ) = -.    , p = 

.   ). 
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Table     

Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity in Different Generational 

Groups 

Visitor experience 
Generation Z 

(  -  ) 
 

Generation 

Y (  -  ) 
 

Generation X 

(  -  ) 
 

Baby 

Boomers (  -

  ) 

 

Silent 

Generation 

(  -  ) 

n M SD  n M SD  n M SD  n M SD  n M SD 

Attention                                                                    

Fascination                                                                    

Aesthetic 

appreciation 
        .                                       .      .   .   

Reflective 

engagement 
                                   .       .   .                

Excitement                 .                          .   .      .   .   

Privilege    .   .      .   .       .            .   .      .   .   

Physical activity    .           .   .       .            .   .      .   .   

Connection    .   .      .   .       .            .   .      .        

Peacefulness    .           .   .       .   .       .   .      .        

Compassion    .           .   .       .            .   .      .   .   

Autonomy    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .   .   

Personal growth    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .        

Tension    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .   .   

Togetherness    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .   .   

Spiritual engagement    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .   .   

Experience Intensity    .   .      .   .       .   .       .   .      .   .   
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      Gender 

Attention and fascination were the top ranked visitor experiences for both genders 

(Table   ); respectively for men (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ) and women (M = 

    , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ). The rankings of the third and fourth visitor experiences 

were different for men and women. Reflective engagement was ranked third for men (M = 

    , SD =     ) and fourth for women (M =     , SD =     ); and aesthetic appreciation was 

ranked third for women (M =     , SD = .  ) and fourth for men (M =     , SD =     ). 

Experience intensity (EI) was higher for women (M = .  , SD = .  ) than for men (M = .  , 

SD = .  ). Independent-samples t-test revealed no significant differences in visitor experience 

facets based on gender. 

Table    

 Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity for Females and Males 

Visitor experience 
 Female  Male 

  M SD  M SD 

Attention                       

Fascination                       

Aesthetic appreciation       .              

Reflective engagement                       

Excitement             .    .   

Privilege  .         .   .   

Physical activity  .         .   .   

Connection  .   .    .   .   

Peacefulness  .   .    .        

Compassion  .   .    .   .   

Autonomy  .   .    .   .   

Personal growth  .   .    .   .   

Tension  .   .    .   .   

Togetherness  .   .    .   .   

Spiritual engagement  .   .    .   .   

Experience Intensity  .   .    .   .   
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      Visit Duration 

As shown in Table   , long-time visit group ( -  hours) scored on average attention 

(M =     , SD =     ), fascination (M =     , SD =     ), reflective engagement (M =     , 

SD =     ) and excitement (M =     , SD =     ) respectively higher than medium-time ( -  

hours) (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ; M = .  , SD =     ) 

and short—time ( -  hours) (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =  .   ; 

M = .  , SD =     ) visit groups. Visitors in the short-time visit group experienced a slightly 

higher sense of autonomy (M = .  , SD = .  ) than medium-time group (M = .  , SD = .  ) 

and long-time group (M = .  , SD = .  ); and were more physically active (M = .  , SD = 

 .  ) than medium-time (M = .  , SD = .  ) and long-time (M = .  , SD = .  ) visit groups. 

The feeling of connection, on the other hand, was slightly higher for short-time visitors (M = 

.  , SD = .  ) than for medium-term visitors (M = .  , SD = .  ) but almost equal to long-

term visitors (M = .  , SD =  .  )  Visitors’ feeling of peacefulness for short-time visit group 

(M = .  , SD =  .  ) was slightly higher than for the medium-time group (M = .  , SD = .  ), 

and lower than for the long-time group (M = .  , SD = .  ). Short-time visitors reported 

slightly lower feeling of tension (M = .  , SD = .  ) than medium-time visitors (M = .  , SD = 

.  ), and higher than long-time visitors (M = .  , SD = .  ). The experience intensity (EI) was 

ranked for short-time visit group (M = .  , SD = .  ) lower than for medium-time (M = .  , 

SD = .  ), and long-time (M= .  , SD = .  ) visit groups. Spearman’s correlation indicated a 

statistically significant relationship between visit duration groups and sense of fascination (rs 

= .  , p = .   ). 
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Table     

Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity for Three Visit Duration 

Groups 

Visitor experience 

 
Short-time ( -  

hours) 
 

Medium-time ( -  

hours) 
 

Long-time ( -  

hours) 

  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Attention                                  

Fascination                                  

Aesthetic appreciation       .                     .   

Reflective engagement                                  

Excitement  .         .                   

Privilege  .   .    .         .   .   

Physical activity  .         .   .    .   .   

Connection  .   .    .   .    .    .   

Peacefulness  .         .   .    .   .   

Compassion  .   .    .         .   .   

Autonomy  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Personal growth  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Tension  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Togetherness  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Spiritual engagement  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Experience Intensity  .   .    .   .    .   .   

 

      Visit Frequency 

Descriptive data showed that all three visit frequency groups ranked cognitive 

experiences (attention and fascination) as their top two visitor experiences (Table   ). Regular 

visitors ranked on average respectively attention (M =     , SD = .  ) and fascination (M = 

    , SD =     ) higher than first-time visitors (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ) 

and those visited once or twice in the last    months (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD = 

 .  ). Visitors who visited the museum once or twice in last    months had higher EI (M = 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

.  , SD = .  ) than regular visitors (M = .  , SD = .  ) and first-time visitors (M = .  , SD = 

.  )  Spearman’s correlation indicated no significant relationship between visit frequency and 

visitor experience facets 

Table     

Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity for Three Visit Frequency 

Groups 

Visitor experience 

 
Firs-time 

visitor 
 

Once or twice in the last 

   months 
 Regular visitor 

  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Attention                             .   

Fascination                                  

Aesthetic appreciation       .         .              

Reflective engagement                                  

Excitement  .   .               .   .   

Privilege  .         .   .    .   .   

Physical activity  .         .   .    .   .   

Connection  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Peacefulness  .   .    .         .   .   

Compassion  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Autonomy  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Personal growth  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Tension  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Togetherness  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Spiritual engagement  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Experience Intensity  .   .    .   .    .   .   

 

      Visit Company 

We excluded the first group (solo visitors) from the analysis because of the small 

number of visitors (n =  ).As shown in Table   , fascination and attention were the top ranked 

visitor experiences, respectively for the adult group (M =     , SD =     ; M =  .  , SD = 
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    ) and for the group with child/ren (M =     , SD =     ; M =     , SD =     ). While the 

average physical activity score for the group with child/ren (M =     , SD =     ) was higher 

than for the adult group (M =.  , SD = .  ), they scored lower on peacefulness (M =.  , SD = 

.  ) than the adult group (M =     , SD =     ). The average EI for the group with child/ren 

(M =     , SD = .  ) was higher than the adult group (M = .  , SD = .  ). To measure if the 

means were significantly different for these two groups, we used independent samples t-test. 

