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Abstract 
 
A museum is a place open for everyone. It does not actively or intently exclude a certain 

group of people and they try to offer something valuable to all types of consumers. 

Considering this, how come everybody is not visiting a museum or on the rare occasion, 

whilst others visit a museum frequently? Consumers are different in a multitude of ways 

and their behavior varies significantly from person to person. Ultimately a museum, 

which aims towards welcoming anyone and everyone, has to be prepared for all different 

kind of people from all walks of life. It is one thing to know what a customer already 

inside a museum wants to experience, but quite another to know how to encourage people 

outside a museum. The purpose of this master thesis is to increase understanding and 

knowledge in what drives people to go to a museum and, in particular, the segment of 

students in Umeå. The aim of this study is to uncover theoretical constructs and 

highlighting factors that encourage students to visit local museums. Therefore, we have 

formulated the following research question: 
  

Which are the factors that attract local students to visit museums in Umeå? 
  
We have chosen to use a quantitative research in order to be able to answer our research 

question. We conducted a quantitative survey from which we received 170 respondents. 

The empirical findings were analyzed according to the theoretical framework, which is 

built on the Stimulus-Organism-Response model, which in turn is further based on 

theories within the fields of motivation, expectation, perception, involvement, and 

opportunity costs. 

 
The authors established that demographic variables are not sufficient in the aim to fully 

understanding museum visitors and their reasons for visiting a museum. Instead, 

assortments of psychographic and behavioral variables were more promising in our aim 

to understand what drives students to visit a museum. By combining psychological 

aspects with demographic variables, our study proves that students strongly differentiate 

from one another and outlines how they shape their decision process when considering 

visiting a museum. In particular, a crucial conclusion is that cognitive processes provide 

deep insights to why students would visit a local museum. The extent to which these 

factors are effective is influenced by the belonging to a certain age group, field of study, 

by the number of times students visit the museums and by the fact of having an interest 

in art and culture. Our study further concludes that students are shaped by their prior 

experiences and they especially voice the need of feeling welcome. But even though the 

museums in Umeå are mostly perceived as accessible and welcoming, there is a proven 

lack of awareness as the majority of respondents are not aware that there are four 

museums. 
  
Therefore, our thesis can inspire museums to pursue marketing strategies that aim to 

increase the students’ attendance rate and can contribute to reaching their goals. This 

should be enhanced by adjusting their communication strategies to reach students to a 

better extent, which remain insufficient due to the lack of awareness. In addition to that, 

our findings should aid museums to bear in mind that students are a valuable target 

audience that should be distinguished from the rest of the visitors. 
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1. Introduction 
This chapter aims to provide an understanding of the reasons that led us to choose the 

topic for our thesis and of the problem background that we detected. Our thesis is 

conducted from a marketing perspective, and particularly placing focus on the Consumer 

Behavior angle of the subject. Furthermore, it introduces the main theories that will serve 

as the theoretical base for the entire study. The chapter ends by stating the research 

question and the purpose that will guide our research process.  

Why do certain people visit a museum more often than others, whilst some individuals 

never attend? In the era of free entry for a majority of museums, money should not 

realistically be an issue. Would the truth be so simple as to be compared with two sides 

of a coin? One side brimming with straightforward interest and motivation whilst the 

other side delves in ignorance and indifference? Or have internet access brought on the 

side effect of people finding and enjoying all leisure experiences on offer online and 

therewith not feeling the need or want to visit a museum? Despite the fact that many 

consumer behavior researchers choose to concentrate less on demographics, university 

students are of specific interest considering that the majority of Umeå museums offer free 

admission. Additionally, the greater part of university students have flexible time 

schedules and live in close proximity to the city’s art venues which increases accessibility. 

These circumstances demonstrate that local university students indeed have access to the 

museums and any absence of museum-visiting can more or less be down to disinterest 

rather than students’ itinerary or financial challenges, which individuals from the broader 

society often state as their main reasons for not visiting or not frequently visiting a 

museum (Prentice et al., 1997, p. 66). 
 

From another perspective, do museums effectively offer that what people want and do 

they know have in-depth knowledge who their customer is? Researchers have been 

attempting to examine why and in what manner people visit museums for several decades. 

Consumer behavior studies have investigated visitor behavior based on learning theories 

whilst social scientists have examined the influence of socio-cultural elements (Slater, 

2007, p. 149). Although many researchers have focused on personal and social factors, 

there is a gap in their findings in regards to psychological variables such as motivation, 

expectation, involvement and perception which have all received limited attention. 

Another predicament which limits the validity of existing visitor models is that the visitor 

research has been conducted from within the museum itself and as such provides but one 

perspective which complicates any type of neutral comparison. This approach may prove 

problematic due to the probable assumption that the decision process to visit a museum 

in general occur at an earlier stage and outside of the museum environment. To gain a 

comprehensive understanding to why a person visited and which factors drove that person 

to enter the museum, it is crucial to fathom the mindset of the person before going to the 

museum, which in turn leads to the necessity of conducting a study outside the museum 

(Prentice et al., 1997, p. 67). 

 

Existing visitor models and visitor research are often only based on demographical 

factors. But the museum attendee cannot be accurately described by assuming that the 

definition that all visitors as a group are a function of demographic variables or social 

arrangements. In reality, a large number of museums have segmented their visitors with 

the aid of demographics although regrettably this information provides an inaccurate 

indicator if people will or will not visit a museum. (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 42). 
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In times of an oversupply of leisure activities, online and offline, museums are are facing 

competition not only within the museum sector but also with the multiple actors in the 

entire leisure activity environment. They are coping to exist and are more inclined to act 

as a company rather than as a cultural institution. Museum researchers have observed that 

museums are acting in a highly competitive leisure environment, but it is still not clear 

how people actually make decisions about leisure consumption and about museum 

visitation within this context. Considering these gaps, it is even more important to 

understand potential visitor motivations to why people visit museums (Slater, 2007, p. 

49).  
  
We believe the potential of the museums in Umeå in terms of quality, uniqueness and 

exclusivity is high and deserves desirable attendance figures. But to increase the number 

of visitors, museums need to know what attracts students to pay attendance and which 

aspects are maybe not relevant to them.  
 

Especially museums in Umeå would at first seem to have remarkable advantages. They 

are easily accessible, the majority of them  do not have an admission fee, students reside 

close to the city center of Umeå, where most of the museums are located and and, due to 

the university, the city boasts an educated population. Despite these facts, reviews of the 

literature focusing on young adults and museums suggest that young visitors make up just 

a small percentage of the overall number of visitors (Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 22). 

1.1. Choice of subject 
We are two students currently enrolled in the Master Program in Marketing at Umeå 

School of Business and Economics. Moving to Umeå in 2014 allowed us to experience 

and directly live the vibrant atmosphere of the city during its year as European Capital of 

Culture.  Even though Umeå ended its mandate in 2015, the city has not stopped 

developing its cultural scene. In fact, we have noticed that the capital of Västerbotten is 

continuing embracing its cultural wave to support further growth and development.  

The experience as Capital of Culture has given Umeå the opportunity for a fresh start in 

the cultural sector enhancing its attractiveness on a regional and national scale, as well as 

positioning the city on the cultural map also under a European perspective. Furthermore, 

Umeå is a university city in constant expansion and a possible match between its growing 

student population and its cultural venues might represent a good possibility for local 

cultural institutions such as museums.  

Our status of students and our extra curricular interests in arts and culture enhanced our 

reflections on the matter. We perceived a strong barrier being placed between students 

and museums hindering positive outcomes for both of them. According to this, we would 

like to understand why Umeå’s museums have not become a constant presence in the 

student lifestyle. We also perceived that Umeå university students are currently not 

specifically targeted by museums, in order to encourage them to become a habitual 

museum audience. For all these reasons, we believe that it might be relevant for museums 

to identify the way in which it might be possible for them to unlock this potential. 

 

 

 



 3 

1.2. Problem background 

1.2.1. Marketing for museums 

The problem of marketing for cultural institutions was reported for the first time in the 

academic world by Kotler, in 1967, who made clear that they have to compete for getting 

the attention of the public as any other organization in any other industries. Nevertheless, 

museums, particularly in the public sector, have been slow to catch on to the idea of 

customer orientation, regardless of growing pressure to become more competitive and 

self-reliant (Cossons, 1989; Malcolm-Davies, 1990; Perot, 1993; Goulding, 2000). 

Governmental institutions and public authorities involved in cultural policy are aware of 

the importance to introduce an enterprise culture to the arts and cultural organisations. 

Traditionally, publicly-financed museums have been less exposed to market principles, 

but, since the mid-1980s and more particularly in recent years, policies have been 

implemented to encourage museums to develop managerial skills in the areas of 

marketing and income generation (Kawashima, 1998, p.21). 
 

Nevertheless, it is still common for museums to be critical towards market orientation, 

failing to realize that the proper application of marketing principles and techniques could 

lead to development and to an increased number of satisfied customers/segments, without 

any increase in existing resources. This is believed to be caused by the fact that museums 

are commonly run by professionals with a different background from a managerial one 

and, for this reason, management techniques are best left to other officers and departments 

outside the museum (Yorke & Jones, 1991 p. 94). However, to boost the economic 

development of the museum sector, organizations need to identify what attracts people to 

consume art and culture in form of museums, what influences their behavior, and how 

those behaviors are related (Kang, 2010, p. 263). Kang (2010, p. 263) reports that it is 

hard for museums to deeply cooperate with other museums or leisure providers, because 

they are all simultaneously competitors on the market for cultural attractions coping to 

exist and their associations cannot afford huge research projects. By collecting consumer 

information, museums can benefit from meaningful insights about the target audience and 

the identification of potential factors that can help or hinder the museum-going. The 

information will be useful for the individual behavior alteration museums are able to 

generate by appealing to a person in a matter which leads to an improved well-being for 

the individual (Kang, 2010, p. 264). 
 

Nowadays, maintaining and increasing attendance is a very critical aspect for museums 

(Falk & Dierking, 2000), also because of the extremely high competition in the external 

environment. As a matter of fact, these organizations compete with other leisure activities 

for consumers’ discretionary time and spending. A striking disadvantage when compared 

to these kind of competitors is that museums constantly operate under constraints of 

increasing operating costs and decreasing funding (Gofman et al., 2011). As many 

consumers are cutting back on their discretionary expenses, finding new ways to attract 

patrons to attend an exhibition becomes imperative for museums and art establishments 

(Gofman et al., 2011). 

One of the groups that museums continually fail to address to, despite their efforts to 

broaden and diversify their audiences, is the younger age group (Mason & McCarthy, 

2006). The literature  on the matter suggests that young people consistently make up a 

small percentage of overall visitors (Xanthoudaki, 1998). Much of the research in this 

area has focused on investigating what it is in the visitors’ preconceptions, preferences or 
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behavior that prevents them from visiting museums (Mason & McCarthy, 2006). Among 

others, it has been suggested, that differences in perception of galleries vary with age. 

Caldwell and Coshall (2002) found distinct differences in the individual’s mental 

constructs associated with galleries in visitors aged under and over 35 years. They argue 

that, whereas older visitors tended to have fewer criteria when judging the ‘goodness’ of 

a gallery, younger visitors used many more aspects of their experience when evaluating 

the galleries. Bartlett and Kelly (2000) have reported that youth audiences have poor 

perceptions of museums, which they see as boring, didactic, unapproachable and 

preoccupied with the past, in contrast to young peoples’ interest in the present and future 

(Mason & McCarthy, 2006, pp. 23-24). Young people do not feel at home in museums 

or are inhibited from visiting them by the very way in which these institutions collect and 

display art. Aspects such as exhibition content and design, atmosphere, programmes and 

advertising contribute to this feeling of exclusion  

(Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 29). The fact that the public calls for a greater variety of 

art styles and different types of exhibitions, for changes to the atmosphere and layout, and 

more advertising and promotions is a clear message for museum management: museums 

have to innovate and adopt new marketing methods to improve their appeal to the 

audience (Mason & McCarthy, 2006 p. 22). 

 

1.2.2. Umeå: Capital of Culture and university town 
Umeå was elected European Capital of Culture (ECOC) for 2014 and during that year a 

wide number of initiatives and events has been arranged in order to reinforce the cultural 

identity of the city on a local, national and European scale. This event has been a great 

chance for local museums to set up many different exhibitions, conferences and 

workshops with the aim of increasing their attractiveness. Nevertheless, the election as 

Capital of Culture has also brought many different permanent assets to the city. 

Bildmuseet, the modern art museum of Umeå, has been moved to its new location in 

2012, enhancing an expansion of its exposition spaces and also being incorporated in the 

newly built Art Campus of Umeå University.  Further, the opening of the new cultural 

centre Väven (inclusive of the Kvinnorhistoriskt museum and temporary expositions 

areas) has been followed by the establishment of new museums such as the music-

oriented Guitars, or the open-air sculpture park in Umedalen. 
 

The aim of becoming ECOC was uplifting the cultural sector and enhancing the image of 

the city as a creative and gushing place. For this reason, it is important for the municipality 

to prove that implementing the bid for ECOC 2014 was not merely a one-way marketing 

process but a positive growth-oriented discourse (Åkerlund & Müller, 2012, p. 117). In 

fact, Umeå was chosen because it showed “good ambition for using culture as a major 

element in regional development” (ECOC Selection Panel, 2009, p. 3) meaning that this 

process has to be continued, even after the push of being ECOC. 

At the end of 2014, the population of the city of Umeå has reached around 120.000 

inhabitants (Statistics Sweden). In 2014, around the 26% of the population was enrolled 

in Umeå University both on an undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate level (Umeå 

University, 2015). At the light of these figures, it is undeniable that the segment of 

students represents an extremely important target for Umeå’s museums. This is true not 

only because it represents a big share of the population, but also since students have many 

characteristics that makes them potential museum-goers. 
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1.3. Research gap and research question 
Gofman et al. (2011, p. 616) provide an analysis on what drives the interests of young 

people and how to attract this target group to visit museums and exhibitions. However, 

they suggest further research is required within this subject and in particular a more 

detailed study of specific museums or exhibitions. Continuing their reasoning they state 

that future research should be conducted locally to gain deeper insights followed by 

meaningful results. This is especially relevant in this case as, being Umeå a mid-size city, 

has a cultural offer which is limited compared to other big cities in Europe and it is 

currently not a mainstream destination for cultural tourism. Thus, it is particularly 

interesting to research this topic on a mid-size city, as the results of the study may deeply 

differ from what emerged in bigger urban settings. 
 

The nature of this field is relatively unexplored (Gofman et al., 2011, p. 615) especially 

from a local perspective. In fact, most of the current research focuses or includes tourists 

in the sample, as collecting data on the activity of local visitors is believed to be more 

difficult because locals do not stay in commercial accommodation and may use private 

forms of transport (Black, 2005, p. 18). Future research could contribute to the area of 

museum marketing and improve content marketing by examining the factors which lead 

to students willingness to visit local museums. This will have the effect of providing new 

theoretical insights on the field of consumer behavior, in particular about motivation, 

perception and involvement. Using this knowledge as a backbone, museums can adjust 

marketing activities and market their institution based on scientific research. 
 

From a marketing perspective it is crucial to first investigate students’ perceptions, 

motivations and involvement regarding a visit to a local museum, to be able to give 

practical recommendations for marketing managers and departments at a later stage. 
 

The purpose of this study is to uncover these theoretical constructs for students in Umeå 

and highlighting factors that encourage and inspire students in Umeå to visit local 

museums. In conclusion we came up with the following research question: 
 

Which are the factors that drive local students to visit museums in Umeå? 

 

This research question will be answered carrying out a quantitative study. The necessary 

data will be collected through a survey which will have Umeå University students as 

respondent. The final aim of the data collection and analysis is to define a set of variables 

that can positively influence museum attendance by local students. 
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2. Scientific Methodology  
This chapter consists in a discussion of the scientific approach of this thesis, providing 

arguments and explanations on the philosophical stances, research approach and design 

adopted in this study. Finally, this chapter describes the reasoning behind the choice 

theories and provides source criticism.        

2.1.  Research philosophy      
This section aims on accessing the philosophical starting points that guided the research 

process for this thesis. The choice of which research philosophy to adopt is related to the 

idea a researcher has about the nature and the development of knowledge (Saunders et 

al., 2009, p. 107). The research philosophy embraced by the authors includes assumptions 

on how they view the world that influence the research strategy (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

108).  Over time, the implications of philosophical considerations in social sciences have 

been critically by researchers, coming to the conclusion that the research philosophy of 

the study needs to be stated and argued for, in order for the researchers to draw defensible 

conclusions from the study empirics (6 & Bellamy, 2011, pp. 2, 49). According to Ryan 

et al., (2002, p. 8) these underlying philosophies have to be discussed and made clear to 

increase the credibility and replicability of the study as a whole, as they support the 

execution of every single step of the research.  

Thus, the following subchapters will present and discuss the ontological viewpoint on the 

nature of reality and the epistemological stances regarding what is considered to be 

acceptable knowledge in this thesis.  

2.1.1. Ontology 
Ontology is the philosophical sub-discipline that studies the nature of reality or being 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 510). Ontology is “the theory of being or what reality 

fundamentally is” (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 39) and so, it is affected by the way in which 

a researcher thinks at the nature of reality. (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 130; Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 32). 

More specifically, social ontology relates to all those assumptions held by the researcher 

about the nature of social reality, deciding whether reality is objective and external to the 

individual, or whether it is subjective and cognitively created by every individual (Long, 

et al., 2000, p. 190). In other words, reality can be seen as consisting of objective entities 

existing independently from social actors or as made by elements which are constructed 

by social actors. In social sciences, these two ways of thinking lead to two main stances 

related to ontology that can be adopted by a researcher: respectively objectivism and 

constructionism (Bryman et al., 2011, p. 36).  

 

This thesis is based on the objective ontological position, meaning that social phenomena 

are external and are not influenced by the researcher (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 22). 

Objectivism, in fact, implies that social phenomena are generated by social entities which 

exist independently from the social actors and are able to self-create their own meaning 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 110-130).  

 

In our study, the research question is focused on identifying the elements that affect local 

students to visit museums in Umeå. This underlines the fact that we aim to conduct an 

objective research which examine different factors related to motivation, involvement, 

expectations and perception of students. Thus, the formulation of the research question 
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requires that these elements have to be handled as variables that are characterized by 

objectivity, showing a strong match with objectivism (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 110). As 

researchers, we do not want to give space to our own interpretations and risk that that our 

opinions may affect those we are willing to investigate, leading to doubtful reliability of 

the conclusions. For this reasons, we want to rely on statistical methods to analyze our 

findings. In this case, our job as researchers is to translate numerical data into meaningful 

narrative information (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 179). After this considerations, we believe that 

objectivism is the logical ontological choice for this research. 

2.1.2. Epistemology 
Epistemology is the philosophical sub-discipline that refers to the concept of knowledge 

and defines what should be considered as acceptable knowledge within a particular 

discipline (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 132). Epistemology aims 

to access whether the social world can be studied with the same procedures and measures 

as the natural sciences or not (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). In other words, epistemology 

questions if knowledge should be considered as objective and potentially accessible to 

all, or if it is subjective and shaped by one’s individual experience (Long, et al., 2000, p. 

190).  

The two main epistemological positions are positivism and interpretivism. Consistently 

with the previously argued objective position on ontology, this study adopts the 

epistemological stance of positivism. The goal of this thesis is to define what affects local 

students to visit museums in Umeå. This implies that the study will aim to discover what 

influences consumers’ decision whether to visit these museums and how these elements 

are related to each other. Considering this, adopting positivism as a philosophical stance 

appears to be the most suitable option.  

 

As a vital condition, this choice is consistent with the research question of the thesis. In 

order to answer it, relationships among many different concepts (incorporated by the 

theories we will present in our theoretical framework) will be drawn to detect what factors 

define museum attendance or not. The starting point of the research is the belief that 

knowledge has to be obtained by studying observable phenomena, applying the same 

techniques used by natural scientists (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15; Saunders et al., 2009, 

p. 133). By doing so, it is possible to gain hard, secure, and objective knowledge about 

the external reality (Carson et al., 2001, p. 4). In this perspective, the role of positivist 

researchers is to be external observers and to conduct a value-free research, without taking 

any personal standpoint (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). This paradigm is mostly connected 

to deductive research where quantitative data is mostly used to test theories with use of 

hypotheses (Deshpande, 1983, p. 102).  

 

During the research process of this thesis, theoretical knowledge will be built after 

discovering relationships among the constructs, in order to explain what are the drivers 

that bring students to visit local museums. Adopting these stances, it will be possible for 

us authors to avoid that our personal opinion and attitudes towards the topic might shape 

the research process. Avoiding any possible bias from own interpretations and ideas has 

the effect of increasing reliability in the thesis conclusions.  
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2.2.  Research Approach  
For what concerns the use of theories, deduction, induction and abduction are the ways 

in which researcher can proceed, according to the relationship between theory and 

empirical data of their study (Patel & Davidson, 2011, p. 23)  

The process of subjecting the theory that has been developed and examined at a previous 

stage to the empirical investigation to a “rigorous test” is called deduction (Saunders et 

al., 2009, p. 124). Deductive reasoning starts from the more abstract and general ideas 

and drives to specifics, to make predictions about future observations (Graziano & Raulin, 

2000, p. 36). Adding to this, deductive research uses a highly structured methodology to 

facilitate replication (Gill & Johnson, 2010, p.13), an important issue to ensure reliability, 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 125). With regard to the aforementioned philosophical 

considerations, deduction relates to positivism and induction to interpretivism, due to the 

view on the nature of reality. This is to say that the choice between whether to follow a 

deductive or an inductive approach has to be made accordingly to the research questions, 

consequently effecting the study’s research philosophy.  

An essential aspect of deduction is to operationalise concepts in a way that enables facts 

to be measured quantitatively (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 125). Operationalization consists 

in breaking down complex and broad concepts into single and narrowed elements or 

researchable entities (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 11). By doing so, it is possible to better 

understand problems as a whole when they are reduced to the simplest possible elements 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 125). Deduction also features generalization and in order to be 

able to statistically generalise it is necessary to select samples of sufficient numerical size. 

This particularly suits to our case, considering that Umeå University has a student 

population of about 25.000. 

The research process of our work began by reviewing previous literature. After doing 

this, a significant presence of research gaps was detected in the field, consequently giving 

this study the aim of filling them. Existing research and theories have been seen as lenses 

for understanding from different perspectives what are the elements that can bring 

students to museums. Thus, previous literature has been used in a deductive way, as it 

built the foundations to explore the field of museum marketing and consumer behavior in 

particular. This thesis has the final goal of contributing to the theory by providing insights 

on these topics that emerged during our research process. 

The choice of a deductive approach was also made after considering that a good amount 

of research already exists on the selected topic. Nevertheless, it is rather general and 

widespread, allowing us to provide with new insights on the relevant relationships 

between different variables, in consistency with the gaps we detected in the literature. 

2.3.  Research Design  
The research design is affected by the way in which theories are formed. In fact, it consists 

in all the plans and procedures of researching that turn broad assumptions to detailed 

planning concerning data collection and analysis techniques (Creswell 2009, p. 3).  In 

order words, the research design aims to serve as a structure for the collection of empirical 

data and for the analysis of this data (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 204).  

The classification of research purpose most often used in the research methods’ literature 

is the threefold one of exploratory, descriptive and explanatory (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

136). Descriptive studies “capture the what, where, when and who of a situation 
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describing the characteristics of persons, events or situations” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

140). Given the fact that our study aims to define a list of elements that has the potential 

to bring students to local museums, this research purpose seems consistent with our 

research question. In the case of marketing studies, descriptive research uses a set of 

scientific methods to collect data from which create structures that describe existing 

characteristics of a target group (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 62). Nevertheless, in our study, we 

also aim to explore how these results vary when considering different behavioral, 

psychographic and demographic variables. In order to do so, we will statistically test these 

many different variables to examine if they provide new or different insights on the 

studied phenomena. Therefore, we believe that the presence of these elements 

characterizes this study as descriptive but also as exploratory. 

According to Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 35), practical implications are important to 

consider when deciding upon what research design will be used for the thesis in question. 

There are two main types of research design that can be found in business research: 

qualitative and quantitative (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27; Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 160- 

161). The difference between the two are based mainly on the ontological and 

epistemological considerations and on the relationship between theory and research 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 26).  

The choice for research strategy, method and design need to be consistent with each other, 

with the research questions and with the aim of the study. We believe that a quantitative 

study would be the best fit for the problem we presented. As in our case, quantitative 

research is based on the belief in the objectivity of the social world and on the idea of 

causation in social processes (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 85). Consistently with the 

research process carried out in this thesis, this kind of research usually applying a 

deductive approach between theory and research (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 162). Own 

characteristics of quantitative research are measurability of results and generalization 

among populations (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 163-165). Furthermore, as in our case, 

quantitative research, contains more explicit problem statements in terms of existing 

literature and background theoretical ideas (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 423).  

Summarizing, our research will follow a deductive approach, a descriptive-exploratory 

purpose and entails a quantitative study with the aim to look for relationships between 

various variables. 

2.4.  Literature search  
The theoretical backbone of this thesis is founded on consumer behavior research that has 

been previously carried out by researchers. When building a theoretical review, it is 

important to present a comprehensive collection of studies, presenting the selected topics 

from different perspectives and discussing many relevant aspects of the subject matters 

(Patel & Davidson, 2011, p. 69). For this reason, we decided to start with a broad approach 

to literature, trying to get a deep understanding of the topics and to be familiar with many 

different theories and perspectives. According to Styhre (2013, p. 97) it is advisable for a 

researcher to be informed through different kinds of literary sources. First of all, it is 

possible to distinguish between core and periphery literature (Styhre, 2013, p. 95) (See 

figure 1). Core literature includes the main works that are considered key references in 

the examined discipline (Styhre, 2013, p. 96). Periphery denotes literature about issues 

that are similar to those presented in the core literature, but are set in other another field 

or provide alternative theoretical perspectives (Styhre, 2013, p. 96). These sources have 

the advantage of enriching the core literature by offering wider social and cultural insights 
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that make the work more relevant. Furthermore, it is also possible to separate between 

upstream and downstream literature. Downstream consist in empirically based studies, 

while upstream is refers to conceptual and theoretical works that are concerned with 

ontological and epistemological stances.  

 

Figure 1: Cartesian grid of literature. Adapted from Styhre, 2014, p. 96. 

The sources representing the key contributions to the consumer behavior field that are 

reported in this study con be defined as core-downstream literature. The study also 

includes downstream periphery sources, that are studies in adjacent fields that were 

relevant for our purpose. Since consumer behavior is closely fostered by psychology, 

some theories are shared with this discipline. Furthermore, to clearly and exhaustively 

define the problem background, some literature on museology, museum studies, cultural 

and non-profit sector have been used.  

In general, our literature sources consist for the great majority of peer-reviewed academic 

articles. Only in a few cases we have chosen to use books for example to refer to primary 

sources. The search for academic articles that suited the topic of our thesis has been done 

through online databases such as Business Source Premier (EBSCO) or Scopus, that are 

accessible through the Umeå University library website. These databases have the 

advantage of offering the possibility of selecting only peer-reviewed articles and to order 

the search by date or number of citations of the articles, in order to find recent and relevant 

works. Google Scholar, instead, was usually more helpful to check if all the most 

important sources had already been considered. 

The main key-words reiterated during our search for literature were: museum marketing, 

museum visiting behavior, motivation, involvement and perception. This list could vary 

by adding synonyms or combining these key-word in different ways. When reading 

academic articles, it was very frequent to find interesting works quoted in them that were 

relevant to our study. Thus, academic articles’ reference lists were also helpful tools to 

find more sources. The books that have been included in this thesis can be considered as 

the foundation of the field we have been investigating and, in this sense, it was appropriate 

not to focus only on recent sources. As researchers, we are aware that quoting books can 

be considered quite risky as they are not as updated as academic articles and might be too 

broad and unspecific. For this reason, we have made a very careful use of books, mainly 
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to provide definitions or to quote the primary source mentioned in other academic articles. 

Furthermore, a considerable amount of those books have been used to support our 

scientific and practical methodological approaches, balanced by a good proportion of 

scientific articles.  

2.5.  Source criticism  
A main requisite for a high quality study is that the literature on which it is based has to 

be valid and objective (Patel & Davidson, 2011, p. 69). For this reason, the researcher 

needs to have a critical attitude towards previous literature and try to avoid being biased 

by it (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 73- 77). In order to do so, we did not exclude articles 

where findings were in contrast with each other or debates between authors. 

Our theoretical framework aims to present a comprehensive overview on all previous 

theories that are relevant to answer our research question and fulfill the study purpose. In 

order to reach a higher academic value, it is mainly sourced by peer-reviewed articles, 

with only a few exceptions. The articles that have been included in our thesis are taken 

from prominent databases for business research and have been published on renowned 

journals. We believe that this upholds a high credibility of our sources. Furthermore, the 

books that have been included represent the groundwork of the field that is essential to 

refer to when referring to a specific model or theory. As a fact, these books are still quoted 

in many recent academic articles and for this reason we decided to reference them and 

avoid secondary sourcing. Secondary sources have been accepted in extremely few cases 

and only when it was not possible to access to the original source. In fact, it is not 

advisable to rely on them as they can cause misunderstandings. 

Furthermore, we have tried to present theories that were relevant and applicable for our 

study, given its size, time frame and its other characteristics. Even if we tried to include 

all the relevant theories and as many different points of view as possible, we are aware of 

the fact we might have excluded other interesting sources. Thus, it is also possible that 

we might have overlooked some theories or that new relevant theories have been 

published after our search.  

In general, we believe that we have handled previous literature in the best way possible, 

and that our sources have been critically considered, appropriately sorted and accurately 

presented.
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3. Theoretical framework 
This chapter provides a comprehensive view of previous studies with the purpose to label 

relevant theories and models linked with visitor decision-making and the SOR-model. 

The study explores factors which attract local students to visit museums in Umeå by 

empirically examining the consumer side’s ability to generate influence affecting a 

student’s intention to visit a museum in Umeå. From a marketing perspective this study 

is conducted within Consumer Behavior. This discipline concerns “the processes 

involved when individuals or groups select, purchase, use or dispose of products, 

services, ideas or experiences to satisfy needs and desires” (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 5).  

 

Our theoretical framework shapes the basis of our quantitative study and focuses on these 

processes such as motivation and perception and also the theory behind involvement and 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to finally answer our research question in a 

comprehensive manner. For our study it is crucial to gain understanding to why students 

choose one alternative ahead of another and what influences their decisions to visit or not 

to visit a museum. Furthermore, we want to examine what the factors may be which may 

increase the students’ interest and curiosity to attend to a museum or aesthetic exhibition 

in Umeå. We have chosen to use the theories based on the SOR-model such as Marketing 

stimuli, motivation, expectation, perception, involvement, effect of prior experience, and 

opportunity costs because at a later stage they will enable us to highlight potential factors 

that may be able to motivate students to visit a museum in Umeå and to uncover what 

factors attract students in Umeå to visit a local museum. Furthermore, the theories enable 

us to serve the factors which the intrinsically motivated students have to visit a museum. 

 

3.1. Visitor Demand 
The following subchapter provides a systematic foundation for our theoretical 

framework. To go to a museum is always based on a decision made by a visitor. For our 

research question, “Which are the factors that drive local students to visit a museum in 

Umeå”, it is crucial to know how a potential visitor makes a decision, which steps are 

included in the decision-making process, and by which factors the decision is influenced. 

Therefore, we will first look at the visitor demand side to highlight which forces lead to 

the final decision to visit a museum. Further, we introduce two different visitor models, 

which include several visitor groups and illustrate potential factors that encourage 

people to visit museums in general. These two models illustrate from a general 

perspective who the visitor is and what drives one to visit a museum. However, one 

important gap is that only visitors were observed, whereas non-visitors received no 

attention. Since we focus only on students and these two models provide just a general 

overview about visitors, potential encouraging factors need to be examined solely for 

students. In regards to our research purpose, we also examine potential forces leading to 

a visit for occasional visitors and the so called non-visitors. With other words, we build 

our study on existing visitor research as well as consumer/visitor behavior and also 

integrate the segment of infrequent visitors into our study. Progressing onwards, we will 

highlight gaps from existing research that will be investigated in our thesis. Before 

introducing the visitor decision process, we will present the historic development in a 

chronological order of research regarding the general consumption behavior and why 

people consume goods and services at all. Finally, we will combine forces that lead to 

consumption of museum services and the decision-making process into the Stimulus-

Organism-Response model (SOR-model). 
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Researchers have been attempting to examine why and in what manner people visit 

museums for several decades. Consumer behavior studies have investigated visitor 

behavior based on learning theories whilst social scientists have examined the influence 

of socio-cultural elements (Slater, 2007, p. 149). Although many researchers have 

focused on the influence of personal and social factors, psychological variables such as 

motivation, expectation and perception have received limited attention in comparison. So, 

one gap in examining audiences is that the two streams of investigation, (1) based on 

learning theories, and (2) focus on socio-cultural elements, provide insufficient insights 

regarding psychological variables. Museum researchers have observed that museums are 

operating in a highly competitive leisure environment, but it has still not been established 

how people in fact come to make decisions about leisure consumption and how museum 

visitation correlates within this context. Considering these factors, it becomes even more 

significant to genuinely understand potential visitor motivations including the questions 

of when, why, and for who people visit museums. Since our thesis focuses only on the 

visitor/consumer side, we are not examining the museum side, which includes the 

increased competitive aspect. With this as our incentive, we decided to provide 

penetrative insights about visitor demand, present audience research such as visitor 

models and to delve deep into the consumer decision process which includes general 

consumption processes as well as the ‘why’ of museum consumption. 
 

A visitor analysis includes the investigation of the demand side. In the context of 

museums, demand is a measure of visitors’ utilization of a product or service. In our 

study, the monetary factor such as price should be less significant due to the free 

admission for the majority of museums in Umeå. Instead and due to other constraints such 

as time and the multitude of different leisure activities, we focus on the opportunity cost 

consideration. Of higher importance are individual and subjective forces that lead to the 

decision to visit a museum such as motivational factors, involvement, or consumer 

perception. 
  
In our theoretical framework we provide a strong scientific research base and present an 

image of how the visitor decision process is constructed, we outline the aspects that make 

people want to visit a museum and assess which motivational theories can explain visitor 

behavior. In the quest to gain a clear understanding to the generic term ‘visitor’ we have 

utilized a popular method enforced in the past meant researchers has applied demographic 

data to categorize visitors ranging from the subjects age, income, or educational level. 

They also utilized other factors such as visitation frequency or social arrangement (Falk, 

2009, p. 68). But recently, visitor research has shown that this information fail to predict 

or explain visitor behavior at a more penetrative depth and therefore failing to create a 

complete image (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 50). So, a further gap in audience research is 

that demographic variables alone can not answer the question who the visitor is and 

specify to which segment a customer belongs. Alas, the museum attendee cannot be 

accurately described by assuming the definition that all visitors as a group are a function 

of demographic variables or social arrangements. In reality, a large number of museums 

have segmented their visitors with the aid of demographics although regrettably this 

information provides an inaccurate indicator if people will or will not visit a museum. 

Research has statistically reported that the average museum visitors are generally 

educated at a more advanced level, older and enjoy a more affluent lifestyle in comparison 

with the entire society. The majority of visitors have also shown to be female. However, 

people are more likely to be visiting in the capacity of being individuals rather than as an 

average of a society (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 42). So, in knowing the demographic 
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characteristics of a general visitor, demographic variables supply inaccurate information 

in predicting whether younger, less educated, financially challenged, and mainly male 

persons will or will not visit a museum. Consequently, museum-visiting is too intricate 

to be explained with solid variables or concrete factors such as museum category or 

exhibition design. For a more adequate response to why people choose to visit a museum 

and also why you would choose not to, a deeper explanation is required to describe the 

term ‘visitor’, which will be discussed in the following part. 

 

3.1.1. Visitor Model by Falk & Dierking  
Falk & Dierking (2013, p. 47) created a visitor model which describes a variety of visitor 

categories based on visitation goals that in turn relate to the individual identity of a 

museum goer. These different personality types are categorized as follows: Explorers, 

Facilitators, Experience Seekers, Professionals/Hobbyists, and Rechargers (See Figure 2. 

These types can be dynamic, for an instance a person may on one occasion visit a museum 

as a Recharger and another time in the capacity of an Experience Seeker. 
 

 
Figure 2: Visitor categories. Adapted from Falk & Dierking (2013) 

 

Experience Seekers 

Experience Seekers are characterized by the want to experience renowned museum pieces 

or exhibitions and forthwith create pleasant memories. These visitors are quite often 

tourists who may have a pressed time schedule which enhances their need for concrete, 

to the point information regarding the museum exhibition rather than an extensively 

detailed overview. Further, they are as a norm interested in guided tours or navigational 

support especially when it is their first visit to a specific museum. By contrast, Experience 

Seekers can also be locals who are motivated to visit a museum by particular exhibitions 

that have been displayed in many other popular museums before (Falk & Dierking, 2013, 

p. 48).  
  
Explorers 

Explorers are by nature inquisitive and continuously update their knowledge with fresh 

information, embrace new concepts and keep an open mind. The Explorer will have an 

in-depth approach to their visit, joining lectures being held in the museum as well as 

embracing all leaflets, brochures and zeroing in on literature which specializes on their 

chosen topic of interest. This type of attendee may be a solitary visitor as well as part of 

a group, but often they then tend to wander off on their own. The majority is recurring 

guests who find guided tours to restrictive and therefore they tend to follow their own 

agenda when they visit as it allows them more freedom in experiencing. Falk suggests 

that Explorers could be open to being guided if the element of flexibility was present to 

prevent the explorer from feeling restricted. Explorers strive towards reinforcing their 

ideal of themselves being individuals who are in favor of higher education and never lose 
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their interest in discovery. Their aim is to remain engrossed within their fields of interest 

and to continuously be confronted with new research (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 47). 
  
Facilitators 

Facilitators always visit learning institutions in the company of friends, relatives, or 

children. Their incentive is to fulfill the wishes and expectations of their companions 

rather than their own. Parents are often Facilitators and by bringing their children to a 

museum they get the satisfaction of being able to proclaim themselves as responsible 

people who provide knowledge to their offspring. There are Facilitators who by bringing 

their close friends or immediate family experience a feeling of self-accomplishment. In 

the event the group fails to display much interest at visiting any of the actual expos on 

offer, the museum can become a ground for pure socializing at the café or gift shop (Falk 

& Dierking, 2013, p. 47). 
  
Rechargers 

Rechargers tend to use the museum facilities as a place to convalesce, their aim is simply 

to find serenity from the relaxed atmosphere and have little interest in the actually pieces 

on display or taking part in any guided tours. They are not there for the knowledge but 

for the calming effect provided by the surroundings (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 48).  
  
Professionals/Hobbyists 

Professionals or Hobbyists will visit the museum with a premeditated agenda. They are 

enthusiasts who take an interest in a particular niche and therefore come to see a precise 

exhibit. Their self-belief dictates that they are genuine visitors which set them aside from 

the average accidental tourist who in their opinion mainly drop by in an attempt to appear 

educated. The Professionals/Hobbyists will disregard any mainstream museum 

information such as explanatory notes and labels, and will show little interest in audio 

guides as they already regard themselves as formidably knowledgeable.  Lectures and 

workshops may however be of interest for this type of visitor as they aim to get more 

thorough information about the running of the museum (for example exhibited items), 

achieve a closer connection to its experts and overall gain a deeper involvement in the 

establishment (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 48). 

 

3.1.2. Visitor model by the Dallas Museum of Art 
Recently, visitor research presented an alternative model which defines visitors that place 

focus on the personal context such as prior experience, interests, needs, goals, and identity 

(Krantz et al., 2009, p. 363). By comparison to Falk’s model, the Dallas Museum of Art’s 

model also includes, besides the specific identity, the visitor’s personal information 

(Krantz et al., 2009, p. 368). However, both models agree that demographic factors are 

less helpful in regards to predicting peoples’ behavioral reasons to visit a museum 

compared to personal information which was deemed more useful (Falk & Dierking, 

2013, p. 50; Krantz et al., 2009, p. 363). The Dallas Museum of Art created a museum 

visitor model in cooperation with research consultancy firm Randi Korn & Associates 

founded on the basis of which grade of comfort visitors experience when visiting a 

museum and divided visitors into four different groups (See Figure 3): Tentative 

Observers, Curios Participants, Discerning Independents, and Committed Enthusiasts 

(Krantz et al., 2009, p. 368). Discerning Independents and Committed Enthusiasts are 

both well-educated and passionately affiliated with art, but the significant difference lies 

in their approach and attitude to their visit. The Committed Enthusiasts are eagerly 

interested in getting commentary and clarification of exhibition pieces, whereas 
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Discerning Independents tend to create their own evaluation, opinion, and interpretation 

of the experience and pay little interest to others’ explanations. Curious Participants 

prioritize experience and thoroughly enjoy art and museum displays. They also aim to 

connect with a variety of art works, but they are not as knowledgeable as Discerning 

Independents and Committed Enthusiasts. Tentative Observers have inadequate 

experience with artistry and lack an emotional connection to it. This group of visitors 

aspires to observe the basic and straightforward information given about exhibition 

pieces, due to their insufficient knowledge the Tentative Observer tend to be 

uncomfortable discussing art (Krantz et al., 2009, p. 368). 
 