The feeling of privilege for the group with child/ren (M =     , SD =     ) was significantly 

higher than for the addult group (M = .  , SD = .  ); (t(   ) = - .   , p =.    ; d = .  ). 

Table     

Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity for Three Visit Company 

Groups 

Visitor experience 
 Solo visitor  Adult group  

Group with 

child/ren 

  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Attention       .                         

Fascination                                  

Aesthetic appreciation       .    .   .          .   

Reflective engagement  .   .                         

Excitement                  .              

Privilege             .   .              

Physical activity  .   .    .   .              

Connection  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Peacefulness  .   .               .   .   

Compassion  .   .    .   .    .        

Autonomy             .   .    .   .   

Personal growth  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Tension  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Togetherness  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Spiritual engagement  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Experience Intensity  .   .    .   .         .   
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      Visit Strategy  

We excluded the fixed strategy group from the analysis because of the small number of 

visitors (n =  ). As shown in Table   , both the open strategy and the flexible strategy group 

ranked attention and fascination as their top visitor experiences. For the flexible strategy 

group attention (M =     , SD = .  ) and fascination (M =  .  , SD =  .  ) were on average 

higher than open strategy group’s attention (M =     , SD =  .  ) and fascination (M =  .  , 

SD =  .  ). Feeling of peacefulness was on average higher for the open strategy group (M = 

    , SD =  .  ) than for the flexible strategy group (M = .  , SD = .  ). To measure if the 

mean differences were significantly different, we used independent samples t-test. Aesthetic 

appreciation for flexible strategy group (M =     , SD = .  ) was significantly higher than for 

open strategy group (M = .  , SD = .  ); (t(   ) = - .   , p =.    ; d = .  ) . Their EI (M = 

    , SD = .  ) was also higher than the open strategy group’s EI (M = .  , SD = .  ); (t(   ) 

= - .   , p =.    ; d = .  ). 

Table     

Mean Scores of Visitor Experience Facets and Experience Intensity for Three Visit Strategy 

Groups 

Visitor experience 

 Open strategy  Flexible strategy  Fixed strategy 

  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Attention                  .         .   

Fascination                             .    

Aesthetic appreciation  .   .         .    .   .   

Reflective engagement                  .    .   .   

Excitement                  .              

Privilege  .   .                         

Physical activity  .              .    .   .   

Connection  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Peacefulness             .   .    .   .   

Compassion  .   .    .         .   .   

Autonomy  .   .    .   .              

Personal growth  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Tension  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Togetherness  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Spiritual engagement  .   .    .   .    .   .   

Experience Intensity  .   .         .    .   .   
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    RQ . What are the Associations Between Six Categories of Visit Motivation and 

Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience? 

In Table   , we see the ranking of visit motivation categories in the samples based on 

the mean scores. The most obvious pattern that we can see is that the ranking of the categories 

is the same. On average, visitors rated social enjoyment (SE) highest, followed by LI (learning 

and pursuing interests), PS (popularity of the site), SL (social learning), RR (relaxation and 

recuperation), and SC (social contacts).  

Table     

Ranking of Visit Motivation Categories in Sample  (    ) and Sample   (    ); and Ranking 

of Visit Actualization Categories in Sample   (    ) 

Categories 

 

Visit Motivation 

Sample  (    ) 

 Visit Motivation 

Sample   (    )  

 Visit Actualization 

Sample   (    ) 

 n M SD  n M SD  n M SD 

SE          .            .            .   

LI          .            .            .   

PS                        .            .   

SL                                           

RR                                      .   

SC          .            .            .   

Note. Pre = Pretest; post = Posttest; SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; 

PS = popularity of the site; SL = social learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = 

establishing social contacts 

In table   , we see the ranking of visitor experience facets based on the mean scores. 

Cognitive experiences, namely attention, and fascination (Packer et al.,     ) were on top of 

the list. Aesthetic appreciation (a sensory experience) and reflective engagement with close 

mean scores were ranked as the third and fourth visitor experience facets. 
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Table     

Ranking of Visitor Experience Facets Based on Mean Scores 

Visitor Experience n M SD 

Attention              

Fascination              

Aesthetic appreciation         .   

Reflective engagement              

Excitement    .        

Privilege    .   .   

Physical activity    .   .   

Connection    .   .   

Peacefulness    .   .   

Compassion    .   .   

Autonomy    .   .   

Personal growth    .   .   

Tension    .   .   

Togetherness    .   .   

Spiritual engagement    .   .   

 

To find the relationships between the six visit motivation categories in sample   (    ) 

and    facets of visitor experience (Packer et al.,     ), we used a Pearson correlation (two-

tailed) (Table   ). The results showed that LI as the second-ranked visit motivation by visitors 

had a negative correlation with the connection (r = -.  , p < .  ). SL visit motivation had a 

positive correlation with compassion (r = .  , p < .  ). The other visit motivation categories 

had no significant correlation with visitor experience facets. 
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Table     

Correlation between Six Visit Motivation Categories in Sample   (    ) and Fifteen Facets of 

Visitor Experience in Sample   (    ) 

Visitor Experience LI RR SL SE SC PS 

Attention .   -.   .   .   .   .   

Privilege -.   .   .   .   -.   .   

Personal growth .   -.   .   .   .   .   

Fascination .   -.   .   .   .   .   

Compassion .   -.   .  * .   .   .   

Autonomy .   .   .   -.   -.   .   

Aesthetic appreciation .   -.   .   .   -.   .   

Connection -.  * .   -.   .   -.   .   

Spiritual engagement .   .   -.   -.   .   .   

Togetherness -.   .   .   -.   -.   -.   

Reflective engagement -.   .   .   .   -.   .   

Physical activity -.   -.   .   -.   -.   -.   

Excitement .   -.   .   -.   -.   -.   

Peacefulness -.   .   -.   .   .   .   

Tension .   .   .   .   -.   -.   

Note. SE = social enjoyment; LI = learning and pursuing interests; PS = popularity of the site; SL = 

social learning; RR = relaxation and recuperation; SC = establishing social contacts. 

*p < .   



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

 . Discussion 

In this paper, we tried to investigate how the visit motivation and visitor experience 

relate to sociodemographic variables (age and gender), and visit-related variables (visit 

duration, visit frequency, visit company, and visit strategy). We also examined if visitors acted 

out their initial visit motivations during the visit or if not. Finally, we tried to find possible 

associations between visit motivation categories and visitor experience facets (Packer et al., 

    ). In what follows, we discuss the research questions based on their hypotheses. 

    RQ . What are the Associations of Six Categories of Visit Motivation With 

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-Related 

Characteristics (Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)? 

      Age 

The findings showed that from younger to older generations SE and PS motivations 

decrease, and SL motivation increases. This provides evidence to reject the null hypothesis, 

which was ‘There are no significant relationships between generational groups (Z, Y, X, Baby 

Boomers, and Silent Generation) and six visit motivations (LI, SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC).’. 

This result is in agreement with studies in the tourist context, which reported that older 

generations have more tendency to socialize with locals and in this way increase their 

knowledge when visiting a place (Jönsson & Devonish,     ; Vujičić et al.,     ). Younger 

generations, on the contrary, were more likely to visit a destination in seek of emotional and 

physical refreshment (Vujičić et al ,     ) and preferred noisy, active, and interactive 

experiences in tourist destinations (Ryan & Glendon,     ). Other studies also indicated that 

younger generations (Generation X and Y) compared to older generations preferred to involve 

themselves in entertaining activities (Li et al.,     ). The study by Li et al. (    ) showed that 

there were significant differences in destination choice in different generations; they reported 

that, for example, Generation Y (  -   years old) preferred non-popular locations in Asia and 

Eastern Europe when traveling abroad. Our results in the context of museums showed that the 

PS (popularity of the site) is more significant for younger generations. The results emphasize 
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the importance of age (in the frame of generational groups) as a demographic variable, which 

influences the visit motivation of visitors. This study was done in a science museum; further 

studies could investigate the connection of age with visit motivations in other museum 

contexts. More evidence helps museum management to consider their visitors’ age differences 

in the planning and future developments, for instance, how they can apply interventions to 

enhance social enjoyment of younger visitors and social learning of older generations.  

      Gender 

The findings showed that some of the visit motivations were significantly higher for 

women (SE, PS, and LI) and some were higher for men (RR and SL). Using gender as a factor 

to compare other variables has been rarely done in museum and tourist contexts. It is often 

used besides other demographic variables to describe visitors (Bounia et al.,     ; Foster et al. 

    ; Thelwall,     ). Our findings are supported by studies in educational contexts, which 

indicated gender accompanied by other demographic factors (such as ethnicity and religious 

affiliation) influence behavior of students, their attainment, and their future professional 

choices; boys were more likely to choose a prospective job that included being a leader, 

controlling others or working with things rather than people (Corrigan et al.,     ). Two other 

studies also indicated that boys and girls had different interactions with exhibits when visiting 

the museum (Kremer & Mullins,     ; Sutcliffe & Kim,     ). Even if our results of gender 

differences in visit motivations are in line with these studies, we should interpret our results 

with caution. We know that visit motivation rankings for men and women were the same; 

ranking from top to bottom: SE, LI, PS, SL, RR, and SC. Both men and women visited the 

science museum with the main motivations of social enjoyment (SE) and learning and 

following interests (LI). If museum management knows that female visitors have higher SE 

than male ones, it might be of no practical use for them, because SE is the main visit 

motivation for men as well. The similar ranking of visit motivations for both genders seems to 

be more insightful than differences in some categories. As asserted by Falk (    ), 

demographic factors such as gender have little explanatory power when we want to put the 

observed differences into practice in the museum; or as Dawson and Jensen (    ) 
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highlighted, using only demographic factors such as gender are insufficient to segment 

visitors. 

   .  Visit Duration 

The alternative hypothesis (‘There is a positive association between visit duration 

groups (short, medium, and long-time) and LI visit motivation.’) was proven with the findings  

Those who spent more time in the museum were more likely to report higher LI motivation. 

Studies by other researchers (Adams et al.,     ; Sereell,     ) highlighted that visit duration 

was a significant indicator of learning in the museum, which lends support to our finding 

regarding LI motivation. 

The findings lead to rejecting the null hypothesis regarding other visit motivations 

(‘There is no significant relationship between visit duration groups (short, medium, and 

longtime) and visit motivations SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC.’)  Those who spent more time in the 

museum reported higher SE and PS motivations. The relation between visit duration and PS 

motivation is supported by the work of Brida and his colleagues (    ), who reported that the 

popularity of the museum influences visit duration. The finding regarding SE is in line with 

studies that reported if visit duration increases, it results in more feeling of excitement, better 

experience quality, and positive emotions for visitors (Faerber et al.,     ). Furthermore, 

researchers have recorded that longer visit duration had a positive influence on visitor 

satisfaction in different types of museums (Del Chiappa et al.,     ; Elottol & Bahauddin, 

    ; Faerber et al.,     ; Jeong & Lee,     ). Museum management could try to fulfill 

further these motivations of visitors through new measures (in design, planning, and 

performance of tours, etc.) and increase visit duration and consequently visitor satisfaction. As 

mentioned in the literature, higher visitor satisfaction is an indicator of museum performance 

(Camarero et al.,     ) and could result in a competitive advantage in the tourism market (Jin 

et al.,     ; Olsen et al.,     ). 

      Visit Frequency 

Results indicated that visit frequency had small negative correlations with LI and PS 

motivations. This result allows keeping the alternative hypothesis for LI and PS motivations 
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(‘There is a negative association between visit frequency and LI and PS visit motivations’)  

Taheri et al. (    ) stated that a visitor’s previous experience in a visitor attraction, such as a 

museum has an impact on a visitor’s current visit motivation and behavior  Preko et al. (    ) 

also reported that first-time and repeated visitors perceive and appreciate a visit destination, 

such as a museum, differently, so they behave and react differently during their visit. The 

result for the PS motivation indicated that for first-time visitors this motivation was higher 

than for more regular ones; this result is supported by findings of other researchers in a 

museum context (Brida et al.,     ; Phelan et al.,     ) and festival events (Anwar & Sohail, 

    ). Regarding LI motivation, our findings suggested that regular visitors tended relatively 

less to concentrate on learning and following their interests. Findings by Brida et al. (    , 

    ) support this finding; they reported a negative correlation between visit frequency and 

curiosity and learning something new. Regular visitors with more experience were intended to 

attain further information (Hughes & Morrison-Saunders,     ) and enhance and deepen their 

understanding (Brida et al.,     ). It seems that regular visitors have more involvement and 

interest in the content and intend to deepen their previous understanding, but they are not 

interested in learning something new. 

Although there was not a significant correlation between visit frequency groups and SL 

motivation, regular visitors in both samples on average reported higher SL than other visitors. 