 
Figure 3: Visitor categories by The Dallas Museum of Art. Adapted from Krantz et al., 2009, p. 368. 

The model was also implemented by Randi Korn & Associates at the Sports Legends 

Museum at Camden Yards, which revealed a different set of four visitor groups (Middle-

Road Fans, TV Enthusiasts, Active Enthusiasts, and Indifferent Companions) when 

compared to the clientele identified visiting Dallas Museum of Art. This example 

demonstrated that a non-demographic analysis of museum visitors can be used for diverse 

museums specializing in various genres. For marketing purposes, supported by the Dallas 

Museum of Art visitor model, museums can compile small promising visitor groups in 

which a visitor can be classified based on their personal goals, interests, prior experiences 

etcetera (Krantz et al., 2009, p. 369). This approach provides a foundation for our study 

due to the utilization of non-demographics and psychological variables. But at the same 

time the model only investigated visitors effectively excluding the so called non-visitors. 

Also, Randi Korn & Associates analyzed visitors at every age, whilst we focus only on 

students. These gaps, which we previously mentioned in the beginning of the chapter, 

need to be examined to make it feasible to develop the meaning of psychological factors 

leading to museum visitation for students in Umeå. 
  
Our thesis main focus lies on the factors which drive students in Umeå to visit local 

museums in their surroundings. Despite the fact that many museum and visitor 

researchers choose to concentrate less on demographics as discussed above, university 

students are of specific interest considering that the majority of Umeå museums offer free 

admission. Additionally, the greater part of university students has flexible time schedules 

and live in close proximity to the city’s art venues. These circumstances demonstrate that 

local university students indeed have access to the museums and any absence of museum-

visiting can more or less be down to disinterest rather than students’ itinerary or financial 

challenges, which individuals from the broader society often state as their main reasons 

for not visiting or not frequently visiting a museum (Prentice et al., 1997, p. 66). Even 

though the monetary factor such as price is of less importance due to the free admission 

being applicable for the majority of museums in Umeå, the gap mentioned above and also 

in the beginning of our thesis will be examined in our study by investigating students’ 

opportunity cost consideration in the aim to develop the study by Prentice et al. (1997). 

Also, this will enable us to provide deeper insights about different visitor group such as 
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occasional visitors, and infrequent or non-visitors. The visitor models introduced 

illustrate the potential factors such as motivation, expectation, involvement, and prior 

experience that encourage people to visit museums, but the greatest issue is that these 

models do not include non-visitors and therefore explanations to which factors could 

inspire them to museum-going is absent. In addition, Todd & Lawson (2001, p. 276) 

report that gender and education (demographic factors) were strongly correlated with the 

most frequent visitor groups, but did not provide a meaningful and clear suggestion of 

how marketers could apply these findings to attract inactive consumer (people who do 

not visit or only infrequently visit a museum) to the museum market. 
 

Another predicament which limits the validity of these models is that the visitor research 

has been conducted from within the museum itself. Undoubtedly, when examining what 

drives people to go to the museum, it might be simpler to investigate whilst people are 

currently visiting. Albeit this approach is both logical and practical, it might be 

problematic due to the decision process to visit a museum in general occur at an earlier 

stage and outside of the museum environment. To gain a comprehensive understanding 

to why a person visited and which factors drove that person to enter the museum, it is 

crucial to fathom the mindset of the person before going to the museum, which in turn 

leads to the necessity of conducting a study outside the museum (Prentice et al., 1997, p. 

67). However, the introduced models act as a foundational work for our thesis and show 

that pure demographic indicators are not meaningful enough to predict consumer 

behavior as well as the factors that attract people to commit to the decision of visiting a 

museum. 

 

3.1.3. Visit decision process 
Aforementioned in the previous passage, the visitation decision making is a crucial 

process to thoroughly understand what drives people to visit museums. Several 

approaches were designed to describe and outline the complex process of consumer 

decision making. For marketers especially, the challenge lies in analyzing consumers’ 

needs and wants, and to foresee their behavior. But as discussed in the preceding 

paragraph, marketers are not solely utilizing ordinary demographical factors, they also 

employ behavioral concepts like consumer motivation and personal-identity studies 

(Williams, 1981, p. 1). Thyne (2001, p. 116) adds that using psychographic variables such 

as why people visited a museum or gallery, or what they expected from their visit would 

generate more insights for a better understanding of non-profit markets, which is the 

category to which museums belong. 
 

General consumption and decision-making process  

Research applicable to consumption and decision making has mainly developed within 

the fields of economics, psychology, sociology and anthropology, as well as marketing. 

Early observations dating back to before 1950 clarified consumption occurrence as being 

dictated by the economic perspective of the consumer as a logical human being seeking 

to boost satisfaction, induce decision making and was characterized as opportunity costs, 

reducing minor services whilst enhancing major services and game theory (Belk, 1995, 

p. 53). 
 

In 1950’s America there was a brief hiatus in the general agreement concerning 

consumption being regarded as rational, a Freudian psychologist named Ditcher 

presented motivational research showing behaviors which had their base in the underlying 

feelings customers had towards products and services (Belk, 1995, p. 54). 
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A decade later such logical concepts had been widely dismissed due to ethical principles 

and the consumer was once more labeled as rational, this was brought on by an increased 

focus on scientific experiments and positivist beliefs in progress made within technology 

with the launch of the computer. Re-establishing the rational label led to the archetype 

which remained relevant into the 1980s where the consumer was viewed as a user of 

information (Howard and Sheth, 1969). This correlated with current ideas in the cognitive 

psychology research area and ended up dictating the thinking within learning academies 

teaching business. 
 

Consumers were viewed as distinguishing information by careful choice as well as with 

active intent when it comes to possible expenditures, deduce a conclusion from this and 

therewith committing to their consumption of choice. In adherence of this continuous 

model of consumption, a products appearance impact consumption through visual 

selection or a detailed search. The preferences of an individual’s mindset shape their view 

setting which in term creates the inner guidelines that shape their intention (Howard and 

Sheth, 1969). 
  
Until present day, any hindrance found to cause havoc between the urge to purchase and 

genuine purchasing have been downgraded as a topic of interest within management and 

marketing fields. However, there is a tension between what consumers wish or plan to do 

(Stated Preference) and what they actually do (Revealed Preference). Two exceptions are 

the studies by Adamowicz et al. (2003) and Riddington et al. (2003) who aimed to solve 

this dichotomy by splitting ‘stated’ and ‘revealed preference’. This separation has enabled 

the process to compare and re-link what people say they will decide to do in the future 

with what they have actually decided to do in the past. Despite charts describing the 

information-processing mechanism provided an extensive degree of comprehension into 

our consumption of a large variety of products and utilities, there’s one area which has 

been left neglected. A persons’ attributes including culture, stature in society, values 

influenced by friends and family are all aspects of a sociological and anthropological 

nature which has been widely ignored as a factor when committing to a choice and few 

analysts have included these circumstances in their research (Prentice et al., 1997, p. 46). 
 

There has been an increased importance put forward towards the development within 

technology since the later part of the 1980’s as it enables the probing of these matters of 

concerns at hand. The development of the consumption studies has seen it shift focus 

from the micro perspective onto macro, a stage where the consumer is viewed as being 

of social composition. The different perspectives unitedly provide a fresh outlook on how 

decisions of consumption are made and what the circumstances are (Blackwell et al., 

2006; Assael, 1987). Based on this background, Figure 4 targets the question of ‘’why’’ 

when addressing actions of consumption and offer a generic view of the concept 

(Ratneshwar et al., 2000, p. 3). Ratneshwar et al. (2000, p. 3) utilized psychological 

variables, such as motivation, to explain why people consume goods and services. They 

further included personal and socio-cultural elements as well as individual cognitive 

processes into their model to answer the question why people generally consume. In the 

context of museum consumption, there have been some studies regarding psychological 

factors of visitors to go to galleries and museums. For example, Slater (2007, p. 149) 

recognized mainly personal and socio-cultural components influencing visitors’ decision 

making process to give reasons for when, why and for whom people visited galleries. In 

the past, learning was supposed to be the major motivational aspect to consume museum 

services, but entertainment is likely important (Harrison, 1997, p. 36), and in Slater’s 
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study came to light that escapism is the most crucial motivational factor (Slater, 2007, p. 

149). 
 

 
Figure 4: Consumption model. Adopted from Ratneshwar et al., 2000, p. 3. 

In this figure, Ratneshwar et al. (2000, p. 3) explained why people consume goods and 

services including why people visit museums at all with the aid of psychological variables 

such as motives, goals, and desires. They further included influential factors that lead to 

consumption like consumption behavior, cognitive processes, situational differences, and 

cultural differences among consumers. This model may explain the ‘why of 

consumption’, but it misses certain aspects, such as need recognition and Pre-Purchase 

evaluation when outlining the process of decision-making. However, the model is 

relevant for the paragraphs which follows, because it shows that mainly cognitive 

processes influence the consumption and decision making process. In regards to our 

research question, this model presents factors, such as psychological variables that need 

to be considered when examining forces leading students to decide to consume museum 

services (to visit a museum). In other words, Ratneshwar et al. (2000, p. 3) provided 

background insights to why people consume goods or services, but the question what 

specifically influences the Consumption behavior and how a consumer decides to 

consume is still not completely answered. These gaps can be filled by implementing the 

visitor decision-making process. But to visualize the whole picture of what elements 

influence a student to visit a museum in Umeå, the Stimulus-Organism-Response model, 

which will be introduced in this thesis, results in a complete approach. 
 

Recreation, relaxation and exploring activities that are close-knit with museum visiting 

principally adhere to the phenomenon of information processing. Audits performed on 

the data of the recreational processing chart research can be pursued back to Driver (1990, 

p. 94), Hartel (2005, p. 314), Black (2005) and Mayr et al. (2007, p. 1289), whom have 

placed their focus on the pressures that exist between one's demeanor and the options of 

purchasing that occur.  
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Obstacles have been rendered structured in ranking and being dimensional; differ in 

attitudes and their view of a previous experience. They are introduced at various points 

of the decision making process, are valued in separate ways depending on the social class 

of the group but remain relatively stable throughout. Researchers are assimilating the 

micro and macro perceptions on consumption in addition with the observational but 

comprehensive analysis as found in the works of Chen & Pang (2012, p. 1075), Issahaku 

(2014, p. 182). 
  
Theoretic concepts of character have enjoyed a place in the spotlight as managers have 

strived to modify sequences of recreational requests and as a result directing their 

motivation accordingly. The classic rudimentary conclusion making procedure is 

extracted from consumer behavior literature. Blackwell et al. (2006) claimed consumer 

behavior enforces those actions directly associated with attaining, consuming and 

discarding products and services. This also incorporates the decisive development which 

predates and is subsequent to these actions. Blackwell et al. (2006, p. 67) determined that 

there were six stages of decision making that the consumer passed through completing 

the process (See Figure 5). 
 

 
Figure 5. Decision process. Adapted from Blackwell et al., (2006). 

Stage one, the consumer or possible guest acknowledge an issue or a requirement (Need 

Recognition). The triggers may be either a catalyst within such as hunger or thirst or of a 

more superficial nature when the person is affected by the lure of a new product on the 

market and advertising (Hanlan, et. al., 2005, p. 3). Next, the information search 

procedure ensues aiming to close in on the most desirable service or product available 

(Search). At this stage the consumer are inclined to be encouraged to intently enquire for 

facts or possibly focus their attention onto existing sources of information (Kotler et al., 

2007, p. 296). 
 

The Pre-Purchase stage sees people searching for substitutes to services and merchandise 

and assessing these in accordance of demand. The intricacy differs depending on the 

current purchasing position. The most preferred outcome is the consumer choosing to 

purchase the product or service (Purchase), which will generate the largest turnover 

(Kotler et al., 2007, p. 298). Subsequently, the actual on-site presence occurs at the point 

of consuming (Consumption). Afterwards, the assessment (Post-Consumption; 

Evaluation) of the performed visit or purchase begin (Kotler et al., 2007, p. 302). The 

connection between a consumers’ ideals, presumptions and expectations and what they 

believe an item or service will provide decides their satisfactory level (Hanlan, et. al. 

2005, p. 4). 
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For our study, the Post-Consumption and Evaluation stage is of minor importance, due to 

our focus being placed on establishing what forces drive students to consume/visit 

museums in Umeå. Nevertheless, this stage can also be viewed as an evaluation of prior 

experiences. Simply put, how past museum visits can influence future decisions to visit a 

museum. The introduced decision-making process is relevant for our study, for as the 

reader will come to acknowledge in the following part, it is a crucial element of the 

Stimulus-Organism-Response model which illustrates the entire complex process of 

influencing factors that may lead to a museum visit. From another perspective, the 

decision-making process above only explains consumers’ decisions in a general way, but 

fails to include deeper insights of psychological variables. However, the SOR-model 

which will be introduced, adds exactly these necessary aspects to gain a comprehensive 

view detailing what factors influence an individual by making choices concerning leisure 

activities. 
  
A gratified consumer will advocate others to heed to new corporations, and they may also 

find themselves advertising said product and advertise it further verbally. This theory 

states that the intention which brings forward an actual purchase also maintain the feeling 

long past after the original buy, and also that the purchase choice has been made well in 

advance of being carried out. There are however exceptions to this model. It jeopardizes 

the fundamental procedure which is the process of buying and not only the choice of 

purchase (Kotler et al., 2007, p. 303). However, in the case of consumers returning to the 

same hunting ground as such, they go from need to satisfaction to purchase without 

hesitation.  A number of researchers gave considerable weight to the importance to the 

level of consumption carried out in the leisure areas and its effects on consumers’ choices 

but notably you cannot easily compare this low value activity of sharing packed 

refreshments with the actual museum experience. Outlining’s of a day out and the 

aftermath of such a day must be considered to linger for a considerable amount of days 

or weeks (Kotler et al., 2007, p. 303). 
 

This model fell under scrutiny for its focal point on the financial requirements and its 

advantages by Borrie & Birzell (2001) who argues that this narrows down the practical 

usage of the model when attempting to comprehend the state of leisure. The reality of 

leisure states being prone to be quite active within the five stages is not taken into 

consideration. Merchant speculators and practicing psychologists have carried out 

substantial research in their respective fields, with the joint aim towards establishing what 

occurs when goal targeted conduct is invigorated and triggered. Incentives are essential 

at the onset of the process; however, Blackwell et al. (2006, p. 67) assert that basic 

requirements and intentions could also influence all stages of the decision process up to 

a certain point. The leading consumer behavior model and the typical process in choice 

direction both represent the same system. Detectable are some deviation in the need 

recognition, fact research and retrospective phases. 
 

Influential aspects of decision-making 

A multitude of elements or fluctuations stir the behavioral position. Therefore, the 

decision-making process aforementioned outlines but a limited part of the visitor 

requirement phenomena. Utilizing a Stimulus-Response (SR-model) enables observation 

of the impact of one variable (catalyst) on the other variable (reaction and feedback). 

Reaction and feedback are variables which may be supervised when interceding variables 

are subjective to a person and may not be viewed or estimated up front. Intentions and 

mindsets alter the stimulus variable and are the main crucial interceding variable within 

behavioral science (Williams, 1981, p. 75). 
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A development of the SR-model is the Stimulus-Organism-Response model (SOR-

model). Whilst the SR-model assumes that a stimulus always triggers the same effect in 

a recipient, the SOR-model adds the factor “Organism” which includes individual 

cognitive processes such as perception, prior experiences, motivation, and expectation.  

The SOR-model (See figure 6) displays that those elements also influence the consumer’s 

behavior (Foscht & Swoboda, 2004). 

 

 
Figure 6. SOR-model. Adapted from Foscht & Swoboda (2004) 

The SOR-model integrates the individual cognitive processes and the decision-making 

process of a consumer. It further suggests that processes within the Organism (O) are not 

directly observable, whilst Marketing stimuli (S) and the Response (R) are directly 

observable. In other words, Marketing stimuli such as museums’ advertisement and prices 

can be observed easily, but the effect on the consumer needs to be examined. Due to the 

fact that Marketing stimuli can influence the consumer’s mind in terms of cognitive 

processes and decision-making as well as the followed Response, we decided to 

investigate Marketing stimuli’s effect on the visit decision as one factor in our study, what 

drive students towards museum-going. 

 

The processes and factors within the Organism (O) illustrate the complexity what happens 

‘inside’ the consumer and how a person will respond (R). Because the cognitive 

processes, such as motivation, involvement, perception, and so on are not immediately 

possible to observe, a penetrative investigation of these factors is needed. Therefore, we 

chose to examine each cognitive factor mentioned from the SOR-model in our theoretical 

framework to be able to answer the research question, what forces drive students to visit 

a museum in Umeå. 
 

This chapter provided a systematic approach for the following sections of our theoretical 

framework. As the reader have gained acquaintance with, visitor models alone can not 

answer our research question: what factors drive students to visit a museum. But the 

models demonstrate that psychological variables, such as motivation and perception play 

an important role when examining the driving factors. As mentioned in the beginning, the 

gaps that the visitor models do not include, the aspect of the non-visitors, and that thee 
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models were solely developed “inside” a museum makes it necessary to investigate other 

factors as well. Therefore, we introduced the model “why” of consumption to gain 

insights to why people consume at all, which also show that psychological aspects play a 

crucial role. It was further recognized, that cognitive processes influence the individual 

in the general consumption process. But the model fails in including certain aspects, such 

as need recognition and Pre-Purchase evaluation when outlining the process of decision-

making. This aspect led us to include the decision-making process of consumers into our 

theoretical framework. Finally, the SOR-model build on the models above and integrate 

all aspects that can answer our research question. This chapter is relevant for our study, 

on the grounds that it explains and argues our approach to focus rather on psychological 

aspects and cognitive processes than demographics. Additionally, this chapter leads our 

study further by knowing which factors can influence the consumer when considering to 

go to a museum. In other words, the following theoretical part of our study builds on the 

Marketing stimuli, cognitive processes, and factors of decision-making such as 

opportunity cost consideration mentioned in the SOR-model.  

3.2. Motivation theories 
Most scientific studies acknowledge that motivation plays a crucial role when consumers 

decide which leisure activities to undertake, such as visiting a museum and in terms of 

when and what type of activity this should be (Pizam & Mansfeld, 1999). In the past, 

multiple theories regarding motivation suggest how consumers’ motivation influences 

their demeanor and actions in terms of leisure activities such as Maslow’s hierarchy of 

needs (Maslow, 1987), incentive theories and the push and pull motivation theory. 
 

Motivation in general is a theoretical construct that explains the forces that drive human 

behavior and why people act as they do when they have several action alternatives 

(Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 2003, p. 183). Myers (2004, p. 443) agrees to that definition 

and defines motivation further as being a need or desire that sets an action free and 

therewith directs it towards an aim. Maslow (1987) elaborates further how unsatisfied 

needs evoke emotion in his book about motivation and personality. In contrast, Vroom 

(1964, p. 28) summarized motivation as a cognitive process which only occurs when a 

connection between performance and outcome is apparent and proves worthwhile for the 

person. The connection between activation processes and different cognitive processes 

generates motivation. On the one hand raw emotions and cravings activate peoples’ 

behavior which drives an individual to reduce the need while on the other hand cognitive 

mechanisms define the consumer’s goal and the extent of pursuit to achieve these goals 

(Weinberg, 1995, p. 248).  
 

The correlation between activation and cognition affects the motivation of a human being 

in terms of individual consumer behavior. Furthermore, different motivations can result 

from the same type of activation processes and also identical motivations can have their 

source from dissimilar activation processes (Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 2003, p. 182). 

Motivation is largely driven by emotions and urges, seen from a global perspective, 

people consume to satisfy needs and wants which can be existential or experiential 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 268). 
 