Based on the results for SL motivation, we can probably interpret that LI motivation for 

regular visitors decreased to some extent but they focused more on SL motivation to help 

others as they have previous learning and experience in this science museum. Phelan et al. 

(    ) found that visitors with higher SL motivation (supporting the learning of family 

members or friends) tended to be more regular visitors. This slight decrease of LI and increase 

of SL motivations for regular visitors could be the focus of attention in future studies. For 

other visit motivations, the null hypothesis (‘There is no association between visit frequency 

and visit motivations SE, RR, and SC.’) holds  The literature in the museum context also has 

not reported conclusive evidence regarding the relationship between these visit motivations 

and visit frequency. The result of our study suggests that even if regular visitors are more 

familiar with a museum and enjoy it as a restorative place and feel peaceful in it (Packer & 
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Bond,     ; Packer et al.,     ), their RR motivation is not necessarily associated with the 

frequency of their visit. 

      Visit Company 

The findings showed that the group with child/ren had higher SL motivation than the 

adult group and solo visitors  Solo visitors’ SE motivation was also significantly lower than 

the group with child/ren and the adult group. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis for SL and 

SE holds (‘There is a difference in means of SL and SE visit motivations in three visit 

company groups (solo visitors, adult group, and the group with child/ren’)). This result is 

supported by previous findings (Debenedetti,     ; Phelan et al.,     ; Sintas et al.,     ). 

Sintas et al. (    ) reported that accompanied visitors considered the visit “a shared social 

experience” besides the tasks of daily life, in which the companions experience entertainment 

and enrichment mutually and convey knowledge and a feeling of security to one another. 

Phelan and her colleagues (    ) reported that SL motivation of visitors with child/ren is 

higher than other groups, and solo visitors scored significantly lower in SL and SE 

motivations than visitors with companions. It seems reasonable that for a solo visitor, visit 

motivations with social aspects (SE and SL) ranked the lowest (as our findings showed). For 

other visit motivations (SC, RR, LI, and PS) the null hypothesis (‘There is no difference in 

means for LI, RR, SC, and PS visit motivations between three visit company groups (solo 

visitors, adult group, and group with child/ren)’) was not rejected as the results showed no 

significant difference between visit company groups. According to previous studies 

(Debenedetti,     ; Packer & Ballantyne,     ; Sintas et al.,     ), solo visitors had a 

cognitively deeper engagement with the content to understand more about it and experienced 

more tranquility in the museum. Our results, however, suggested that solo visitors’ RR and LI 

motivations were not significantly different from those with companions.  

      Visit Strategy 

The alternative hypothesis regarding LI (‘There is a difference in means for LI 

motivation between the three visit strategy groups (open, flexible, and fixed strategy groups)’) 

does not hold. The results showed no significant difference in LI motivation. And regarding 



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

other visit motivations, the null hypothesis was rejected (‘There is no difference in means for 

SE, PS, SL, RR, and SC motivations between the three visit strategy groups’), since the group 

with open visit strategy reported significantly higher PS motivation than the group with 

flexible strategy. Visitors going to the museum with an open strategy are not, in general, 

informed about the museum’s options and programs (Moussouri,     ; Moussouri & Roussos, 

    ). This implies that these visitors are more likely to be first-time visitors to a museum 

since they are not aware of the museum offerings. Previous research in the context of the 

museum (Brida et al.,     ; Phelan et al.,     ) indicated that for first-time visitors novelty of 

the site is more significant than repeat visitors.  

Some studies reported a positive association between fixed visit strategy and LI 

motivation (Phelan et al.,     ) and education/participation motivation (Moussori & Roussos, 

    ), while Falk et al. (    ) found no significant connection between learning and visit 

strategy. In our study due to the lack of visitors with a fixed strategy (just five visitors in 

sample  (    ) and two in sample   (    )), we could not properly test our hypotheses; we 

only compared the open strategy group with the flexible strategy group and found no 

significant differences between them regarding visit motivations, except for PS. In both 

sample   (    ) and sample   (    ) visitors with a fixed strategy consisted of less than    

of visitors. It suggests that to investigate visit strategy groups in the museum context and to 

make a statistically meaningful comparison between them, we need a larger sample to have 

sufficient visitors with a fixed visit strategy. They seem to be rare in the museum compared to 

visitors with open and flexible strategies. 

    RQ  . Is There a Significant Difference in Visitors’ Visit Motivations and Visit 

Actualizations?  

The results supported the alternative hypothesis as we found no statistically significant 

changes in the mean scores of visit motivation categories and visit actualization categories. 

Based on the definition of visit motivation, which represents various needs and drivers that 

lead a visitor to go to the museum at a particular time (Phelan et al.     ), it was expected that 

these needs and drivers stay stable and unchanged during the visit. This indicates the 

significance of visit motivations in shaping the visitor’s experience in the museum; they 

actualized their initial visit motivations during the visit. The content and offerings of the 
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museum did not change the order of anticipated experience of visitors since the ranking of the 

visit motivations and visit actualizations remained the same; SE and LI at the top of the list, 

followed by PS, SL, RR, and SC. This result could also be a hint to evaluate the Deutsches 

museum. We surveyed the same visitors at the beginning of the visit about their visit 

motivations and the end of the visit about the actualization of these motivations. In this way, 

the effect of visitor characteristics could be distinguished from the effect of the museum 

(Pekarik et al.,     ). The Deutsches Museum could provide a suitable context for these 

visitors to actualize their different initial motivations, such as SE and LI as their top-ranked 

ones. This is probably an indicator of visitors’ satisfaction that visitors could enact their initial 

motivations; this could be investigated in future studies. Comarero et al. (    ) asserted that 

visitor satisfaction is an indicator of the performance of museums and other visitor attractions 

in the market.  

    RQ . What are the Associations Between Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience With 

Sociodemographic Information of Visitors (Age, Gender), and Visit-Related 

Characteristics (Visit Duration, Visit Frequency, Visit Company, Visit Strategy)?  

      Age 

Two visitor experiences peacefulness and excitement decreased from younger to older 

generations. Attention and fascination were for all generations the top two ranked visitor 

experiences. These two are facets of cognitive experiences (Packer et al.,     ) that can be 

related to the LI (learning and following interests) visit motivation. As we found in this study, 

LI was on average the second-ranked visit motivation (after SE) for Deutsch Museum visitors. 

Therefore, it seems logical that visitors ranked cognitive experiences (such as attention and 

fascination) higher, as LI was one of their main motivations for visiting this science museum.  