In the previous passage several definitions of motivation have been introduced. Every 

description has some strong and weak points, which can be noted for motivational 

theories as well. One category of researches, for example Maslow, relate motivation only 

to individuals’ needs, whereas another group of scientists, for example Vroom, see 
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motivation as a cognitive process that affects the behavior of individuals (Liao et al., 

2011, p. 251). Since motivational research has been deeply conducted in scientific 

literature from the beginning of the 20th century, the distinctions in the theories stated 

above have generated two main theoretical frames: Content theories and Process theories 

(Lunenburg, 2011, p. 2). In the following parts of our work, we will introduce and discuss 

the most relevant concepts of both divisions. Both divisions are needed for our study, 

because Content theories focus more on Need recognition and Search, which also belongs 

to the decision-making process thoroughly explained in the previous chapter, particularly 

in the SOR-model, whilst Process theories concentrate on investigating cognitive 

processes, which is also given relevance in the SOR-model. 

 

3.2.1. Content theories 
The general characteristic of content theories within motivation is the emphasis on what 

motivates people and its focus on factors which activate, lead, sustain, and end peoples’ 

behavior. Content theories strive to identify needs and goals which motivate individuals 

to act. A crucial assumption of content theories is that people in general harbor identical 

categories of needs. The specific definition of needs within those categories differs from 

one content theory to another (Fincham & Rhodes, 2005, p. 202). One of the most 

acclaimed and verified content theories are Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, and the intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivation theory (Wohlfeil & Whelan 2006, p. 645). Maslow’s model of 

the hierarchy of needs consider motivation to be a consequence of an individuals’ 

unsatisfied needs, whereas the intrinsic (extrinsic) concept concentrates on internal 

(external) factors that rouse motivation (Weiner, 1990, p. 620). 
 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

Maslow (1987) suggested a classification of human needs divided into five separate 

groups: physiological, safety, social, esteem, and self-actualization (Figure 7). These 

needs were ranked in a hierarchy, in which basic needs must be satisfied to a certain level 

to enable gratification of more advanced needs. 
 

A pyramid of human requirements ranked in the order of their immediate importance as 

in the fundamental needs for survival such as nutrition and oxygen (Physiological needs) 

forming the base of the platform from which less urgent aspects of wellbeing as a whole 

then can take shape. Physiological needs are the basic requirements and therefore make 

up the bottom platform of the pyramid. 
 

Ensuring that the most life affirming essentials are met, focus then moves to our need to 

shield ourselves from harm, avoiding injury and psychological suffering (safety needs). 

Safety needs dominate the second level of the hierarchy. Combined, physiological and 

safety requirements define the basic needs (Maslow, 1987). 
 

Positioned in the middle of the pyramid come the needs which surface only once the most 

basic requirements of our existence are met and our mind is free to roam further – our 

longing for companionship and approval among our peers (social needs) followed by 

yearning to reach prestige and success, and a feeling of accomplishment (esteem needs). 

These two categories belong to psychological needs. 
 

Positioned on the head of the triangle are the self-fulfillment needs (self-actualization), 

which represent the achievement of one’s full potential, including creativity and morality 

(Maslow, 1987). 



 25 

 

 
Figure 7. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Adapted from Maslow (1987) 

The theory dictates that the purchasing behavior and choices made by the human being 

will continuously circle back to ensuring those elementary needs are covered. Therefore, 

regardless of an individual’s unique disposition they will always experience the 

fundamental needs more powerful than the immediate ones (Maslow, 1987). 
  
Maslow’s pyramid of how humans prioritize their needs has gained its fair share of avid 

supporters as well as doubters considering its overall accuracy and has significantly 

affected the disciplines of organizational behavior and consumer behavior within 

marketing (Alderfer, 1969, p. 143). 
 

Buck (1988, cited in Wohlfeil & Whelan 2006, p. 648) has disputed that despite of the 

basic requirements always being the main priority, this fact never deterred said 

individuals to pursue higher needs. Mundt (2001, p. 113) published a critical review 

claiming that needs from each level in Maslow’s hierarchy occur to a greater or lesser 

extent at the same time. In regards to leisure activities this means that motives for visiting 

a museum can be recognized in all levels of Maslow’s pyramid. Conclusively, a visit to 

a museum can be directly or indirectly motivated with the need levels leading straight to 

the physiological needs. Nevertheless, Maslow’s theory does not explain all motivational 

initiatives for visiting a museum, such as the need for relaxation (Mundt, 2001, p. 114). 

Another critique is the inaccurate separation of the need categories, such as the striking 

resemblance between social and esteem needs (Holtbrügge, 2010, p. 15). Furthermore, 

Maslow’s model lacks coverage of individual motivators. It is not merely that every 

person has a different motivational profile; needs may also alter according to age, 

situation in life, and gender (Holtbrügge, 2010, p. 16). The model also assumes an 

unrealistic ideal image that highlights self-actualization as a life goal (Holtbrügge, 2010, 

p. 15). Heckhausen & Heckhausen (2010, p. 59) support this critique and document that 

certain cultures in impoverished regions of the world prioritize commonwealth over their 

own self-actualization. The humanistic psychology contradicted this argument though, 

which assumes that the human being as an individual neglects outside influences and 

aspires to humanistic completion (Rosenstiel & Nerdinger, 2011, p. 395).  
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An additional hypothesis is that as people we quite radically differentiate ourselves from 

each other by adding value to diverse spectrums of the scale, rating from prioritizing a 

blissful home existence to praising a blossoming career above all else 

(Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 2003, p.182). 
  
As a retort in this debate, Maslow did make an admittance that he did not believe that 

humans needed to be wholeheartedly satisfied with their basic requirements before 

pursuing additional higher goals but Csikszentmihalyi (2000, p. 268) focused on this 

statement to point out how individuals purchasing behavior rarely depended on their 

elemental needs. In fact, he indicated that the consumer trait of today had a faint if not 

non-existent purpose where the specific reasons behind acquiring new items remain hazy 

at best. 
  
Csikszentmihalyi (2000, p. 269) suggested that for individuals living in prosperous 

societies where the basic needs are no longer urgent matters, a wave of lethargy threatens 

to follow as there are no immediate goals to meet. Humans will then strive towards 

achieving a sense of fulfillment, reaching beyond the necessities of life to experience a 

feeling of accomplishment whilst simultaneously gaining gratification (Csikszentmihalyi, 

2000, p. 269). This theory provides a vital angle into how the modern man strive towards 

adding meaning to life by giving consumption and entertainment a leading role in our 

everyday routine, in a time where there are no longer an immediate struggle to maintain 

our very basic needs. The action of being a consumer becomes an action on its own whilst 

the product purchased in fact matters less in comparison (Wohlfeil & Whelan 2006, p. 

645). 
  
Hirschman and Holbrook (1982, p. 92) forged a concept of the decadent consumer, when 

obtaining a product with the underlying wish that it materialized the social status said 

item claimed to be able to ensure in society. This idea is supported by Martin (2004, pp. 

136-137) who described a buyer who acts not with a pragmatic view of the logical use of 

the item but by what statement the particular product sends in their surrounding social 

structure. This message becomes the main priority ahead of basic needs. 
  
Further ideas in the field suggest that a purchase on its own is merely the tool in a person’s 

pursuit of new adrenaline and emotion filled fueled experiences 

(Firat & Venkatesh, 1995, p. 255) in a world which is consistently putting more value 

into daredevil activities. This fairly new focus on how the value of life is being measured 

by how happy, adventurous and satisfied you are, especially but not exclusively by the 

wealthier parts of society, have changed the average consumer’s behavior (Wohlfeil & 

Whelan 2006, p. 645). 
 

In the context of factors that drive people to visit a museum, the USA Visitor Association 

designed a list of common visitor requirements based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

(Rand, 2001, p. 13, Black, 2005, p. 32). Rand (2001, pp. 13-14) called these needs “The 

Visitors’ Bill of Rights” and included eleven visitor needs which motivate them to attend: 

Comfort, Orientation, Welcome/Belonging, Enjoyment, Socializing, Respect, 

Communication, Learning, Choice and control, Challenge and confidence, and 

Revitalization. 
 

The USA Visitor Association established that Visitors need fast, easy and obvious access 

to tidy and safe restrooms and baby-changing tables, fountains, food and vast possibilities 
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of seating (Comfort). Simply put and based on Maslow’s hierarchy; consumers wish that 

museums meet their basic needs. Further, visitors need to make sense of the museum 

settings. Well-planned rooms, spaces and signs guide visitors where to go and how to get 

there etcetera (Orientation). The Orientation aspect also belongs to the basic visitor needs 

Rand (2001, p. 13). 
 

The next elements of focus in Maslow’s hierarchy are psychological needs. Rand (2001, 

p. 13) stated that potential visitors are motivated to visit if they feel welcome and 

experience a sense of hospitality (Welcome/Belonging). If visitors can see themselves 

represented in exhibitions in terms of their interest, they will feel belonging. Moreover, 

people in general want to spend time with friends, family or colleagues (Socializing). 

Potential visitors wish to socialize, interact and share an experience. Rand (2001, p. 13) 

further stated that people are inclined to strive for acceptation for who they are and what 

they know (Respect) and they want to ask questions and listen to different point of views 

and opinions (Communication). Another significant visitor need is Enjoyment. People 

aim to have a nice time in regards to leisure activities; they do not want to get frustrated, 

bored or confused. 
 

On the top level of Maslow’s hierarchy are the self-fulfillment needs. Rand (2001, p. 13) 

reported that people want to learn something new (learning), to be able to choose what 

they want for themselves (Choice and control), to be challenged to demonstrate what their 

abilities are (Challenge and confidence), and last but not least consumers are seeking 

Revitalization. 
 

In general, Rand (2001) and Black (2005) produced a good overview about consumers’ 

needs in regards to museum-going, but there are some points that remain unclear. 

Previously discussed in the beginning of this chapter, the introduced visitor models 

display insufficiencies in its examining of all groups of visitors, including the needs and 

wants of non-visitors as well and were only developed “inside” the museum. Most 

importantly, the Visitor Bill of rights are only viewing the needs people might have, but 

they do not observe or include those individuals that probably have different values, 

interests, prior knowledge, and so on. Also, we might know which needs motivate 

consumers to visit a museum, yet we do not know who these people might be (young/old, 

interested in culture/not interested, visiting alone/in a group, etcetera). And so it is quite 

difficult for a museum to target certain groups, but the probability that they become ‘stuck 

in the middle’ increases.  

 

Further research could for example examine which needs are the most important for 

respective visitor groups (i.e. Visitor Model by Falk & Dierking, or grouping consumers 

by demographics). This would visualize different visitor patterns and museums could 

target in a more efficient and appropriate matter. For our study it is possible to only 

investigate the general needs that drive people to visit a museum, due to the fact that we 

already divided consumers in Umeå into students and non-students. But this would not 

provide detailed insights, needed in enabling us to find significant differences and 

implications. The Visitors’ Bill of Rights offer a good overview and serves as a 

foundation for further research as well as for our study. 
 

We have elected to use the theory of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs due to its proven use 

as an a priori logical framework (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976, p. 235), our belief is that the 
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need hierarchy may aid in grouping our empirical findings in compliance with categories 

and the hierarchy illustrated above.  
 

3.2.2.  Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation Theory 
Crandall (1980, p. 46) defined leisure motivation as a need, reason, or satisfaction that 

provokes involvement in a leisure activity. In the 1990s motivational research (Weiner, 

1990, p. 620) started to distinguish motivation based on reward and punishment 

(achievement and avoidance) into intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. In the context of 

leisure motivation, it was from the beginning thought that it consists of intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation (Crandall, 1980, p. 45). On the one hand, intrinsic motivation theory 

has been utilized to explain different fields of leisure behavior such as personally salient 

activities (Waterman, 2005, p. 165), university students’ leisure motivations (Walker & 

Wang, 2008, p. 179) and leisure activities when accompanied by a friend (Walker, 2008, 

p. 290). On the other hand, extrinsic motivation theory has been among other theories, 

used to examine academic achievement (Hayenga & Corpus, 2010, p. 371) and physical 

leisure activities (Dacey et al., 2008, p. 570). 
 

Slater (2007, p. 149) investigated in her study the motivational factors behind why visitors 

choose to go to cultural institutions such as a museum. She recognized mainly 

psychological components influencing potential visitors’ decision making process to 

explain the why, when and for who people visited museums and galleries. Also, 

physiological needs as a base for motivation to visit a museum, such as relaxing, are of 

less importance than the higher level needs. In early motivational studies, learning was 

supposed to be the main motivational aspect, but the entertaining aspect is likely just as 

crucial (Harrison, 1997, p. 36). Slater (2007, p. 149) reported in her study that escapism 

should be regarded as the most important motivational factor. Furthermore, people who 

frequently visit a museum (three or more times a year) especially value learning, the 

challenge that new experiences provide, pursuing and developing their interests combined 

with doing something worthwhile as their main motivational factors (Hood, 1983, p. 50). 

Also, for sites outside the major tourists’ destinations the accompanying of VFR (visiting 

friends and relatives) accounts for a substantial proportion of motivation for repeat visits 

by local residents. They want to take visitors out to places they liked or they think the 

visitors will like (Black, 2005, p. 18). This is particularly relevant for the market of 

university students, as they typically study away from home and are periodically visited 

by family members or friends from their home town (Black, 2005, p. 18).   

 

On the other hand, occasional visitors (one or two visits a year) and non-visitors (never 

visited or on rare occasions) showed similar characteristics and valued being with people 

the most, participating actively and feeling at ease in their setting (Hood, 1983, p. 53). 

Occasional visitors and non-visitors are more extrinsically motivated. Aspects such as 

special exhibitions or events, or when friends/family/relatives come for a visit would 

serve as an encouragement factor towards visiting a museum at a higher degree than the 

intrinsic aspects like gaining a new experience (Hood, 1983, p. 54). Especially non-

visitors associated leisure dominantly with relaxation, whilst visitors’ core motivations 

are to learn and experience something new, to have a day out which provides escapism 

from daily routine. One additional difference between these groups is that frequent 

visitors are usually highly intrinsically motivated to learn, whilst the occasional visitors 

merely look for a bit intellectual stimulation and non-visitors (on rare occasions) would 

generally only pass the time when visiting (Slater, 2007, p. 152).A research study 

conducted by Richards (2002, p. 1048) established that younger, highly educated people 
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(for example students) view a museum visit as more of a leisure experience motivated by 

a search for entertainment, social interaction, and to unwind. Slater (2007, p. 160) added 

that potential visitors are looking for experiences where they can fulfill a catalogue of 

motivations such as escapism, learning, and social interaction. 
  
Intrinsic motivation 

Several theorists (Beck, 2004, pp. 196-198; De Charms, 1968, pp. 328-335; Deci, 1971, 

p. 109) have found a connection between motivation and demeanor resulting in defining 

intrinsically motivated demeanor as an action that a person voluntarily does without 

expecting rewards but rather mainly for the own pleasure and satisfaction, in other words 

intrinsic motivation is pushed by interests or enjoyments aimed at the self-desire. An 

example might be visiting a museum for the pure pleasure to learn new things or watching 

a documentary to gain more knowledge about a topic. 
  
Extrinsic motivation 

This motivational construct applies generally to a broad diversity of demeanors where the 

goals of the performance of an action lie above those which are derived from within, to 

attain a desired outcome which is influenced from the individual’s outside. In other 

words, extrinsic motivation is the opposite of intrinsic motivation and comes often in 

form of rewards for performing the desired behavior and to avoid punishment (De 

Charms, 1968, pp. 328-329; Deci, 1971, p. 114). An example might be studying with the 

aim to earn a good grade or to adhere to a deadline to avoid punishment in form of 

additional work. Furthermore, Kelly (1993, p. 233) pointed out that some people only 

visit a museum to hunt for a status experience, which can be classified as a reward for 

oneself. 

 

Our choice of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and the intrinsic/extrinsic content motivation 

theory was based on the assumption that those theories aim to explain motivational 

variables behind certain behaviors such as visiting a museum (Wohlfeil & Whelan 2006, 

p. 645). Due to the individuals’ uniqueness in many regards, we believe it is important 

for museums to be aware of students’ differing needs, desires and goals. Moving forward, 

these theories combined will enable us to highlight the crucial factors which encourage 

students to visit local cultural establishments.  

 

Fundamentally, we believe it is significant to understand the foundation of motivation in 

order to be able to display what genuinely attracts students towards visiting Umeå’s 

museums. 

3.3. Process theory 
The typicality of process theories lies within its dynamic character in contrast to the static 

aspect of content theories. The circumstances explaining the reasons behind why 

motivation develops and how it guides people in certain directions, rather than which 

factors point individuals in various directions are of outmost interest. By way of 

explaining, the general characteristic of content theories within motivation form the 

analysis of how behavior is activated, guided, sustained, and eventually concluded. All 

process theories aim towards explaining the individual’s cognitive processes and how 

they result in different levels of motivation (Fincham & Rhodes, 2005, p. 202). Vroom’s 

(1964) expectancy theory is unquestionably the most renowned concept within process 

theories and will be thoroughly explained in detail moving forward. 
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3.3.1. Expectancy theory 
Expectancy theory suggests that behavior is mostly driven by a person’s expectation of 

reaching the outcome valued the highest and identifies key forces that motivate 

consumers to follow certain courses of action that aim towards achieving the defined goal 

(Liao et al., 2011, p. 251). With other words, this theory strives to explain what precedes 

a consumer’s motivation to achieve a goal and what the underlying reason for this is. 

Within consumer behavior research the expectancy theory has been recognized as a 

highly esteemed possibility with the challenge in determining which factors affect 

individual motivation (Ferris, 1977, p. 607). Vroom (1964, p. 18) proposes that the 

attractiveness of the outcome and the expectancy of achieving that outcome shape the 

level of motivation. He further describes the potential of the expectancy model as a 

theoretical basis for building a conceptual framework that includes a mathematical 

function for calculating the level of motivation. Isaac et al. (2001, p. 213) define the 

outcome’s attractiveness as a person’s perception of an expected result and the personal 

value of this result. Further, the expenditure of effort is determined by the individual 

outcome evaluation. By contrast, Witt & Wright (1992, p. 35) report the value of 

expectancy theory for consumer behavior analysis, but criticize the limitation of this 

model due to its complexity and the amount of variables, claiming that it decreases the 

feasibility of applying the model to express an individual’s behavior in advance. A 

noteworthy critique brought forward by the pair claim that people merely can be expected 

to act rational within reasonable limits and therefore they do not fulfill the fundamental 

assumptions of the model. 
  
Expectancy theory focuses on the process of weighing up action alternatives rather than 

on the realization of the action itself. It is rather a question of which processes lead to a 

person’s motivation (Lunenburg, 2011, p. 1), in our case to visit or not to visit a museum. 

The choice of an action alternative (to visit a museum) and the associated effort should 

lead to a goal achievement. Therefore, at the center of attention stands the situational 

likelihood to achieve a certain goal through an action (to visit a museum) paired with the 

person’s subjective meaning of this goal (Lunenburg, 2011, p. 2). 
  
As the basis for the expectancy theory lays the path-goal-approach from Georgopoulus et 

al. (1957, p. 600) which explains that performance (the path) of individuals is considered 

worthwhile, if a desirable goal can be achieved by following it. Subsequently, the extent 

of shown performance orientates itself to the effort that is necessary in achieving the set 

goal. This approach is based on the paradigm of the utility maximizer, where the 

perception of a relative benefit is crucial for the willingness to perform. 
  
Liao et al. (2001, p. 254) investigated the impact of different expectation factors, 

identified as intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. In terms of museum visitation intrinsic 

expectation factors would be learning new things to broaden one’s horizon, 

entertainment, the opportunity to actively participate, and the prospect of an active social 

life. Extrinsic rewards are on the other hand that a museum visit is an experience one can 

divulge to others (social recognition), outstanding restaurant/café experience, an 

extraordinary atmosphere, and a good time for friends/family.  Liao et al. (2001, p. 259) 

report that people with higher intrinsic and extrinsic expectations are far more likely to 

perform an action such as making a museum visit part of their itinerary. They do divulge 

that there are two aspects to the strength of rewards, firstly, the value of the reward to an 

individual (how important an expectation is perceived) and secondly, the likelihood that 

the perceived reward will occur if the person performs the action (museum-going). For 
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example, if a person perceives it to be unavoidable to gain specific knowledge by visiting 

a museum (high probability), but does not value this factor, the motivation to perform 

(visit) is low. 
 