The finding that younger generations felt more excitement in the science museum than 

older generations is in line with other studies. Based on previous research, younger 

generations (Generation X and Y) compared to older generations preferred to participate in 

entertaining activities (Li et al.,     ). Younger generations also preferred noisy, active, and 

interactive experiences (Ryan & Glendon,     ) and were more likely to visit a destination in 
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seek of emotional and physical refreshment (Vujičić et al ,     ). In the current study, like 

excitement, we found that SE as the main visit motivation had a similar decrease pattern from 

younger generations to older generations. There was not a significant correlation between 

these two variables in research question four (comparing visit motivation and visitor 

experience). Yet, this similar change pattern from younger to older generations could be a hint 

for future studies to investigate this relationship with larger samples. The higher report of 

peacefulness by younger generations was an interesting and relatively new result, which needs 

further investigation. However, the report by Vujičić and colleagues (    ) could provide 

some insights; they stated that younger generations were more likely to visit a destination in 

seek of emotional and physical refreshment compared to older ones.  

      Gender 

For both genders, cognitive experiences (attention and fascination) were the top-

ranked visitor experience facets. This seems sensible that men and women scored cognitive 

experiences higher than other facets because both groups had scored learning and following 

interests (LI) as one of their top two ranked visit motivation (beside SE). The results showed 

no statistically significant difference in visitor experience between men and women. Even 

though the ranking of visitor experience facets was almost the same for both genders and not 

significantly different, EI (experience intensity) for women was on average higher than for 

men. This may suggest that women were more engaged and involved with their visit. The 

study of Brida et al. (    ) where they reviewed engagement level and motives of visitors to 

museums sheds light on this finding. They reported that women aged   -   (often with a 

university degree) had a higher level of engagement in museums compared to their male 

counterparts. This finding could lead to a new hypothesis for researchers in further studies, 

where they can test if women experience a visitor attraction (such as a museum) more 

intensely than men. 

      Visit Duration 

All three visit duration groups rated attention and fascination (cognitive experiences) 

as their top visitor experiences. Looking at visit motivations for these groups, we notice that 
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the short-time group scored LI as their first motivation; medium-time and long-time groups 

ranked LI as their second visit motivation. Here it also fits well with the fact that visitors in 

different visit duration groups came to the museum with the LI as one of their main visit 

motivations, therefore they engaged more cognitively in the museum.  

The alternative hypothesis (‘There is a positive association between visit duration 

groups (short, medium, and long-time) and attention and fascination experiences ’) holds for 

fascination; it was significantly associated with visit duration. It tended to be higher for the 

long-time group than the short-time group. This finding is supported by the work of Sereell 

(    ) and Adams et al. (    ). These researchers reported that visit duration is an indicator 

of learning in the museum context. Regarding the other    visitor experience facets, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected since there was no statistically significant association between 

them and visit duration groups. 

 Visitors in the long-time visit group scored higher on average in learning-related 

facets of visitor experience (attention, fascination, and reflective engagement), and excitement 

than the other two groups. In terms of higher excitement experience for the long-time group, 

studies indicated that if visit duration increases, it will have positive advantages for visitors, 

such as excitement, better experience quality, and feeling positive emotions (Faerber et al., 

    ). The results also showed a pattern regarding peacefulness, tension, and connection 

feelings. Short-time visitors’ scores for peacefulness (lower tension) and connection were 

higher than the medium-time group’s scores and equal or lower than the long-time visit 

group’s scores. This could lead to a hypothesis for future studies that these visitor experience 

facets fluctuate with visit duration. This study showed that EI was higher for medium-time and 

long-time visit groups compared to the short-time group. Whether EI is significantly 

associated with visit duration or not should be investigated further with larger samples.  

      Visit Frequency 

All three visit frequency groups rated attention and fascination (cognitive experiences) 

as their top visitor experience facets. First-time visitors, regular visitors, and those who visited 

the museum once or twice in the last    months ranked LI motivation as one of the top two 

visit motivations. This result seems logical that visitors came to the Deutsches Museum with a 
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high LI motivation and they experienced more cognitive engagement in the museum. Regular 

visitors scored higher on average in these cognitive experiences than the other two groups 

(first-time visitors and those who were once or twice in the museum last year). These findings 

are supported by studies that reported regular visitors having more previous cognitive 

experience, intended to attain further information (Hughes & Morrison-Saunders,     ) and 

enhance and deepen their understanding (Brida et al.,     ). 

The alternative hypothesis (‘There is a positive association between visit frequency 

and visitor experience facets reflective engagement, peacefulness, and togetherness, and a 

negative association with visitor experience fascination.’) is rejected as there was no 

significant association between visit frequency and these visitor experience facets. The null 

hypothesis for the other    facets of visitor experience also holds, because the finding revealed 

no significant associations between them and visit frequency.  

EI (experience intensity) was on average for the first-time visitors the lowest, and for 

the second group (once or twice in the museum) higher than for regular visitors. It seems 

logical that first-time visitors could not experience the museum as intensely as more 

experienced ones (groups two and three). Because as other researchers stated, for first-time 

visitors novelty of the site was an important visit driver (Anwar and Sohail,     ; Brida et al., 

    ; Phelan et al.,     ). First-time visitors dealt probably mainly with orientation issues to 

find their desired destinations and wanted to get a taste of all exhibitions. Those who were 

once or twice in the museum (in the last    months) and regular visitors knew the museum 

relatively better than first-time visitors, so they could engage more intensely with the 

museum’s content (Fielding et al.,     ; Faerber et al.,     ). 

      Visit Company 

The alternative hypothesis (‘There are differences in means of visitor experience facets 

reflective engagement, autonomy, peacefulness, connection, and togetherness between solo 

visitors and groups with companions.’) could not be tested because of a small sample of solo 

visitors (n =  ). As shown in Table  , the proportion of solo visitors in the Deutsches Museum 

was much smaller (less than    in Sample   (    ) and less than     in sample   (    )) 

than adult groups and the group with child/ren. This emphasizes the need for larger samples to 
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investigate solo visitors. The adult group and the group with child/ren ranked attention and 

fascination (cognitive experiences) as their top visitor experience facets. These two groups 

also ranked LI as their second main motivation (Table  ). This result is in line with the fact 

that visitors came to the museum with a high LI motivation and they experienced more 

cognitive engagement in the museum. 