On the other hand, if a person has low expectations to gain an experience worthy to share 

with others, but this person highly rates his expectation the activity, the likelihood for 

museum-going is relatively low. In other words, the likelihood of a visit depends on high 

valued expectation factors and their probability of occurrence. Liao et al. (2001, p. 259) 

established that consumer value regarding intrinsic and extrinsic expectations had little 

significant difference when being compared, but people tend to believe that the likelihood 

of occurrence of intrinsic expectations is higher than for extrinsic expectations. In the 

context of young people, Gofman et al. (2011, p. 606) found out that the general interest 

to visit museums and art galleries is not very elevated within young people, but that there 

are some factors that might increase the attendance to a cultural institution. These factors 

include that the museum provides a restaurant/café with a really good selection of food 

and drinks, the museum setting encourages open conversations, and the museum has an 

interactive approach. If students can expect to experience these aspects by visiting a 

museum, the probability for a visit will increase, because they highly value these factors.  

 

On the other hand, there are factors which young people do not expect explicitly to get 

from a museum visitation such as the contribution to quality of life and that museums will 

cater for all ranges of prior knowledge. From consumers’ perspective, museums should 

not just exist purely for educational purposes, they also should aim to enthrall and inspire 

their audience (Harrison, 1997, p. 36). Longhurst et al. (2004, p. 104) reported that the 

postmodern generation views time as a very restricted resource and therefore peoples’ 

expectations of leisure activities are increasing, whilst they are simultaneously less 

prepared to risk an unsatisfying. In regards to the expectancy theory, people engage in 

leisure events in specific surroundings in a bid to generate psychological outcomes that 

are known, expected and valued. 
 

According to the expectancy theory developed by Vroom (1964) the focus lies on the 

assumption that the cause behind a person getting motivated is not only the result of its 

individual predisposition or socialization, but rather most notably depending on 

situational factors. For this reason, Vroom’s theory belongs in the category of process 

theories, meaning that the dynamic of motivation development is considered further 

ahead of aspects as need satisfaction. So, the theory outlines how motivation comes into 

existence (Lunenburg, 2011, p. 2). Expectancy theory tries to estimate the intention of 

behavior with the aid of a person’s goals valence, the instrumentality of an action to 

achieve these goals and the subjective likelihood to show this behavior (Van Eerde & 

Thierry, 1996, p. 575). 
  
Vroom (1964, p. 125) explains that consumers have varying goal sets and can be 

motivated if they have a desirable outcome belief, which includes (1) a positive 

correlation between effort and performance, (2) the favorable performance will 

materialize into an intrinsic or extrinsic reward, (3) the intrinsic or extrinsic reward will 

satisfy a need, and (4) the desire to satisfy this need is highly rated to put effort in an 

action. Vroom’s model, shown in Figure 8, is based on three critical topics; expectancy, 

instrumentality and valence (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996, p. 575). 
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Figure 8. Basic expectancy model. Adapted from Lunenburg (2011, p. 2). 

The term expectancy describes the degree of the subjectively perceived probability of the 

occurrence of a particular performance and is thereby the connection between effort and 

performance. With other words, what is the likelihood that a person achieves the desirable 

result using their efforts? So, expectancy is what the person expects to gain from a certain 

effort, either an intrinsic or extrinsic reward (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996, p. 576). For 

example, if a person makes the effort to visit a museum, an intrinsic reward expectation 

might be education, whilst an extrinsic reward could be social recognition. 
  
Instrumentality is, as well as expectancy, a subjective estimation of an individual and 

describes to what extent the expected reward for a performance contributes to a person’s 

need satisfaction. It is the individual’s perceived relationship between performance and 

outcome. This means how a person might perceive the reward after the actual 

performance in reality, in comparison with the expectation the person had in theory (Van 

Eerde & Thierry, 1996, p. 576). So for example, to what extent does the gain of education 

satisfy personal needs if visiting a museum or does the social recognition really increase 

if going to a museum. 
  
Valence describes the subjective meaning of a person’s needs and their satisfaction. It is 

a variable that can change from time to time (situational likelihood) as well as from person 

to person. Thus, rewards might have more or less value to individuals and valence can be 

negative, neutral or positive. If a person has a strong preference for gaining a reward, 

valence is positive, whilst a weak preference results in a negative valence. If a person has 

neither a positive nor a negative valence, this person is indifferent to a reward (Van Eerde 

& Thierry, 1996, p. 576). 
  
Vroom (1964, p. 209) indicates that expectancy, instrumentality, and valence are related 

to each other and shape the level of motivation, resulting in the expectancy theory in its 

entirety providing a link to the theories of motivation. He further states that the higher 

expectancy, instrumentality, and valence, the greater the motivational level will be to 

follow certain courses of action. On the other hand, if a person is indifferent to a reward, 

meaning the person believes that the received reward for the effort has no value, leads to 

a lack of motivation (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996, p. 576). 
 

Considering the fact that process theories delve deeper into the development of 

motivation rather than clarifying what factors motivate people (Fincham & Rhodes, 2005, 

p. 202), we decided to elect only one of the acknowledged process theories that 

simultaneously provide insights about peoples’ cognitive processes in the terms of 

motivation. On the grounds that people make decisions based on their preferences, 
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expected rewards and capability (Liao et al., 2011, p. 251), we believe that comprehensive 

understanding of the expectancy theory and the process of motivation in particular, is 

imperative and invaluable as we aim to answer our research question. Aside from this, 

content theories are of greater value than process theories for our study, due to their 

explanation to what factors motivates people to engage in a certain behavior which then 

ultimately leads them to visit a museum. Nonetheless the advantage is that the expectancy 

theory assists in understanding why, for example, students who are motivated to visit a 

museum in Umeå will refrain from doing so due to their expectations regarding the 

outcome. In addition, Vroom’s (1964) theory explains the development of different 

motivational levels that may provide insights about the circumstances leading to a non-

visit in a situation where the person was in fact motivated to visit a museum. This 

knowledge in turn can provide factors that are crucial for answering our research question. 

3.4. The Role of Involvement  
Personal interests which naturally follow influence a person’s desire to participate in free 

time activities, or in other words, the individual’s involvement forms the level to process 

information (Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2006, p. 650). Involvement is defined as an individual’s 

perceived pertinence of a particular issue or activity based on its unique set of interests, 

desires, needs, past experiences and values (Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2006, p. 650; Solomon 

et al., 2013, p. 204). 
 

Most theorists concentrate in their research on the personal involvement of products, 

brands, or advertisements and how this influences a purchase decision (Coulter et al., 

2003, p. 152; Geuens & de Pelsmacker, 1998, p. 34). As a result, Park & McClung (1986, 

cited in Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2006, p. 650) reported that the involvement was often just 

seen as a general fact towards different product categories, whereas the personal 

relevance of objects or activities determines the level of motivation to pay attention 

towards and process relevant information (Park and McClung 1986). To present it in 

another light; researchers assumed that consumers are highly involved in high-priced 

products - mainly due to the immense risk of negative outcomes, while low involvement 

was expected for low-priced items like everyday goods due to a low risk of a mispurchase 

(Kapferer & Laurent, 1986, p. 50). 
 

In terms of activities such as a visit to a museum, the individual involvement differs from 

person to person, even if they might have the same personal characteristics like 

demographics, psychographics or behavioral (Mitchell, 1988, pp. 39-40). This means for 

example that a student in Umeå studying Architecture, who is vegetarian and plays piano 

might be high involved in local museums, while a person with the same characteristics as 

above has absolutely no interest and have no desire (low involvement) to visit a museum. 

Harvitz and Mannell (2005, p. 158) point out that leisure activity is a complicated 

involvement object, so it is necessary to divide involvement into situational and 

predispositional categories. 

Situational involvement occurs only in specific situations or occasions that stimulate the 

consumer for a short time to get involved with an object such as a product, an 

advertisement, service or an activity. Antecedents of involvement can be an urgent need 

or an unusual stimulus (Bloch & Bruce, 1984, p. 199). Typical for a situational 

involvement is the quick decline of the personal relevance when the desire is fulfilled or 

the goal is achieved (Richins & Bloch, 1986, p. 283). 
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Predispositional involvement is continuous and more permanent than situational 

involvement. Consumers invest more time and have a long-lasting attention within a 

specific area of interest; even in the instances the person has no urgent need of the object 

in question (Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2006, 651). The stage of involvement is determined by 

personal interests, requirements and values which in turn are determined by past 

experiences, attitudes and knowledge, so that a predispositional involvement is more like 

a commitment to an object or activity (Havitz & Mannell, 2005, p. 156). As mentioned 

above predispositional involvement is quite permanent, however, the possibility that the 

involvement level decreases due to a change in interest or shifts of preferences are present 

(Richins & Bloch, 1986, p. 283). 
 

Kang (2010, p. 264) identified how people behave differently and determined which 

elements are useful for segmenting people based on their involvement level. He further 

reports that consumers look for media content that allows them to feel vindicated 

regarding their beliefs rather than contents which challenged what they previously had 

held as truth. Kang (2010, p. 263) argued that persuasive messages towards specific target 

groups will increase the participation in the museum sector. Although this argument 

might be an obvious one, he provides deeper insights how media are used for information 

search and for what reason people would search for information about a museum before 

a visit. In knowing this, (persuasive) messages can be framed and displayed in the most 

promising media or ultimate prominent position. Kang also argues that it is crucial to 

know as much as possible about potential museum visitors, because persuasion is easier 

when the message refers to a person’s general disposition toward a subject, product, or 

service. Most importantly, persuasive messages can be useful for both low-involved and 

high-involved people to change individual behavior to the advantage of the museum. 
 

This aspect might be interesting for our research study to get an overview of which kind 

of media sources students use the most and what they are interested in knowing. But at 

the same time, by knowing that persuasive messages in the right place might increase 

museum participation, the biggest issue is to find persuasive messages to suit each 

segment of consumers. From another perspective, although a museum places a message 

or information in the right place, but the consumer was in fact looking for different 

information or the message fails to be persuasive, the consumer might think a visit will 

not be worthwhile. For our research it is indeed important to find out which type of media 

students in Umeå use for information search and especially for what reason. Kang (2010, 

p. 264), however, added that it is necessary to design in-depth audience research to 

highlight unobserved characteristics from the explicit behavior and to investigate 

promising messages that are persuasive for each segment. For this reason, in terms of 

message content for each group of consumers, additional research might be necessary to 

have more specific knowledge about these dynamics.  

 

3.4.1. Effect of prior experience on involvement 
Past visits to museums can be viewed as prior experiences which form customer’s 

expectations, and going forward this helps shape future museum experiences. 

Experiences are of course shaped by previous visits to museums of a similar or identical 

nature, but also by other institutions that bears resemblance to the ones visited on previous 

occasions. Furthermore, with each and every single museum experience, visitors 

constantly interpret and reinterpret their view of what they appreciate during a visit. Prior 

experiences have a significant influence on a consumer’s decision whether to visit or not 
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to visit a museum and when visiting a cultural institution, they also shape the expectation 

and actual behavior of a spectator (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 84). 

 

Hence, firsthand experience is a unique source of information which influences an 

individual’s decision and also functions as a risk-reduction method (Bennett et al., 2005, 

p. 99). A study by Prentice et al. (1995) proves that museum visiting is affected by past 

experiences. Those activities which an individual has previously experienced as 

rewarding, especially from a social perspective (had a good time with family, talked to 

someone interesting) are more likely to be repeated. 
 

The major evaluation of a service, product or activity happens mainly after the 

consumption is finalized which would suggest prior experience with a service, product or 

activity can be a massive force favoring a repetition in choice and consumption of the 

same service, product or activity (Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99). In other words, prior 

experiences function as an evaluation before a subsequent purchase or use of a service or 

product (Sheth, 1968, p. 27). The frequency at which prior experiences are conducted 

also influences the level of attitude. As past experiences increase, so does the attitude, 

positively and negatively in strength (Smith & Swinyard, 1983, p. 259). With other words, 

quantity and quality of past experiences and the satisfaction they resulted plays a crucial 

role in consumer behavior. Additionally, prior experiences can influence consumers’ 

attitude in terms of future decision-making (Richins & Bloch, 1991, p. 147). Further 

studies agree that prior experience or customer demeanor directly influence prospective 

intentions in purchasing or attitude (Petrick et al., 2001, p. 43; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998, 

p. 171). 
 

East (1997) argued that the lower the level of involvement is, the more routine the 

consumer’s buying or usage behavior becomes. Bennett et al. (2005, p. 99) reports that 

prior experience results in a higher confidence in a consumer’s judgment concerning the 

perceived value of a product or service, which leads to a decrease of a person’s need for 

further information gathering and interpretation. Additionally, said person tends to reduce 

the time spent within the actual purchase process. This being a direct result of the long-

lasting experience acquired with a product, service or brand, until the consumer’s 

conditions change in terms of financial resources, accessibility, shift in needs and wants 

or situational advertisements. Hence, an individual’s desire to be highly involved can 

decline by prior experience and lead to routine buying. Simultaneously, dissatisfaction of 

past experiences can also decrease the urge and need for gaining more information due to 

the confidence of evaluation and results in not purchasing or using a product, service or 

brand (Bennett et al., 2005, p. 100). 
 

Outcomes of past experiences can be satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Ganesan, 1994, p. 5), 

which affect a consumer when considering to purchase a product or service as a repeated 

action (Richins & Bloch, 1991, p. 147). Especially spending resources on a service for 

the first time may be perceived risky unless a consumer has already acquired experience 

with it (Bennett et al., 2005, p. 100). Sonmez & Graefe (1998, p. 172) add that consumer 

feel safer in re-purchasing or re-using a product or service once a consumer has already 

had experience with it. In terms of risk reduction, prior experience can increase the 

likelihood that a consumer does not re-experience an unsatisfactory situation (Gitelson & 

Crompton, 1984, p. 199). 
 

We decided to include the scientific theory behind prior experiences into our theoretical 

framework. This decision, backed by literature, has indicated that the quality and quantity 
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of past experiences with products, services or brands, including consumers' satisfaction 

or dissatisfaction play a crucial role in forming their future behavior (Falk & Dierking, 

2013, p. 84; Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99; Petrick et al., 2001, p. 43; Sonmez & Graefe, 

1998, p. 171). Prior experiences also help explain the background to why people intend 

to return or choose to recommend their visit to others (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998, p. 171). 

Furthermore, by investigating the quantity and quality of students’ prior experiences, we 

aim to link these findings with the consumers’ involvement toward museums to be able 

to determine factors that drive people with different levels of involvement to visit a 

museum in Umeå.  

3.5. Consumer perception and awareness 
Many researchers have focused on examining the prejudices, desires or demeanors of 

museums’ visitors that discourage them to visit or not visit a museum (Mason & 

McCarthy, 2006, p. 22). One argument for not visiting a museum is the so called 

‘threshold fear’ which can be understood as a psychological boundary that deters potential 

visitors from enjoying a museum (Prince & Schadla-Hall, 1985, p. 42). Especially young 

people have this fear, because they perceive a museum as a tedious, educational and 

reserved environment, in comparison to their present interest in real life as reported by 

Bartlett & Kelly (2000, cited in Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 22). They further report 

that young people perceive to experience rejection in a museum in general, as a side effect 

of not belonging. 
 

To gain comprehension in regards to how these perceptions have developed during the 

course of time, Solomon et al. (2013, p. 121) proposes the theory of the perceptual 

process, “in which sensations are absorbed by the consumer and used to interpret the 

surrounding world”. People experience different levels of information processing, which 

begins with receiving stimuli from the environment that lead to the sensation stage and 

ends with the interpretation of these stimuli (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 121). But Solomon 

et al. (2013, p. 121) adds that just a small amount of stimuli finds attention and are not 

handled objectively. A person’s exclusive biases, urges and experiences impacts on the 

interpretation of a stimulus. 
 

Lynch et al. (2000, pp. 18-19) reported that many consumers do not even have “going to 

a museum” as an option in their consideration set in terms of leisure activities or they do 

not have museum providers in their awareness set. Plainly speaking, they do not consider 

a museum visitation as a possible option for their leisure time or they are not aware about 

museum providers. Aiding our study, in terms of Consumer perception and brand 

awareness, it is essential to determine if students in Umeå are aware that there are four 

museums located within close proximity of the city center. Burton et al. (2009, pp. 22-

23) add that this may be not the case for traditional visitors who are looking for 

educational benefits and entertainment in their leisure time, and as such their motives 

differ. But a generation which has grown up with digital technologies, which are fast-

tracked and easier accessible, search for speedy and instantaneous leisure activities and 

show a lack of commitment. This might make the museum in general for a post-modern 

and highly educated potential museum visitor (for example a student) less attractive 

(Burton et al., 2009, p. 23-24). Instead, this group of consumer is more likely to be 

interested in serial leisure time experiences and non-committed leisure engagement such 

as cinema packages, digital entertainment at home, and extraordinary restaurant 

experiences (Burton et al., 2009, p. 24).  
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Regarding the perception of a museum, the perceived image of an organization is the 

result of the management’s efforts in communicating their strategy to consumers, and the 

interpretation of the consumer “results from decoding a message, extracting meaning, 

interpreting signs” (Kapferer, 1997, p. 94). Brand image usually conveys a historic 

perspective and it isn’t strategic in the same way as identity is (Aaker, 1996, p. 70). 

Instead of considering the two concepts to be equal, brand image should be considered as 

one of many inputs to understanding brand identity, instead of being brand identity 

(Aaker, 1996, p. 69). If the brand image becomes the brand, it can possibly lead 

organizations to let customers dictate what it is, rather than what it aims to be (Aaker, 

1996, p. 70). A new focus of research is towards brand orientation. Urde (1994) first 

referred to brand orientation and defined it as “an approach in which the processes of the 

organization revolve around the creation, development and protection of brand identity 

in an ongoing interaction with target customers with the aim of achieving lasting 

competitive advantages in the form of brands” (Urde, 1999, p. 117).  

A recent study by Evans & Rentschler, (2012) showed that, in a museum context, four 

groups of brand behaviors are prevalent. The first is the focus on establishing the brand’s 

distinctiveness. In this case, the brand is an identifiable logo, symbol or word that 

differentiates the institution from competitors and, therefore, acts as a decision-making 

heuristic for visitors. Second, a brand-oriented institution can utilize its brand as a means 

of satisfying consumers’ basic needs. This concept, named brand functionality, relates to 

the degree to which the brand communicates to audiences that the museum will provide 

superior utilitarian benefits. These benefits, in a museum environment, refer to practical 

issues such as relevance of the experience and accessibility of the collection. Third, brand 

augmentation refers to the practices the museum employs to augment the rudimentary 

functional benefits communicated by the brand. Fourth, museums also recognize the 

brand’s ability to embody more than the collection and exhibitions it represents, such as, 

for example, being people’s lives and providing unique experiences for each individual 

visitor. In this way brand creates a personal connection between the institution and the 

visitor and helps to establish the brand in the mind of consumers as a unique cultural icon 

(Evans & Rentschler, 2012, p. 1471).  

To conclude, to connect with visitors on a personal level and have an impact on their 

motivation to visit museums, it is important that museums have a brand which is 

established as a distinctive asset that communicates relevance and accessibility (Evans & 

Rentschler, 2012, p. 1473). 

Mason & McCarthy (2006, p. 20) investigated the perceptions of young people toward 

museums and art galleries and concluded that young visitors are in general under-

represented in cultural institutions. In their study they discovered that younger 

generations’ perception of what comprised modern art and relevant museum exhibition 

fail to be consistent with the general art criteria. Additionally, the study ascertained that 

neither did the majority of marketing activities match their ideology. Mason & McCarthy 

(2006, p. 29) thoroughly examined younger consumers’ perceptions by utilizing a 

quantitative approach and suggesting possibilities how to further engage them with 

museums and galleries. Due to the fact that the majority of museums in Umeå do not have 

an admission fee and Mason & McCarthy also included free admission museums into 

their research study, the findings published in their paper can be useful compare with or 

even to be improved through our study. Their article found support for the general 

assumption that museums and galleries without admission fee keep up the illusion of 

democratic right to enter a cultural institution. Instead the majority of museums caters to 
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the interests of social groups and unintentionally excludes others (Mason & McCarthy, 

2006, p. 21). They further report that young people often perceive a museum as an 

institution they do not belong to (feeling of exclusion) and that those who want to visit a 

museum and those who do not like to visit are not just characterized by their motivation 

and interest (visitors), but also by their indifference or ignorance (non-visitors). Whilst 

recent research suggested that psychological factors determine who visits a museum, 

Hood (1983, p. 53) argued that social factors such as education or age group can predict 

who is going to a museum. But recently, social factors decline in importance, even though 

these factors should not be excluded (Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 21). 

 

In terms of perception, it has been reported that perceptions of museums differ in various 

age groups. Older potential visitors have fewer criterions in evaluating a museum than 

demonstrated by younger people (Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 21). Mason & McCarthy 

(2006, p. 26) outlined that young adults perceive a museum in general as exclusive and 

unique in terms of architecture and settings, but at the same time young people see cultural 

institutions as boring and too educational to be enjoyable. Just a limited number of young 

adults perceived the museum concept as consistent with their interest, but this fact 

probably differs from museum to museum in terms of the variety of exhibition topics. 

The most recognized perceptions within the younger age group were the feeling of not 

belonging and that this group does not feel welcome to the museums. 

3.6. Opportunity costs 
When the actual decision to visit a museum being the central option materializes, the 

potential visitors may deliberate in several ways regarding the terms in relation to 

opportunity cost leading to their choice whether they should visit a museum or not. For 

consumers’ decision-making of leisure and educational activities, a solid aspect is a 

consideration between using a resource such as time and money combined with the 

perceived resource constraints. The value and importance of an activity and the capability 

to access alternatives will play a significant part in the final decision (Falk & Dierking, 

2013, p. 42). 
  
First of all, consumers should include opportunity costs into every process of decision-

making, but consumer behavior research proposes that the standard consumer in fact 

seldom reflect upon this or take opportunity expenses into account whilst in the midst of 

decision-making. Consumers generally have unbounded needs and wants, but 

simultaneously keep a restrictive budget, which subsequently leads to fulfillment of one 

need accompanied by not being able to fulfill another need (Spiller, 2011, p. 595). Becker 

et al. (1974, p. 327) argue that “Decision makers confronted with a showcase of beluga 

caviar consider how much hamburger they could buy with the money [that] a pound of 

caviar costs […] and people intuitively take opportunity costs into account.” Okada & 

Hoch (2004, p. 313) state that “the opportunity cost of money is easy to assess. Money 

has a readily exchangeable market, is highly liquid and fungible, and can be saved. A 

dollar is a dollar […] and so what comes to mind as the next best use for money remains 

fairly constant across situations.” Furthermore, opportunity cost is defined as the 

judgment placed on the highest valued of the declined options or opportunities, with other 

words, opportunity cost is the least considered factor of possible choices when one option 

is chosen (Spiller, 2011, p. 595). 
  
Consumer behavior research states further that consumers often neglect opportunity costs 

whilst they make a decision (Frederick et al., 2009, p. 553). According to Spiller (2011, 
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p. 595) the attention of opportunity costs is “considering alternative uses for one’s 

resources when deciding whether to spend resources on a focal option”. An individual 

does not neglect opportunity costs when one is paying attention to outside alternatives. In 

general, consumers take opportunity costs into account when their resources are limited 

and the perception of budget restriction occurs to them as being of sheer necessity, whilst 

the more structured planners also think about opportunity costs on occasion but fail to 

impose immediate resource restriction (Spiller, 2011, p. 596). The process of actively 

considering opportunity costs influences the individual’s contented state regarding 

personal and societal factors, and consumers who do not neglect opportunity costs enjoy 

a higher rate of attractive outcomes than the people who are not considering or adding 

any significant value towards opportunity costs (Larrick et al., 1993, p. 332). 
  
When an individual needs to make a decision, one frames one alternative as central and 

may not change one’s preference list, this due to the gathering of more information about 

the central alternative rather than outside alternatives being the main factor (Posavac et 

al., 2005, p. 644; Del Missier et al., 2007, p. 157). On occasion, outside alternatives are 

in fact absent, and thus the individual opts for the central option (Frederick et al. 2009, p. 

557). However, occasionally consumers impulsively promote an outside alternative to 

merge into a central option (Jones et al., 1998, p. 214). Spiller (2011, p. 596) suggests 

two forces lie behind this spontaneous central option change (opportunity cost 

consideration). As an elementary rule as such, the individual’s perceived constraint takes 

president and secondly, the accessibility of alternative resource use gains force. 
 

As aforementioned at the beginning of our thesis, any hindrance found to cause havoc 

between the urge to purchase and genuine purchasing have been downgraded as a topic 

of interest within management and marketing fields. However, there is a tension between 

what consumers wish or plan to do and what they actually do (Burton et al., 2009, p. 27). 

In these cases, researchers have reported that there is merely a small gap between Stated 

Preference (what people plan to do) and Revealed Preference (what people actually 

choose to do). Burton (2009, p. 27) argued that Stated Preference alone provides valid 

and reliable information on which predictions regarding consumer behavior can be based 

on. But as Prentice et al. (1997, p. 66) have reported when people consider visiting a 

cultural institution and decide not to go, it is often because they do not feel urgency in 

visiting or they change their mind, because they could invest their time on alternative 

activities. Burton et al. (2009, p. 24) added that especially younger consumers are more 

prone to be interested in fast-paced leisure time activities which they consider as more 

entertaining than a museum such as going to a restaurant, heading to the movies, a night 

out with friends, and energizing sport events (Burton et al., 2009, p. 24). Mason & 

McCarthy (2006, p. 25) reported that young people often do not view a museum as 

attractive in comparison to other leisure attractions. They emphasized that activities 

associated with outdoor recreation and excursions, and well-known landmarks were more 

attractive to young people than cultural institutions. In the context of opportunity costs, 

for our study we need establish if students have at some point considered visiting a 

museum in Umeå, but then changed their mind. And if so, what made them decide against 

visiting the museum? Keeping this in consideration, we aim to investigate what students 

would prefer to do in their leisure time instead of going to the museum. These questions 

can provide data with which can be compared to visitation patterns, and to cross-check 

the findings in the literature discussed in this chapter that reports how the young consumer 

are more interested in fast and serial leisure experiences and are likely to change their 

mind due to perceived constraints. 
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Perceived constraints of resources increase the consideration of opportunity costs and 

lead to an evaluation of outside alternatives as an attractive choice. If an outside option 

becomes more important to an individual’s goal setting than the central option, one 

integrates these alternatives into its consideration process and might alter the elected 

central option (Spiller, 2011, p. 596). A perceived constraint leads a consumer to a 

sensitive judgment stage were several potential alternatives can be relevant for its final 

choice. This cognitive process ends when the consumer is not able to identify further 

outside options (Spiller, 2011, p. 596). 
  
Cross-category consideration sets are often rooted by a background of consumers who 

are heavily restricted in terms of their resources and have a tendency to just consider 

outside options which are easily available in the very moment of decision-making (Russel 

et al., 1999, p. 323). Frederick et al. (2009, p. 553) support this argument and argue that 

evaluations and preferences are mainly based on explicitly presented information. 

Interestingly, these consumers will consider outside options at a bigger scale when the 

decision is of a higher relevance to them (Del Missier et al., 2007, p. 157). Delving deeper, 

in the beginning of the resource allocation consumers are more likely to ignore 

opportunity costs until they are absolutely bounded and they are left with only small 

resources (Ball et al., 1998, p. 80). For instance, people in general are prone to spend a 

great share of their salary immediately after receiving it, effectively ignoring all outside 

options by giving them no consideration, until when they are left with a small budget 

which increase their opportunity cost consideration. Consumer behavior research 

reported that individuals applying a monthly budget for all purchases experience less 

restrictions than those operating with weekly budgets, because outgoings are more 

noticeable at each end of a resource allocation period than at the starting point 

(Morewedge et al., 2007, p. 461). Ultimately this leads to the fact that consumers with 

shorter resource allocation cycles are more likely to consider opportunity costs (Spiller, 

2011, p. 596). 
  
According to Spiller (2011, p. 596) the second point influencing opportunity cost 

consideration is the accessibility of alternate resource uses. In this case an individual will 

consider a decision more thoroughly if one has the ability to access outside alternatives 

available to spend one’s resources in. The accessibility is formed by internally generated 

ideas which draws their influence from information materializing from the past 

(memories), and external input (present retrieval cues) in the decision-making moment 

(Lynch et al., 1988, p. 171). Spiller (2011, p. 596) documents three different ways where 

accessibility influences opportunity cost consideration. 
  
Consumers with a chronic accessibility are chronic planners that are more likely to be 

fueled by future plan making and incorporate present decisions when drawing up their 

vision for how they want to use their resources in the future and for what, such as planned 

purchases. This leads them to consider opportunity costs even when they are not 

constrained (Spiller, 2011, p. 596). As an example there is a consumer, whose plan is to 

purchase a bicycle and has this future goal in mind when contemplating in indulging in 

leisure activity expenses, such as going to the cinema or museum. 
  
Resource-use typicality occurs, when consumers consider opportunity costs in terms of 

what they usually purchase or how they typically allocate their resources instead of 

considering less typical uses of their budget such as opportunity costs (Spiller, 2011, p. 

597). For example, when considering visiting a museum, resource-use typicality leads an 



 41 

individual to consider what one would generally do with that time or money one would 

spend for a visit, rather than atypical uses. 
  
Consumers with resource-use limitation have mindsets close to a region which latches on 

to the categories of purchases (Spiller, 2011, p. 597). Resources that are connected with 

a narrow category remain restricted and this limitation activates alternatives on the 

outside which then increase the consideration (Meyvis & Janiszewski, 2004, p. 354). For 

instance, when a consumer sets up a budget with limitations for leisure activities, 

alternatives are instantly limited by the person’s frame of mind and interests and the 

increase the opportunity cost will increase depending on what they are willing to spend 

their resources on. 
  
Consequently, the opportunity cost consideration measured on the one hand can protect 

the consumer against overspending whilst on the other hand this may lead to 

underconsumption (Shu & Gneezy, 2010, p. 936). The value of the central option is 

subjective to change due to the consideration of outside alternatives, both positive or 

negative (Frederick et al., 2009, p. 554). A consequence can be the increased sensitivity 

to the value of outside alternatives and therefore resulting in recruiting an outside option 

to the main decision. Opportunity cost consideration is connected to the less likelihood 

of resource-use, when an outside option is more valuable than the central option and a 

higher likelihood, when opportunities are less valuable (Spiller, 2011, p. 597).  
 

Hood (1983, p. 51) reported that people, regarding spending their leisure time, consider 

which of the possible alternatives might offer them the most valuable reward/highest 

satisfaction. She further stated that no matter how people think a visit to a museum or 

another leisure activity would be worthwhile, they will make their decision based on the 

satisfaction level of a desirable leisure event. Hood (1983) identified six main factors how 

people judge leisure activities such as museum-going: being with people (social 

interaction), doing something worthwhile, having an opportunity to learn (learning), 

feeling comfortable and at ease in the settings (comfort), having a challenge of new 

experiences (challenge and confidence), and participating actively. She added that not 

everybody values each factor with the same extent, but all aspects are crucial in terms of 

opportunity costs consideration (Hood, 1983, p. 51). In her study she examined how 

important these factors were and also determined peoples’ preferences for certain leisure 

provider. 

 

The first finding was that the general idea about museums, that there are either visitors or 

non-visitors, was incorrect. Instead, the study reported three different groups: (1) 

Frequent participants, (2) Occasional participants, and (3) Nonparticipants. Further, Hood 

(1983, p. 52) founds out that people choose to visit or not to visit a museum based on how 

they evaluate the six factors and how they are socialized by family and other influences 

in their childhood. Frequent visitors usually value all six attributes, but mostly: having an 

opportunity to learn, having a challenge of new experiences, and doing something 

worthwhile. She further reports that frequent visitors usually find these attributes in a 

museum environment. 

 

On the other hand, non-visitors most value: being with people, participating actively, and 

feeling comfortable (Hood, 1983, p. 54). Interestingly, occasional visitors are quite 

different from the frequent visitors in terms of leisure values and more similar to non-

visitors. They most value: comfortable settings, social interaction, and doing something 

worthwhile (Hood, 1983, p. 55). But both non-visitors and occasional visitors perceive 
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that they will not find all these aspects in a museum. Generally, occasional visitors and 

non-visitors are more likely looking for entertainment and relaxation, whilst frequent 

visitors want to learn new things. That is one reason why non-visitors and occasional 

visitors often decide for another leisure activity which can provide all the valued attributes 

(Hood, 1983, p. 56). Even though the study is not published recently, the importance is 

undoubted. However, the values of the attributes for each group may have changed over 

the time and need to be examined again. By doing so, more insights about the three 

different groups can be provided to finally ascertain which factors are more or less 

important for a museum visit. For our study and respectively our research question, we 

are going to examine how museums can stick out in comparison with other leisure 

activities to be able to identify visitor patterns based on leisure values and what factors 

would drive different student groups (demographics) to a museum visit. 
 

By including the theory of opportunity costs into our theoretical framework we will be 

able to highlight potential factors that may prove influential in the actual decision-making 

leading to a visit to a museum. Consumers in general and Umeå students in particular 

have a wide range of leisure activities to select from on the one hand, but on the other 

hand they face different constraints, which jointly can lead to opportunity cost 

consideration (Spiller, 2011, p. 595). By fully grasping the major variables within the 

process of opportunity cost consideration, we believe to gain deeper insights to what 

attract students to visit a museum. In addition to this, the theory of opportunity costs can 

offer explanations to why students that are initially motivated to visit a museum in Umeå 

(central option) then change their final decision or at least consider other alternatives. By 

examining those attractive and unattractive variables or circumstances, we aim to conduct 

theoretical as well as practical implications for museums in Umeå to demonstrate what 

aspects museums need to consider when attempting to attract Umeå students and how to 

avoid discouraging them. 

3.7. Marketing stimuli affecting consumer behavior  
As argued in at the beginning of the chapter, Marketing stimuli as a part of the SOR-

model, can influence the consumer and therefore also affect the decision to visit a 

museum. In comparison with other researchers who investigated museum consumption 

on the strength of motivation, lifestyle segmentation and life-cycle, the study by Burton 

et al. (2009) examined which marketing features can affect and attract consumers in their 

choices regarding cultural and leisure consumption. The objective of this study was to 

examine which steps museums can take that they are not currently taking which would 

impact consumers’ visitation choice in a positive manner (Burton et al., 2009, p. 30). The 

research explored ways in which consumers respond to specific incentives offered by a 

museum in regards to being influencing factors in choosing to visit a museum. Burton et 

al. (2009, p. 22) argue that museums nowadays operate within a highly competitive 

market environment and especially the campaigning and contest to gain consumers’ time 

and money has grown due to the amount of new commoditized leisure products and 

services. They also found some features that were significant for attracting potential 

visitors and to persuade a customer to visit a museum more frequently: extended summer 

opening hours, joint ticket solutions, express lane, membership options, re-entry in the 

same month, special events, conferences, previews and so on (Burton et al., 2009, p. 30). 

They further state that visitors should be rewarded for frequent visitation, but it is 

critically mentioned that these factors are not a guarantee that it will be a driving force to 

ensure people visit a museum. It is more likely a list of factors museums should consider 

that would affect the process of consumer decision making towards museum-going or re-
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visitation. Implications of this study propose that there are some ways to attract potential 

visitors that bring along little or no additional costs for the museum. Due to the finding 

that potential museum visitors are often looking for serial leisure pursuit combining 

several activities within a day out, the study figured out that a readymade package or 

guaranteed flexibility regarding re-entry and extended opening hours at certain times 

attracts consumer positively. These packages, states the study, can be offered either as a 

single entity or also in collaboration with another museum or leisure provider (Burton et 

al., 2009, p. 31). However, Burton et al. (2009) did not examine if and how temporary 

exhibitions could attract consumers to visit a museum. Permanent exhibitions might not 

attract students to re-visit and could also reduce the need to visit due to the lack of 

urgency. 
 

From another marketing perspective, Mason & McCarthy (2006, p. 27) examined what 

young adults would do to make a museum more attractive to young people. They 

ascertained that ‘types of art and special events’ were mainly suggested, followed by 

‘more advertising’ and ‘youth focus’. On the other hand, ‘incentives’, such as freebies, 

supply of food and alcohol were least mentioned, probably for the reason that the 

museums already did not have an admission fee. 

 

In our master thesis we have chosen to place focus on the “not directly observable” part 

(Organism) based on the SOR-model. The aim is to investigate cognitive processes and 

examine how the potential visitor makes a decision, whereas the “Stimuli” part, including 

marketing stimuli, receives less attention. The reasons for this decision will be outlined 

as follows; marketing stimuli are directly observable for each museum, which means that 

examining marketing stimuli includes a separate analysis for each museum. Since we 

focus on museums in Umeå in general and do not look for significant differences between 

the four museums, we put the main attention on the section “Organism” based on the 

SOR-model. 

3.8. Conceptual Model 
To strengthen the economic development of the art and cultural sector, organizations need 

to collect scientific data to verify the value of art and culture and for developing the 

affecting factors that attract people to visit museums to get across to the target audience 

(Kang, 2010, p. 263). 

 

In the figure below (See figure 9) the reader can track how we have formed our conceptual 

model based on the SOR-model in Chapter 3.1., in order to be able to answer our research 

question. The goal of our master thesis is to examine what factors drive students in Umeå 

to visit museums in Umeå. The model includes cognitive factors such as motivation (See 

Chapter 3.2.), expectations (See Chapter 3.3), involvement and the effect of prior 

experience (See Chapter 3.4.) as well as consumer perception and awareness (See Chapter 

3.5.). In addition, we included the factor of opportunity costs (See Chapter 3.6.), which 

is a part of the decision-making process in the SOR-model and we also added Marketing 

stimuli (See Chapter 3.7.) which is also based on the SOR-model. This is done to be able 

to highlight key analysis insights in order to present factors that drive students to museum 

visitation in Umeå. 
 

From a marketing perspective, most of the effort should be directed towards examining 

needs and wants of a target group. By doing so and with the aid of these findings, a 

cultural institution should then build services and exhibitions to make sure they satisfy 
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consumers’ needs. Already previously carried out and conducted, this concept was one 

key success factor to achieve organizational goals. In this context, quantitative statistic 

methods should be designed to generate implications of unobserved factors from the 

explicit motivation and behavior that attract potential customers to consume art and 

culture (Kang, 2010, p. 264). 

 

Our conceptual model is not to be regarded as a model which will be tested and confirmed 

or modified after the analysis. It represents a summarizing tool of our thesis in order to 

group the theoretical concepts that will follow to the end of this thesis. This model will 

also serve as a base for our quantitative study and for formulating the survey questions 

through which we will collect our empirical data. 
 

 

Figure 9. Conceptual model. Own model.
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4. Practical Method 

In order for the reader to get an understanding of the approach to practical method that 

characterises this study, this chapter consists in a general description and argumentation of how 

the empirical data for this thesis was conducted. We will start with explaining the choice of target 

population and the technique to access our sample and further continue by arguing for the survey 

construction, the handling of data loss, the manner of data preparation and data analysis. The 

chapter ends with a discussion on sources, reliability, validity and ethical issues which have been 

considered when conducting this study.  

4.1. Sampling and access 
With the aim of successfully collecting empirical data that would allow us to answer to 

the research question and purpose of this thesis, it has been necessary to apply sampling 

techniques. In fact, many practical constraints, such as limited amount of time and 

resources, inevitably thwart an investigation of the entire population (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 212). A target population is the defined group of elements which have been 

detected in the research process while evaluating of the research objectives, its feasibility 

and cost-effectiveness (Shiu et al., 2009, p.450). In the case of this thesis the target 

population is represented by all the students who currently live in Umeå and are enrolled 

in a course or program at Umeå university. The following step after defining the target 

population is to define the appropriate sampling technique that suits the most the research 

and the study in general (Shiu et al., 2009, p.469). 

A sampling unit is a single element taken from the target population which is available to 

be selected during the sampling process (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 451). This element can be 

any object of interest of the study, such as an organisation, a person and so on (Shiu et 

al., 2009, p. 451). Thus, sampling consists in choosing a restricted number of elements 

from the defined target population. The chosen sampling technique will have the effect 

of supporting or weakening the possibility of generalization of the collected data set and, 

for this reason, researchers need to argue if a specific sampling can apply to the population 

from which the sample was drawn (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 86). If this is done correctly, 

the data collected from that small group is expected to allow drawing valuable and correct 

conclusions about the larger group (Shiu et al., 2009, p.448). 