The group with child/ren had a significantly higher sense of privilege than the adult 

group. This result allows rejecting the null hypothesis. Packer and colleagues (    ) used the 

following items for the privilege: “I felt privileged, honored, fortunate, and grateful; I 

experienced a sense of respect ” McManus (    ) stated that children’s lack of information 

and unfamiliarity with the context of the museum leads them to ask questions and exchange 

information with their parents. Parents, as the main supporter of their children’s learning, try 

to help them with scaffolding (Fosh et al.,     ) or constructive responses (Blud,     ). Being 

the main source of help for their children’s learning needs, and seeing the satisfaction of the 

children after their inquiries have been answered could explain the feeling of privilege felt by 

these adults. The feeling of privilege was categorized as an emotional experience by Packer et 

al. (    ) and based on the visitor experience definition, it is a subjective response to external 

activities, settings, or events (here supporting the learning of child/ren companions), bound in 

time and space (during the visiting Deutsches Museum) and significant to the visitor.  

Conversely, adults in an adult visit group might hardly find this type of opportunity to be 

conducive to answering their companions’ queries.  

Moreover, the group with children reported on average higher physical activity, EI, and 

lower peacefulness than the second group. Some studies reported that adults’ and children’s 

attitudes and behavior differed in the museum context (Cohen,     ; Matthew,     ). This is 

relevant because we are comparing one group with adult/s and the other group with child/ren 

as companions; this different behavioral pattern of children and adults could influence the 

visitor experience of those who filled out the survey. Sandifer (    ) after studying visitors to 

a science museum reported that family groups spent more time than non-family groups in the 

science museum as a whole and individual exhibitions. Moreover, McManus (    ) argued 

that children’s interest in an exhibition, their unfamiliarity with it, and lack of understanding 

motivated them to ask their parents for an explanation or more information. Parents support 
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the learning of their children through the scaffolding approach (Fosh et al.,     ) and by 

constructively responding to children’s inquiries, and by exchanging information (Blud, 

    ). These reports provide us with a likely explanation why groups with children reported 

higher physical activity and EI. These adults needed not only to follow their own interests and 

visit motivations but also to support the learning and visit motivations of their children. 

Following children wherever their motives and interests take them and spending time in that 

activity or exhibition until they feel fulfilled could make adults more physically active than 

when they are alone or only with other adults. This is also a possible reason for their lower 

sense of peacefulness compared to adult groups without children. The items for the 

peacefulness facet were: “I felt peaceful, serene, relaxed, refreshed, and restored” (Packer et 

al.,     ). It seems logical that these adults probably were interrupted during their specific 

visitor experience since their attention should have been partly (if not entirely) on their 

children and their spontaneous needs.  

      Visit Strategy 

We could not test our alternative hypothesis (‘Fixed visit strategy group has higher 

mean scores of visitor experience facets ‘fascination’ and ‘attention’ than open strategy group 

and flexible strategy group.’) because there were only two visitors with a fixed visit strategy  

As shown in Table  , in both sample   (    ) and sample   (    ) less than    of visitors to 

the Deutsches Museum had a fixed visit strategy. This suggests that to study visitors with a 

fixed visit strategy, we need larger samples. Both open strategy and flexible strategy groups 

scored attention and fascination (cognitive experiences) as their highest visitor experience 

facets. These two groups scored LI as their second visit motivation (Table  ). This result also 

agrees with the fact that visitors came to the museum with the LI as their second-ranked visit 

motivation and they had more cognitive experiences in the museum. 

The group with the flexible visit strategy had a significantly higher aesthetic 

appreciation (sensory experiences; Packer et al.,     ) in the museum than the group with the 

open visit strategy. This result allows rejecting the null hypothesis (‘There are no differences 

in means for other    visitor experience facets between three visit strategy groups (open, 

flexible, and fixed)’). The flexible strategy group had also significantly higher EI than the 
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open strategy group. Phelan et al. (    ) stated that visitors with a more fixed strategy are 

more probably regular visitors because they have a visiting routine. Fielding et al. (    ) and 

Brida et al. (    ) reported that regular visitors with more experience are more intrinsically 

motivated and are mainly involved with the content of the visitor attractions. Faerber and 

colleagues (    ) also stated that experienced and repeat visitors had higher levels of 

enjoyment during the visit and interacted more intensely with the content of visitor attractions. 

Although these researchers are not directly addressing aesthetic appreciation and EI, their 

findings shed light on our interpretation of the results. The visitors with the flexible strategy 

were more likely regular visitors, who already had some familiarity and experience with the 

museum context and content. They probably knew where to go in the museum to fulfill their 

specific aims and to have desired experiences, and when and where to be open to spontaneous 

decisions. This is especially true in a large museum, such as the Deutsches Museum. Visitors 

in the open strategy group were more likely first-time visitors without a specific routine. 

Numerous exhibitions and a myriad of options in the museum could limit their aesthetic 

appreciation and experience intensity because they probably tried to check as many sections 

as possible in order not to miss something significant. Previous studies indicated that for a 

first-time visitor novelty of the site is an important driver (Anwar and Sohail,     ; Brida et 

al.,     ; Phelan et al.,     ). The elements of familiarity and more intensive interaction 

(Faerber et al.,     ) could be a clue as to why the flexible strategy group had higher EI and 

aesthetic appreciation. 

Moreover, the flexible strategy group had, on average, higher learning-related facets of 

visitor experience (attention, fascination, and reflective engagement), than the open strategy 

group. Phelan et al. (    ) reported a positive correlation between LI motivation and the visit 

strategy; they stated that visitors with a more focused visit strategy are likely to have higher LI 

motivation. Our results for visit motivation shed light on the higher peacefulness experience of 

the open strategy group as opposed to the flexible strategy group. We found that RR 

(relaxation and recuperation) motivation for the open strategy group is higher than for the 

flexible strategy group. And as Moussouri (    ) and Falk et al. (    ) stated, these visitors 

with an open strategy tended to be more open and accepting of whatever the museum offers 

them.  
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    RQ  . What are the Associations Between Six Categories of Visit Motivation and 

Fifteen Facets of Visitor Experience? 

One significant result is that in sample   (    ) and sample   (    ), the ranking of 

visit motivations is the same and SE is the top-ranked visit motivation (Table   ). Even if at 

first sight, learning purposes seem to be the main driver for visiting a science museum, SE 

happened to be the main motivation. This finding is of great significance for the management 

purposes of the Deutsches Museum and other science museums. These science museums 

could encourage more study on the social enjoyment aspect of the visit and investigate how 

the museum could provide a suitable context to influence or improve SE. In visitor experience 

ranking (Table   ), cognitive experiences (attention and fascination) were ranked at the top of 

the list. It makes sense that visitors ranked them as their main experiences because LI was on 

the whole the second most important visit motivation in the Deutsches Museum.  