The two broad sample designs that a researcher can choose from are probability and non-

probability sampling (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 427; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 213; Shiu 

et al., 2009, p. 470). Probability sampling entails that fact that each case has equal and 

known probability of being selected from the population (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2005, 

p. 324). In other words, the sample is selected through random assortment which allows 

every unit in a population to an equivalent chance of being picked (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 

p. 176). With non-probability sampling, instead, the probability by which each population 

unit can become part of the sample is unknown (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2005, p. 326). 

Consistently with what expressed by Shiu et al. (2009, p.470), the restricted time frame 

and the impossibility to access to a comprehensive list of the target population to acquire 

information on the unites, affected the choice for a sampling strategy. The data collection 

for this study entailed non-probability sampling and, more specifically, both self-

selection sampling and convenience sampling. These techniques are based on voluntary 

participation and can be considered arbitrary in terms of the possibility of being selected 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). It is important to acknowledge that, during the data 
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collection, these strategies might represent a challenge when it comes to 

representativeness. In fact, it characterized by a form of bias due to the self-selection and 

loss of control from the researcher, because of the voluntariness of response (Shiu et al., 

2009, p. 480). Nevertheless, relatively little variation within the population has the effect 

of reducing the difficulty of making generalizations (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 241). A 

number of 30 respondents represents the minimum amount in order to successfully 

perform statistical analysis and the larger the sample’s size, the lower is the likelihood of 

error in generalizations (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 218). For this reason, consistently with 

the chosen sampling techniques, the sample selection process continued until the required 

sample size had been reached (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). 

The empirical data presented in this thesis was collected between the 5th and 25th of 

April 2016. As a fact, the defined target population units had unequal probability of being 

selected since not all of them was physically present of active online during this limited 

time frame. 

By April  25th
 
we had received 172 answers and 170 of those were consistent with our 

requirements, that is to say came from current Umeå University students living in Umeå. 

In order to reach an adequate number of respondents, the survey was posted on Facebook 

groups related to Umeå university and also distributed via e-mail, by collecting student 

addresses in different campus locations (such as study areas, library, cafeterias). Due to 

the high amount of surveys handed out on campus at the same time and of the 

impossibility of offering inducements, it was hard to reach a good amount of responses 

in a short time. The challenge was not only to attract respondents, but also to motivate 

them to start and to pay attention while answering the survey.  

In our case, the loss of control was mitigated by the use of check-answers in the 

questionnaire, which had the purpose of ensuring that the respondents actually belonged 

to our population, that is current Umeå university students living in Umeå. In this way it 

was possible to exclude the two respondents who weren’t part of our target population 

and accessed to the survey by mistake. To stop any other form of loss of control, we also 

decided to limit the snowball effect and avoid asking our respondents to further distribute 

the survey. Adding to this, the fact that the survey was distributed in different ways and 

places (and not only to our circle of friends and acquaintances) helped us achieve a quite 

homogeneous ratio of respondents from the different fields of study. Furthermore, the 

aim of the study and its research question are related to have a local focus, that is to say 

it is not our goal to generalize the finding to bigger cities or very different setting. 

4.2. Survey construction and data collection  
In order to answer our research question, we created a self-administrated questionnaire 

through google forms free software (See Appendix 1). This technique is considered the 

most appropriate in collecting the needed data in a practical, time-saving and cost-

effective way (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 365). 

The aim with the survey was to collect data that was relevant to answer our research 

question in the light of the concepts highlighted in the theoretical framework. The 

registered answers after being discussed and analyzed, build the evidence to support final 

conclusions, recommendations, managerial implications and theoretical contributions.  
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In order to create an effective survey, the thorough literature review previously presented 

provided a solid base to define which kind of theoretical insights were relevant to include. 

After this essential step, we have selected the concepts that we decided to operationalize 

in our own research. These concepts are presented in our conceptual model (Figure 9). 

This model aims to summarise all the theories presented in the theoretical framework but 

also to show the main themes that guide our data collection and analysis.  

The theories that represent the foundations for our questions came from scientific articles. 

Nevertheless, many of the questions have been formulated in order to be more reader-

friendly to our target group and to avoid misinterpretations. Furthermore, it was important 

for the success of survey that students could related to the questions and identify 

themselves with the answers in order to give accurate answers.  

The survey was split in 7 themes, the first one about demographics and behavioural 

information related to museum attendance, while the other six on our theoretical themes: 

Expectations, Motivation, Involvement & prior experience, Perception & awareness, 

Opportunity costs and Marketing Stimuli. As previously discussed, we decided not to 

deeply focus on marketing stimuli in our research and, since we won’t collect extensive 

data on this theme, we will not perform further tests on these variables, but we will just 

present some generic findings. Table 1 provides an overview of the themes, the questions 

and their related theories. 

Table 1. Survey structure. 

Theme Theory Survey Question 

Theme 0: Demographic 
& behavioural 
information 

Basic demographical and visitation 

pattern questions 
Q1 – Q10, & Q16 

Theme 1: Expectations 

Liao et al., 2011, p. 251 
Q11 What do you expect to get from a 

visit to a museum in Umeå? 

Liao et al., 2011, p. 251 
Q12 How important are the following 

options to you when you consider going 

to a museum? 

Theme 2: Motivation 

Gofman et al. 2011, p. 607 Q13 How does a museum attract you? 

Slater, 2007, p. 149 & Black, 2005, p. 18 
Q14 What are the reasons for you to visit 

a museum in Umeå? 

Rand, 2001, pp. 13-14 & Black, 2005, pp. 

32-33 

Q15 How important are the following 

options to you when you consider to go 

to a museum? 

Theme 3: Involvement 
&prior experience 

Kang 2010, p. 264 
Q17 Which media do you use to be 

informed about the museums/the 

activities of the museum 

Kang 2010, p. 264 
Q18 Why would you search for 

information about a museum in Umeå 

before a visit? 

Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99 
Q19 In the past, did you visit museums 

on a regular basis? 
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Theme Theory Survey Question 

Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99 
Q20 Did you use to go to museums with 

your family? 

Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99 
Q21 Did you use to have school field trips 

to museums? 

Bennett et al., 2005, p. 99 
Q22 How would you evaluate your 

overall past experience? 

Theme 4: Perception & 
awareness 

Lynch et al., 2008, pp.18-19 
Q23 Are you aware that there are 4 

Museums in Umea? 

Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 22 
Q24 How do you perceive the museums 

in Umeå to be? 

Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 25 
Q25 Are you aware that the majority of 

museums in Umeå do not have an 

admission fee? 

Theme 5: Opportunity 
cost 

Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 25 
Q26 Which attractions in Umeå have you 

visited within the last 12 months? 

Burton et al., 2009, p. 27 
Q27 During the last 12 months did you at 

some point consider visiting a museum in 

Umeå but then changed your mind? 

Prentice et al., 1997, p. 66 
Q28 If “yes”, ultimately what made you 

decide against visiting the museum? 

Prentice et al., 1997, p.66 
Q29 How important were the following 

elements for your decision not to visit a 

museum in Umeå? 

Hood, 1983, p. 50 
Q30 In comparison with other leisure 

activities, how do you think a museum 

can stick out? 

Burton et al., 2009, p. 24 
Q31 Instead of going to a museum, you 

would rather... 

Theme 6: Marketing 
Stimuli 

Burton et al., 2009, p. 30 
Q32 Which of the following options 

would drive you to visit a museum in 

Umeå? 

Mason & McCarthy, 2006, p. 27 

Q33 If you were the manager of a 

museum and you wanted to make the 

museum more attractive to young 

people, what would you do? 

 

The fact of dividing the survey in 7 sections had the advantage of giving a structure that 

was consistent with the previous steps of the research and that was also possible to apply 

in the following chapters. Furthermore, also the respondents could benefit from this neat 

structure, and also from the possibility of checking their progress bar to understand how 

far they were with the questionnaire and how much it was left to fill in. Since the first 
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three sections were more time consuming than the rest, this function helped the 

respondents not to lose motivation towards the end of the survey.  

The answers were structured with different close-ended answer formats: single-choice 

alternatives, multiple-choice, dropdown format and five-point scales, in order to better 

suit to each question. This last format was specifically chosen as it includes the option of 

a neutral response (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 405). Since these five-point scale answer were 

related to consumers’ opinions and perceptions, we believed that it was important to give 

them the chance to express themselves in a neutral way in the case they did not have nor 

a positive or a negative idea about that precise matter. Furthermore, we gave descriptions 

for each of the 5 options, to make sure that the reader had in mind the exact meaning 

before selecting the answer. With multiple-choice answers, if relevant, we offered the 

option of adding another alternative, in case it was not present in the list. This could be 

done by selecting the option “other” and writing a personal answer. 

Before publicly distributing the self-administrated questionnaire on a large scale, we did 

a test run on 10 students with different mother tongues, in order to make sure that the 

questions were possible to understand and that language did not represent a barrier. After 

the test runs, few questions were changed and further explanations were added. Since a 

solid knowledge of the English language is a requirement attending Umeå university, we 

believe that the fact that the survey was in English did not represent a problem of the 

respondents. Anyway, this aspect was explicitly expressed to the respondent, so that only 

those who felt comfortable with the language could participate. 

4.3. Data Preparation and Data Loss 

In order to analyse the collected data, we exported the recorded answers from Google 

forms into Excel, where the data was cleaned and coded. This was a preparatory process 

in order to take the following step, that was to import that Excel file in SPSS and perform 

the statistical analysis.  

The only data loss we can attest is made by the responses that came from people who did 

not belong to our target population. Thanks to our check-questions, we detected two 

respondents who were not living in Umeå and for this reason we excluded their answers 

from the study. On a total of 172 responses this amount represents a percentage which is 

slightly above 1%.  

Unfortunately, since the option of recording partial responses is not currently available 

on Google forms, we do not know how many respondents started the survey but did not 

finish it or submit it. It was also impossible to attest the total amount of individuals who 

came in contact with the survey but decided not to participate (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

234). Given the fact that, despite our efforts, the number of responses took quite some 

time to increase, we can assume this number to be significant. Nevertheless, it is 

important to consider that the total amount of full-time students living in Umeå and 

studying a programme at Umeå University is estimated to be around 13.000 (Umeå 

University, 2016). For this reason, we are aware that our study might not be completely 

free of bias threats and, if the time frame would have allowed it, we would have opted for 

collecting a higher number of responses to ensure generizability to a safer extent. 
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4.4. Data Analysis 

In order to analyse our data, besides using descriptive statistics, we have performed 

different tests. This section provides some background information about the mechanisms 

behind each test that was used in our study and that we present in the sub-chapter 5.3 

Exploratory Findings. Since in the chapter dedicated to reporting our findings we will 

present only a summarized version of the relevant outputs of these tests, the complete 

outputs of some of the statistical tests can be found in Appendix 2  

 

4.4.1. T-test 
A t-Test and a z-Test are similar hypothesis tests that respectively utilize the t-distribution 

and the z-distribution when the standard deviation of a sample is unknown. A t-Test is 

usually recommended when the sample size is smaller than 30 and assumptions over the 

standard distribution of the data must not be held. On the contrary a z-Test is usually 

applied when the sample size is larger than 30 and then assumptions over the standard 

distributions of the data are held. On a theoretical level due to the number of respondents 

to the survey (170) then a z-Test is addressed as the most suitable choice. SPSS, as many 

other software, is set to automatically determine whenever using a t-Test or a z-Test 

according to the nature of data input. Nevertheless, it is relevant to mention that in SPSS 

the statistic is always referred to as a t-Test, even though (as in this case) it is a z-test 

being run over the sample (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 539). The fundamental meaning of the t-

test is to attest if the null hypothesis 𝐻0 (variation among the data is due to to random 

sampling error) has to be accepted or rejected.  The acceptance of rejection of 𝐻0 depends 

on the significance level chosen and by the significance value expressed by the p-value 

of the t-statistic. Whenever this value is lower than the significance level then it is possible 

to reject 𝐻0 . The rejection of the null hypothesis 𝐻0 , implies the acceptance of the 

alternative hypothesis 𝐻1 (the difference among data is real and it is not due to random 

sampling error) (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 536). A part from hypothesis testing, t-tests and in 

particular Independent Samples t-Test can be used in order to compare two means 

belonging to two different groups. This type of t-Test is used in this thesis in order to 

compare the means of the answer of two different groups of students: those stating a 

specific interest in art and culture and those who do not. In this case the t-statistic (for 

which the significance value is expressed) is calculated as a ratio of the difference 

between the two sample means and the standard error. In this way the Independent 

Samples t-Test tries to provide a rational way of determine if the difference between the 

two sample means occurred by chance (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 541).  For the Independent 

Samples t-Test used in this thesis a significance level of 0.05 is set.  

 

The t-test analysis provides insights on the differences in the answers among two specific 

groups of participants to the survey. The groups in question are composed by student’s 

interested or non-interested in art and culture. The t-test is run over the answers of the 

survey and only those showing a significant p-value <0.05 are automatically selected. It 

is necessary to mention that answers leading to dichotomous answers have been excluded 

by the author since they do not fit with the pre-requisites of t-tests. The results of the t-

test are presented according to the different themes in which the survey is structured.  

Thirty-five questions subdivided in 4 themes (out of 6 total themes presented in the 

original survey) showed a relevant p-value within the t-tests. Whenever the difference 

between the means of each answer among group 1 (interested in arts and culture) and 

group 0 (non interested in arts and culture) are positive, then a higher degree of agreement 
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was expressed by group 1. On the contrary whenever the differences between the means 

are negative then a higher degree of agreement was expressed by group 0.  

 

4.4.2. One-way ANOVA test 
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a useful statistical approach to understand if the 

information obtained from the survey changes according to the demographics of interest 

for this study. ANOVA is an extension of two sample t-tests for differences of means and 

it has to be applied whenever data are sub-divided into more than 2 groups. In this case 

ANOVA analysis is carried out for the demographics which fulfil this condition (age 

groups, field of study and attendance to the museums). ANOVA is based on the following 

assumptions. The first is that observations between and within samples are random and 

independent. The second is that the observations in each category are normally 

distributed. The third and last one is that the population variances are assumed to be equal 

(Rogerson, 2001, p. 65). The fundamental idea behind this test is to compare the variation 

between the categories (all the sub-divisions of a demographic) to the variation within a 

certain category (in this case a sub-division of a demographic). The variation between the 

categories is expressed by the “between sum of squares” (BSS) while the variation within 

the category is expressed by the “within sum of squares” (WSS). The comparison of the 

BSS to WSS leads to an F-statistic. If the BSS is much larger than the WSS then the null 

hypothesis (𝐻0= the data are randomly distributed within the demographics) has to be 

rejected therefore assuming that there is a certain degree of influence by the demographics 

over the different responses. On the contrary if the BSS is not very large in comparison 

to the WSS then it has to be assumed that differences in responses among the 

demographics are generated by sampling fluctuations and therefore the null hypothesis 

𝐻0 has to be accepted.  To more effectively state if the null hypothesis has to be rejected 

or accepted without relying on inferences on the dimensions of the BSSs and of the WSs 

then a significance matrix is provided. Whenever the value of the matrix for a specific 

field is below the p-value derived from the significance level chosen for the ANOVA 

analysis then it would be possible to reject the null hypothesis 𝐻0. Consequently, that 

field has to be addressed as influenced by the appurtenance to a demographic. ANOVA 

analysis is carried out using the statistical software SPSS (Rogerson, 2001, p. 66). A 

confidence interval of 95% is chosen, therefore in order to be significant values of the 

significance matrix have to be lower than 0.05. ANOVA analysis just states if the results 

of the survey change according to the demographics but it does not describe in which way 

(Shiu et al., 2009, p. 643). Therefore, further analysis is required. Part of it is carried out 

by post-hoc tests. Post-hoc tests analyze patterns that could not be investigated a priori. 

In this case the Bonferroni test is used. The Bonferroni post-hoc test is used to rank in 

ascending order each of the group answering a certain question since its results show the 

differences in average agreement of the respondents with the answers of the survey. These 

rankings are reported following the themes in which the questions and answers are sorted. 

 

4.4.3. Chi-Squared test 
The Chi-Squared test for independence (also called Pearson's chi-square test) is used to 

discover if there is a relationship between two (or more) variables in a population.  In 

order to apply a chi-square test for independence, it is necessary that the data to analyze 

passes two assumptions. If they don’t, you cannot use a chi-square test for independence. 

The first assumption is that the variables should be measured at an ordinal or nominal 

level. The second one is that the variables should consist of two or more 

categorical, independent groups. 
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The chi-square test is usually applied to contingency tables. The test works by calculating 

for each cell in the table an expected frequency or value that is one that would occur on 

the basis of chance alone. The Chi-Squared value is built by calculating the differences 

between the actual and the expected frequencies of the answers of the respondents and 

then by summing these differences. The Chi-Squared values have to be interpreted in 

relation to their associated level of statistical significance. When the p-value shows a 

statistically significant value, then the null hypothesis (assuming that there is no relation 

between the variables) can be rejected. In this case then the alternative hypothesis 

(assuming that the variables are related) can be accepted. Usually larger Chi-Squared 

values occur with more significant p-values. Whether or not a chi-square value achieves 

statistical significance depends not just on its magnitude but also on the number of 

categories of the two variables being analyzed. This latter issue is governed by what is 

known as the “degrees of freedom” associated with the table. The number of degrees of 

freedom is governed by the formula: d(f) = (number of columns-1)*(Numbers of rows-1) 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 355). Phi and Cramer’s V are two closely related statistics that 

can be used to measure the size of the correlations detected by the Chi-Squared test 

(Shiu:560). The Phi coefficient is used for the analysis of the relationship between two 

dichotomous variables. The results of Phi are expressed by a computed statistic that varies 

between 0 and + or – 1. Cramer’ V uses a similar formula to phi and can be employed 

with two or more nominal variables. However, this statistic can take on only a positive 

value (between 0 and 1), so that it can give an indication only of the strength of the 

relationship between the two variables, not of the direction (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

350). The higher the result of Cramer’s V the higher the strength of the relationship (Shiu 

et al., 2009, p. 560). 

 

In the case of this thesis, Chi-Squared test is used to investigate possible relations between 

the answers to the theme “involvement” and some of the demographics of the survey, 

such as “age”, “field of study”, “attendance to museums in Umeå” and “interest in art and 

culture”. The choice of this test has been guided by the nature of the data concerning this 

specific theme since the answers resulted either in dichotomous or nominal sets. A 

significance level of 0.05 is chosen, therefore only results in which the p-value < 0.005 

are presented and reviewed. 

4.5. Source criticism 
As researchers, we are aware of the limitations of the practical method applied in this 

thesis and that these could have effected its results. Despite the test-runs, it is still possible 

that some questions might have been misunderstood because of the way they where 

formulated or terms that were used. Given the fact that our survey was long and needed 

about 15-20 minutes to be completed, we can assume that respondents might have lost 

focus while filling it in. This kind of respondents might have also been unwilling to give 

out information about their habits related to museums or might not have been interested 

in the subject enough to be willing to spend some of his or her time to fill the 

questionnaire. Furthermore, some might have been unsatisfied by how the survey was 

constructed and by the fact that all the questions were mandatory. For this reasons, we 

can assume that some of the most uninterested respondents might have decided not to 

take part in it, preventing us from collecting a higher and more representative amount of 

data. 

At the light of these considerations, it is undeniable that the partial data loss registered in 

this study may have affected its results. Nevertheless, since no incentive was offered to 
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those who completed the survey, we believe that those 170 who decided to take part in 

our research were interested in contributing in it and were committed in answering our 

questions in an accurate way. 

We are also aware the fact that we could not control who exactly took part in the survey 

and how many times also may have represented a problem (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

233). Furthermore, choosing a self-administered questionnaire made us give up to 

collecting a more personal kind of data, such as body language and tone of voice and 

more subjective insights that might have been interesting and valuable to our purpose 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 233). 

4.6. Reliability and validity  
When conducting a quantitative study, it is important to evaluate its quality by discussing 

reliability and validity.  

Reliability is the criterion that evaluates whether the findings of the study are consistent, 

if they were replicated or re-tested in the future (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 192). The fact 

that our research was based on items and scales that were previously tested in other works 

ensures Internal Reliability in this thesis (Graziano & Raulin, 2000, p.89). Our survey 

was carefully planned and also pre-tested before starting the official data collection, in 

order to consolidate its reliability. Furthermore, in this thesis, the affect of subjective 

evaluations was considerably decreased by testing the empirical findings with statistical 

tests, ensuring Inter-Observer Consistency. Stability was not measured in this thesis 

since, a retest was not possible given the limited time-frame in which it was conducted.  