 LI visit motivation had a statistically significant negative correlation with the 

connection as a visitor experience. This result contradicts the alternative hypothesis for LI 

(‘There are positive associations between LI visit motivation and visitor experience facets 

fascination, personal growth, attention, reflective engagement, and connection ’). In Packer’s 

multifaceted model of the visitor experience (Packer & Ballantyne,     ), we see the 

contemplation, reflection, thoughtfulness, imagination, and internal dialogue as introspective 

experiences. And in the visitor experience instrument, connection represents introspective 

experiences with the following items: “I experienced a sense of connection to the past; 

connection with nature, connection with objects; attachment; nostalgia” (Packer et al ,     ). 

It is seemingly intuitive that visitors with higher LI motivation have higher introspective 

experiences such as connection. Yet the result showed that visitors with LI motivation could 

not experience connection in the context of the Deutsches Museum  When we examine Falk’s 

(    ) identity-related motivational groups, explorers and professional/hobbyists are more 

closely linked to LI motivation. Packer et al. (    ) did not report a significant relationship 

between connection and explorers, but they stated that professional/hobbyists were more 

likely than other groups to experience connection. This result can be a worthy basis for new 

investigations with larger samples.  



INVESTIGATING AND ANALYZING VISIT MOTIVATION AND VISIT                  

EXPERIENCE OF MUSEUM AUDIENCES                                                                                  

 

The results did not reveal any positive associations between RR visit motivation and 

visitor experience facets peacefulness, reflective engagement, spiritual engagement, and 

negative associations with attention, fascination, and connection. Packer et al. (    ) reported 

these associations for rechargers (Falk,     ), who see the museum as a restorative place. 

Phelan et al. (    ) placed Falk’s rechargers in the relaxation category, and I assumed that 

these associations might hold for visitors with RR motivation in our study. It seems that in our 

sample in the Deutsches Museum, visitors with the RR motivation did not involve themselves 

with peacefulness, reflective and spiritual engagement; or their RR motivation did not conflict 

with their attention, fascination, and connection experiences. Looking at the ranking of visit 

motivations (Table   ) in sample   (    ) and sample   (    ), RR was ranked fifth out of six 

motivations in the Deutsches Museum. It seems that visitors did not come to this science 

museum to relax and recuperate; therefore, in the long visitor experience adjective checklist, 

they might have not considered adjectives relevant to restoration. Peacefulness (a restorative 

experience; Packer et al.,     ) with the items (“I felt peaceful, serene, relaxed, refreshed, 

restored”) was more likely to be chosen by visitors with RR visit motivation; it was ranked as 

the ninth out of fifteen visitor experience facets with a mean score less than one (M = .  , SD 

= .  ). The mean score for each visitor facet could be between zero (no adjective was chosen 

for a facet) and five (all five adjectives were chosen for a facet). 

Regarding the alternative hypothesis for SL motivation, the results did not show 

significant negative associations with connection and reflective engagement. Packer et al. 

(    ) reported these associations for facilitators (Falk,     ), which I assumed to hold also 

for visitors with SL motivation. Although Packer and colleagues (    ) reported no 

significant relationship between compassion as a visitor experience facet and Falk’s five visit 

motivation groups, including facilitators, our results showed that SL as a visit motivation had a 

statistically significant positive correlation with compassion. A visitor with an SL visit 

motivation supports the learning of his/her companions and this is closely similar to Falk’s 

facilitators (Phelan et al.,     ). SL motivation seems to have some closeness in meaning with 

some items of compassion, such as, “I felt concerned for others”, and “I felt concerned for the 

world” (Packer et al.,     ). This should be investigated further in future studies with larger 

samples to see if the association still holds.  
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The null hypothesis for SE, PS, and SC holds since the results did not show any 

significant associations between these motivations and visitor experience facets. PS was 

ranked third with visitors to the Deutsches Museum after SE and LI and higher than RR, SL, 

and SC. When we look at the items for excitement (a hedonic experience; Packer et al.,     ) 

(“I felt excited, exhilarated, enthusiastic. I experienced a sense of enjoyment, elation.”) and 

privilege (an emotional experience; Packer et al.,     ) (“I felt privileged, honored, fortunate, 

grateful; I experienced a sense of respect.”), these two facets seem more likely than other 

facets to be chosen by visitors with PS motivation. Excitement and privilege were ranked 

respectively fifth and sixth out of fifteen visitor experience facets by the visitors (Table   ). 

SC was ranked as the least important visit motivation by the visitors in both sample   (    ) 

and sample   (    ). At least visitors to a science museum were not motivated to find new 

contacts and know new people during their visit. Togetherness (a relational experience; Packer 

et al.     ) with the items (“I felt sociable; I experienced a sense of togetherness, fellowship, 

companionship, community.”) seems more relevant than other facets to be chosen by visitors 

with SC motivation. Togetherness was also ranked fourteenth out of fifteen facets in the 

Deutsches Museum with a low mean score (M = .  , SD = .  ); most of the visitors did not 

choose even one item (adjective) for this visitor experience facet.  

When we consider the items for excitement as the  
th

 ranked visitor experience (“I felt 

excited, exhilarated, enthusiastic; I experienced a sense of enjoyment, elation.”) and for 

togetherness, as the   
th

 ranked experience (“I felt sociable; I experienced a sense of 

togetherness, fellowship, companionship, community”), compared to other facets, they 

appeared more likely to be chosen by visitors with SE visit motivation. Although visitors 

ranked these experiences low, they ranked SE as their top visit motivation with the following 

items: “doing something nice together; spending time with companion/s; having a nice time” 

(Phelan et al.,     ). This result poses some relevant questions for further reflection. To what 

extent does the visitor experience scale (Packer et al.,     ) include aspects of social 

enjoyment? Does using an adjectives checklist, as the only medium for eliciting visitor 

experiences, limit the reporting of social aspects of the visit? The findings in this study 

indicated that SE was the first ranked motivation for the visitors of a science museum, and 

during the visit, they reported cognitive experiences (close to LI visit motivation) as their top 
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experiences. We can argue that the Deutsches Museum probably could fulfill their LI visit 

motivation more than other dimensions; this is logical, as the main focus of a science museum 

seems to be on learning. Another possibility is that visitors experienced SE in the museum (see 

the results for research question two), but they could not elicit it through the adjective 

checklist medium. The fact that even regular visitors (who already had experienced the 

Deutsches Museum) ranked SE as their top visit motivation supports the latter possibility. This 

top rank given to SE shows that the regular visitors knew that in the Deutsches Museum they 

could fulfill their SE motivation. 

    Limitation  

As I used multiple comparisons for the same sample, type   error (alpha error) could 

arise; it occurs when we reject a true null hypothesis (we find a false positive). In analysis with 

ANOVA, I used Bonferroni correction to avoid this error. Type   error (beta error) also occurs 

when the null hypothesis is wrong and we fail to reject it in our analysis (we find a false 

negative). This error is most probable in studies with small sample sizes; if we increase the 

sample size, we can prevent this error (Knudson & Lindsey,     ). Researchers use    

participants for each variable as a rule of thumb for both comparison and correlational studies 

(Knudson & Lindsey,     ); for example, if we are correlating between   variables, the 

sample size should be at least   . In this study, the beta error could somehow influence the 

analysis for research questions  ,  , and  . In this study, I could use only sample   (    ), 

which was a pilot study, to answer these three questions. This sample was not large enough (n 

=   ) for all analyses. For example, in research question  , I compared mean scores of   visit 

motivations with   visit actualizations;    participants had answered both questionnaires. The 

paired sample t-test did not reveal a significant change between these variables. It could be the 

result of a beta error (false negative); using a larger sample would probably reveal a 

significant difference. In the third research question, I investigated the associations between 

visitor experience (which had    variables) and six other variables of interest (age, gender, 

visit duration, visit frequency, visit company, and visit strategy); a sample size of     could be 

reasonable for the analysis. Due to the limitations and using the pilot study data, we only had 

   visitors for this research question. The same issue holds for research question  , where we 

correlated between visit motivations and visitor experience facets with data from only    
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visitors. Thus, the comparison and correlational results for these questions should be 

interpreted with caution. This issue of sample size should be considered in future studies when 

a large number of comparisons and correlations are meant to run.  

    Summary and Future Prospects 

In this study, we investigated associations between visit motivations (Phelan et al., 

    ), visitor experiences (Packer et al.,     ), two sociodemographic variables (age and 

gender), and four visit-related variables (visit duration, visit frequency, visit company, and 

visit strategy) for visitors in a science museum. We also compared visitors’ initial visit 

motivations (before the visit) and visit actualizations (after the visit). We used age in the frame 

of generational groups; the results showed that they had significant associations with SE, PS, 

and SL visit motivations and visitor experiences excitement and peacefulness. The finding of 

age (in the frame of generational groups) supports Dawson and Jensen (    ) in their 

argumentation with Falk (    ) about audience segmentation and the importance of 

sociodemographic variables. Results for gender were not conclusive; regarding visit 

motivations, there were some significant differences between men and women, but not 

regarding visitor experiences. Visit duration had positive associations with LI, PS, SE 

motivations, and visitor experience fascination. In practice, museum management could 

investigate SE and LI motivations in detail and find efficient ways to help visitors further 

actualize these motivations during their visit; SE and LI were the top ranked visit motivations 

in the Deutsches Museum. This could lead to longer visit durations and visit satisfaction (Del 

Chiappa et al.,     ; Elottol & Bahauddin,     ; Jeong & Lee,     ). Future research should 

investigate the associations between visitor experiences and visit duration with larger samples 

to detect possible associations. The visitor experience had    facets and the visit duration in 

this study consisted of three groups; with our small sample, it was not possible to detect 

significant associations between this number of variables (beta error). The same reason holds 

for other variables as well. While the results for visit frequency showed negative associations 

with LI and PS motivations, we could not find any significant associations between visit 

frequency and    facets of the visitor experience. Results for visit company supported the 

previous study (Phelan et al.,     ) that SL motivation for groups with child/ren is 

significantly higher than an adult group. The groups with children also reported a higher 
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feeling of privilege as a facet of the visitor experience compared to adult groups. The results 

did not reveal significant differences between visit strategy groups regarding their visit 

motivations and visitor experiences, except that the group with flexible strategy had higher 

aesthetic appreciation than the open strategy group. For future research, it is recommended 

that particularly visit strategy and visit company be investigated with sufficiently large 

samples in a science museum. Solo visitors (as one category of visit company) and visitors 

with fixed strategy (as one category of visit strategy) were rare in the museum (less than    in 

our sample); the sample should be large enough to include these visitors and thus obtain 

sufficient data for analysis. Comparison of visit motivations and visit actualizations revealed 

that visitors could enact their initial motivations during the visit. In a future study, this finding 

should be confirmed with larger samples since it is of practical significance for museum 

management. If the result is confirmed with a larger sample, it would indicate that the 

Deutsches Museum could provide a suitable context for its audience to enact their initial 

motivations. If our result is not confirmed with a larger sample, museum curators could detect 

possible motivations that are neglected during the visit and plan to investigate the reason. 

Regarding associations between visit motivations and visitor experience facets, the results 

showed that LI motivation had a negative correlation with connection and SL motivation had a 

positive correlation with compassion. These results are not conclusive. This study was the first 

attempt to find associations between visit motivations (Phelan et al.,     ) and visitor 

experience facets (Packer et al.,     ). To find significant results for correlation between   

visit motivations and    visitor experience facets, we needed a much larger sample. Due to the 

pandemic situation, we could not conduct the main study and used the data from the pilot 

study. Future research should investigate further this association with a large sample. 

Discovering the hidden connections and gaps between visit motivations and visitor 

experiences could be of high value for practical purposes, such as providing a customized 

visitor experience for visitors (Phelan et al.,     ). Adjective checklist instrument for visitor 

experience (Packer et al.,     ) should be in particular examined more in detail with larger 

samples. Packer and colleagues (    ) stated some advantages for this instrument; it does not 

have narrow and limited preplanned responses, and it is suitable for visitors who have a 

problem articulating their ideas, and a large number of distinct items represent different facets 
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of the visitor experience. When we look at the mean scores of visitor experience facets (Table 

  ), only attention and fascination (as the top-ranked experiences) had mean scores close to 

two; it means visitors on average chose two adjectives (items) out of five for attention and 

fascination facets. These low average scores raise the question if visitors could meaningfully 

express their experiences using these adjectives or if not. If they could numerically score a 

specific experience facet (for example, attention as the top visitor experience) without 

checking the relevant adjectives for it, would the mean score remain still low (  out of  )? Or 

does this adjectives list cover social aspects of the visit sufficiently? SE was the top visit 

motivation for the audience of this science museum but cognitive experiences (attention and 

fascination) were the top visitor experiences. The results for visit actualization revealed that 

these visitors had social enjoyment during their visit and it was higher than learning and 

cognitive experiences. In future studies, these concerns could be addressed separately and in 

more detail with larger samples. I hope this study contributes to the better understanding of 

visit motivation and visitor experience; and the mentioned limitation and raised questions shed 

light for future researchers investigating the same variables.   
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Appendix A 

Visit Motivation Questionnaire 
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Appendix B 

Visit Actualization Questionnaire 
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Appendix C 

Visitor Experience Questionnaire 

 