According to Graziano and Raulin (2000), the main types of validity that need to be 

discussed are: Construct Validity, External Validity and Internal Validity. Construct 

validity was ensured by systematically reviewing theories that could accurately illustrate 

students’ decision process and all the different variables that come into play. The fact that 

we report previously tested scales and measures assesses Concurrent Validity. Since 

investigating causal relationships was not a purpose of this study, Internal Validity does 

not concern this thesis. It is important to acknowledge that convenience sampling is a 

strong limitation for External Validity, and for this reasons, the extent to which 

confidently generalize the findings of this study beyond our sample is actually limited. 

4.6. Ethical considerations  
It is a researcher’s responsibility to take into consideration ethical issues when conducting 

a study, in order to produce a high quality work. According to Bryman and Bell (2011, 

pp. 128-144) the main ethical issues to be avoided in business research are: harm to 

participants, lack of informed consent, deception and invasion of privacy.  

More specifically, it is important that during the research process no participant incurs in 

a harming situation or in the risk of being harmed. This harm could be not only physical, 

but also psychological, such as damaging someone’s self esteem, causing stress or 

repercussion (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 128-132). In our case, the possibility of harming 

participant was minimized firstly by giving the choice to freely take part in the research 

and only if the respondents felt comfortable in sharing information about themselves, 

their habits and their opinions. Secondly, it was also offered the option of not declaring 

the respondent’s gender, in case this might be a sensitive topic. Finally, we tried to 

formulate the questions in a friendly, positive and non-threatening way, in order to avoid 
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that the respondent might feel uncomfortable or judged on his answers. In any case, 

respondents could decide to end the survey whenever they wanted to. 

Lack of informed consent is also a sensitive issue related to ethics and business research. 

In order to avoid it, respondents should be given enough information to consciously 

decide whether or not to participate in the research. To make sure to get informed consent 

in participating, our questionnaire began with a transparent description of the survey, 

summarizing its purpose and explaining that it included closed-ended questions and lasted 

about 15-20 minutes. We also informed them that we had no power of knowing who took 

the survey and who didn’t, so that they wouldn’t feel any pressure. Furthermore, we 

provided our contact information, in case someone had questions or doubts on our 

research. 

Deception consist in presenting the research as something different from what it is 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). For this reason, it is not considered as acceptable for a 

researcher to lie or misguide research participants. This is believed to be utterly important 

in order to preserve the reputation and trust that are hold by researchers (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 137). When we presented us as two students from the Marketing master program 

at Umeå university, we also informed our respondents that our survey was a part of the 

research process for our Master thesis. No false information was give in order for them 

to have a different attitude or consideration of our work. 

The last ethical consideration is invasion of privacy. The researcher has to make sure that 

respondents’ privacy is not invaded in any way, meaning that anonymity and 

confidentiality need to be guaranteed (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). As a consequent 

advantage from choosing this typology of self-administered online surveys, anonymity 

was fully guaranteed in our study. In fact, it was impossible for us to know from which 

respondent each answer came. In addition, while presenting and discussing the results of 

the study the answers will be presented gathered into groups, making impossible to 

identify individual responses.  

To conclude, all these relevant ethical issues have been discussed and taken into 

consideration during the research process of this thesis and that all respondents who 

agreed to participate were aware of it. 
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5. Findings 
This chapter reports the quantitative results of our thesis, having as structure the study’s 

main themes. The first subchapter will shed light on the respondents’ demographics and 

main museum-behavioural characteristics. The second will present an overview of the 

general findings of our study. The rest of the chapter will present more advanced findings 

derived from t-Test, One-Way ANOVA and Chi-Squared tests. 

5.1. Demographics and behavioural characteristics 

Due to the exclusion of non-students and people who are currently not living in Umeå, 

all respondents were logically students with a residence in Umeå. Of all the 170 

respondents that participated in our survey, 79 students (46.5%) are men and 91 students 

(53.5%) women.  

 

The age of the respondents varies from 18 years old to “older than 29” years old (See 

figure 11). The young age classes predominate over the older ones in terms of share of 

the overall respondents, in particular since the 50% belongs to the age group “22-25 years 

old”. The age group “26-29 years old” is the second largest group (23.5%), followed by 

the “18-21 years old” (16.5%). The least represented group is “older than 29”.  

 

 

 

The 43% of the respondents does not have the Swedish nationality while the 57% does 

(See figure 12). The 89% of the respondents were neither born nor raised in Umeå. 

Consequently, only the 11% was born or grew up in Umeå. All of the students without a 

Swedish nationality were neither born nor raised in Umeå. Among the students with 

Swedish nationality, the large majority was neither born nor raised in Umeå, while the 

minority was born or raised in Umeå.  

 

 
                          Figure 12: Cross-tabulation of the nationality and place of birth of the students interviewed. 

46%

54%

What is your gender?

Male Female

No Yes

No 43% 46% 89%

Yes 0% 11% 11%

43% 57% 100%                      Total

Students with Swedish nationality

Total

Students 

born or 

raised in 

Umeå

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

18-21 22-25 26-29 over 29

How old are you?

Figure 11: Age of the students interviewed. Figure 10: Gender of the students interviewed. 
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Reviewing the field of study, the majority of all respondents (28%) are currently studying 

a program within ‘Medical, Health and Life Science’, followed by students of the group 

‘Law, Business and Economics’ (23%). Figure 13 shows that all of the other shares of 

students studying other disciplines range from 11% to 13% such as for ‘Mathematics, 

Physics and Technology Science’, ‘Linguistics, Psychology and Social Science’, 

‘Political Science, Geography and History’, and ‘Art, Architecture and Design’. 

Furthermore, the survey shows that 42.4% of the respondents does not have a specific 

interest in art and culture, whereas the 57.6% do (See figure 14). 

 

 

 

In addition, the frequency to which the respondents have visited the museums in Umeå is 

measured (See figure 15). A twelve-month period of time is used as basis of 

categorization. The 170 respondents are ranked into three different subsamples according 

to the frequency of their visits: regular visitors, occasional visitors, and non-visitors. The 

15.9% of the respondents claim that has never have visited museums in Umeå (non-

visitors). The 37.6% of the respondents has visited a museum in Umeå less than twice 

within the last 12 months (occasional visitors). The majority of the respondents (46.5%) 

has visited twice or more times a museum in Umeå within the last 12 months (visitors 

and frequent visitors). 

 

Information about the respondent’s visitation pattern are also elaborated from the survey 

(See figure 16). Most of the students visited a museum in Umeå at least once together 

with friends (73%), their partner (28%), or members of their family (28%). In addition, 

at least on one occasion nearly one third of the respondents (29%) visited a museum by 
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Figure 14 Interest in art and culture of the students interviewed. Figure 13: Field of study of the students interviewed. 
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themselves. The respondents visit museums less often with relatives (8%), colleagues 

(8%), and their school class (7%). Only 7% visited a museum with children. 

 

 
Figure 15: Frequency of visits to museums in Umeå. 

5.2. Descriptive findings 

5.2.1 Theme 1: Expectations 
Two questions are included in the first theme of the survey “expectations”. The first 

question is “What do you expect to get from a visit to a museum in Umeå?”. The different 

answers and the mean responses are reported in Figure 17. Among the most agreed 

answers it is possible to observe “An enjoyable atmosphere”, “Good time for my 

friends/family” and “An entertaining leisure activity”. Among the most disagreed 

answers it is possible to see “Good food/drinks in the museum’s café restaurant”, 

followed by “Opportunity to actively participate” and “An experience I can tell the 

others”.  

The second question is “How important are the following options to you when you 

consider going to a museum?”. The different answers and the mean responses are reported 

in Figure 18. According to Figure 18, on average the most important option to consider 

when going to a museum are “An enjoyable atmosphere” followed by “Good time for my 

friends/family” and “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”. The least important 

options are “Good food/drinks in the museum’s café restaurant”, followed by 
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Figure 17: Students expectations for museum visits in Umeå. 
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“Opportunity to actively participate” and “An experience I can tell the others”. It is 

possible to observe that the same answers are ranked as first and last for both the question. 

5.2.2. Theme 2: Motivation 
The second theme to be reviewed is “Motivation”. This theme includes three questions. 

The first question is “How does a museum attract you?”. The different responses and 

means are shown by figure 19. The most agreed answers are “It is an opportunity to learn” 

followed by “It is entertaining” and then by “It has activities that are relevant for me”. On 

the contrary, the most disagreed answers are “Good food/drinks in the museum’s café 

restaurant” followed by “It will cater for all ranges of prior knowledge” and then “There 

will be something interesting for everyone”.  

The second question to be reviewed is “What are reasons for you to visit a museum in 

Umeå”. The answers and their respective means are shown in figure 20. According to the 

figure the highest average agreement among the respondents can be measured for the 

answers “Someone is visiting me and I want to show him around”, “To learn something 

ne” and “I have heard positive things about the exhibition”. On the contrary the reasons 

for which the respondents show the lowest agreement rate are “To gain others respect”, 

“To get away from peer pressure” and “To show others how I spend my time”.  
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Figure 18: Options considered by students when going to museums. 
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Figure 19: Factors attracting students to museums. 
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The third question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider to go to a museum?”. The answers and their means are shown in 

Figure 21. On average, the most important options seem to be “Enjoyment”, “Feeling 

welcome, belonging” and “Learning”. On the contrary the least important options are 

“Socializing”, “Communicating” and “Revitalization”.  

5.2.3. Theme 3: Involvement and prior experience 
The third theme to be presented is “Involvement and prior experience”. Within these 

theme, six questions are reviewed. Two questions of this theme are focused on 

investigating students’ access to information about museums in Umeå. According to 

Figure 22, the majority of respondents strongly relies on friends’ suggestions to inform 

themselves about the museums. Museums websites and social media accounts follow as 

important sources. Other websites (i.e. Trip Advisor or Visit Umeå) and Umeå Tourist 

Office are the media that students use the least. Only 20 respondents wouldn’t search for 

any information before visiting. 
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Figure 20: Students’ reasons to visit museums in Umeå.. 
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 60 

 

The main reason why students look for information before vising a museum in Umeå are 

to know more specific details about the exhibitions such as opening times, price and 

location. To see if it is worth to visit and to know what to expect are respectively the 

second and third most selected options. A lower amount of respondents uses media to feel 

prepared for the visit or wouldn’t search in the first place. 

 

 

Three questions regard the previous interaction between the respondents and museums, 

in terms of habit to visit museums, on their own, with their families or with schools. The 

results are shown by Figure 24. 
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Figure 22: Media used by students in Umeå to find information about the local museums.. 

Figure 23: Reasons for searching information before visiting museums in Umeå. . 

Figure 24 :Previous habits of the students interviewed concerning visits to museums. 
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The following question to be reviewed is “How would you evaluate your overall past 

experience?”. Figure 25 shows the answers of the respondents. The majority of the 

respondents evaluates its own past experience as satisfying. The second most agreed 

answer is “very satisfying” followed by “Indifferent”. The share of negative past 

experience is lower, especially for what concerns “Very disappointing” previous 

experiences. 

 

 

 

5.2.4. Theme 4: Perception & awareness 
The fourth theme to be reviewed is “Perception & awareness”. Within this theme three 

questions are included. The first two questions are “Are you aware that there are four 

museums in Umeå” and “Are you aware that the majority of the museums in Umeå do 

not have an admission fee?” . The results of these two answers are in a cross-tab, see 

Figure 26 below. 

 

 

The results show that the 41% of the respondents is aware that there are four museums in 

Umeå while the 59% is not. In addition, the 33% of the respondents is not aware that the 

majority of museums in Umeå do not have e an admission fee while the 67% is aware. 

By combing the results of these two questions it is possible to observe that only 4% of all 

respondents were aware about the number of museums, but did not know about the free 

entry for most of the museums. However, the majority of students (37%) were aware 
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Figure 25 :Student’s evaluation of their previous experiences with museums.  

Figure 26: Student’s awarness about museums in Umeå. 
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about the 4 museums as well as the free entry entrance. But nearly one third (29%) were 

neither aware about the number of museums nor the free admission fee to most of the 

museums in Umeå. Last but not least, the 30% of the respondents claim to be not aware 

about the number of museums, but is aware about the free entrance for most of the 

museums in Umeå. 

 

The second question to be reviewed is “How do you perceive the museums in Umeå to 

be?”. Figure 27 shows the answers to our survey. The most agreed perceptions are of 

being “Accessible to everyone”, “Educational” and “Welcoming”. While the least agreed 

perceptions are of being “Boring”, “Exclusive” and “Prestigious”. 
 

 

 

5.2.5. Theme 5: Opportunity costs 
The fifth theme to be reviewed is “Opportunity costs”. Within this theme six questions 

are included. The First question is “During the last 12 months did you at some point 

consider visiting a museum in Umeå but then changed your mind?” The majority of the 

respondents has a negative answer towards this questions, see Figure 28. The minority 

answering “yes” then was asked to answer the following question “If yes, ultimately, 

what made you decide against visiting the museum?”. According to Figure 29, the 

majority of the respondents had no urgency in visiting (74%), whereas 24% answered 

that they could spend their time on better activities. Of all respondents, 18% decided 

against visiting a museum, because after researching the museum online they thought that 

a visit will not be worthwhile. A minority (9%) gave as a reason for not visiting a museum, 

while another share (9%) of the respondents had no common reason. 
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Figure 27: Student’s perception of museums in Umeå. 
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The third question to be reviewed is “How important where the following elements for 

your decision not to visit a museum in Umeå”. Figure 30 shows the answers and their 

means. On average the most agreed answers was “Time”, closely followed by “I have 

other better alternatives”. Among the least agreed answers there is “I have never been 

there so I do not know how it works” and “money”. 

 

The fifth question to be reviewed is “In comparison with other leisure activities how do 

you think a museum can stick out?”. Figure 31 shows the answers and their means. The 

most agreed answer is “A museum visit feels like something that’s worthwhile to do” 

followed by “Museums give me the challenge of new experiences”. On the contrary the 

least agreed answers are “A museum visit gives me an attractive role among my friends” 

and “Museums give me the opportunity to interact with my companions”. 
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Figure 28: Changes of plans concerning museums visits Figure 29: Decisions against visiting museums in Umeå. 

Figure 30: Factors discouraging visits to museums in Umeå. 
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The sixth question of this themes is “Which attractions in Umeå have you visited within 

the last 12 months?”. According to Figure 32, the most chosen option is “Local leisure 

favourites” which was selected by the big majority of respondents (140 out of 170). This 

answer was followed by “Outdoor recreation”, which also was selected by a considerable 

amount of students (103 out of 170). Visiting “Well-known landmarks” and “Other 

cultural or educational institutions” was less popular among our respondents (respectively 

62 and 65 out of 170).   

 

 

The last question for this theme wanted to find out what activities students consider as 

valuable alternatives to visiting museums. Figure 33 shows the answers. The options “Go 

to the theatre or movies”, “Go to restaurants and cafés” and “Stay outside/outdoor 

activities” are preferred by the largest number of respondents. The least selected options 

are “attend sport events” and “shopping for pleasure”. 
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Figure 31: Factors enhancing museums to stick out among other leisure opportunities.. 

Figure 32: Attractions visited by students in Umeå. 
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5.2.6. Theme 6: Marketing stimuli 
The last theme of our survey was “Marketing stimuli”. Since this topic emerged from our 

literature review we decided to include two general questions that could give us an 

overview of Umeå university students opinions, even if we decided not perform other 

statistical tests on this theme.  

 

The first questions aimed to find out if some specific marketing activities performed by 

the museums could have a positive effect on their willingness to visit. From this question 

it emerged that the majority of students think that conferences in the themes they are 

interested in and more physical promotion on campus would drive them to visit a museum 

in Umeå. According to Figure 34, other two popular drivers are special events to celebrate 

Swedish holidays and free guided tours. The least selected options were: “Discounts for 

the gift shop” and “Special membership benefits”. 

 

 

Finally, we decided to ask them what they think museum marketing managers should do 

to attract young people. The most selected option was “Offer special events”. “More 

advertising”, “Youth focus” and “Having different genres/types of exhibitions” were 

selected by roughly half of the respondents. The least considered option was “Incentives”. 
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Figure 33: Alternatives to visiting museums in Umeå. 

Figure 34: Possible stimuli driving  students to visit museums in Umeå. 
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5.3 Exploratory findings 

5.3.1 Theme 1: Expectations 

One-Way ANOVA 1: “Age groups” 

The first theme to be investigated by One-way ANOVA 1 is “expectations”. Within this 

theme two questions and ten answers are included by the analysis (See Table 2).  

 

The first question to be reviewed is “What do you expect to get from a visit to a museum 

in Umeå?”. Four answer options show a significant p-value (<0.005); these are: “An 

entertaining leisure activity”, “Good time for my friends and family”, “Opportunity to 

actively participate” and “To gain specific knowledge”. For what concerns the answer 

“An entertaining leisure activity”, the group that shows the highest mean in the responses 

is group 3 (26-29 years) while the lowest mean is measured for group 1 (18-21 years). 

Group 4 (over 29 years) and group 2 (22-25 years) show average rates in between. 

Compared to older students, the youngest students therefore have lower expectation for a 

leisure activity when visiting museums in Umeå. The answer “Good time for my friends 

and family” is the one that shows the most significant p-value (0.11). For this answer, the 

Bonferroni post-hoc test reveals a clear pattern that follows the age-subdivision of the 

respondents. The highest mean is shown by the youngest respondents (group 1) and it 

then gradually decreases until it reaches its lowest value for the oldest respondents (group 

2). The highest mean for the answer “Opportunity to actively participate” is shown by 

group 3 (26-29 years old), followed by group 1 (18-21 years), then by group 2 (22-25 

years) and finally by group 4 (over 29 years). For what concerns the answer “To gain 

specific knowledge” it is possible to observe that the lowest mean is shown by group 2 

while the highest is reported for group 3, the means of the youngest and the oldest group 

lay in-between. The highest gap between means is measured among two contiguous group 

while the two most extreme age groups show a closer mean. 

 

The second question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider going to a museum?”. Six answer options show a significant p-value, 

these are: “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, “Opportunity for an active 

social life”, “Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant”, “An experience I can 

tell others”, “An enjoyable atmosphere” and “Good time for my friends/family”. Many 

answers show an extremely significant p-value (0.000) attesting how the outcome of this 

question is particularly influenced by the belonging to a certain age group. Both the first 
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answer (“To learn new things to broaden my horizons”) and the second one (“Opportunity 

for an active social life”) show a common pattern in which the highest average mean is 

presented by group 1 and the value of the mean decreases until reaching its lowest level 

for group 4. Therefore, the youngest students show the highest average agreement rate 

with the two answers while the oldest students show the lowest level. The same trend is 

showed for the last answer (“Good time for my friends/family”) too. For what concerns 

the answer “Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant” then the lowest mean is 

presented by group 3 while the highest is shown by group 1. Group 2 and group 4 lay in-

between. Also for the answer “An experience I can tell others”, the youngest group has 

the highest mean while the group composed by people in between 26 and 29 years old 

show the lowest mean. Nevertheless, on the contrary of the previous answer, group 2 has 

a higher average mean than group 4. The oldest and the youngest group are one more 

time placed at the extremes of the scale generated by the Bonferroni post-hoc for the 

answer “An enjoyable atmosphere” while the other groups are placed in between 
 

Table 2: Output of One-way ANOVA1 run over the age groups of the respondents for the theme “expectations”. 

Questions Answers Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) Sig Bonferroni 

What do you expect to get from a 
visit to a museum in Umeå? 

An entertaining leisure activity 
BSS=4,115 

WSS=78,408 
Total=82,524 

1,372 
,472 

2,904 ,036 1<4<2<3 

Good time for my friends and family 
BSS=5,943 

WSS=86,034 
Total=91,976 

1,981 
,518 

3,822 ,011 4<3<2<1 

Opportunity to actively participate 
BSS=8,284 

WSS=171,716 
Total=180,00 

2,761 
1,034 

2,669 ,049 4<2<1<3 

To gain specific knowledge 
BSS=6,949 

WSS=11,898 
Total=118,847 

2,316 
,674 

3,436 ,018 2<4<1<3 

How important are the following 
options to you when you consider 

going to a museum? 

To learn new things to broaden my 
horizons 

BSS= 6,857 
WSS= 59,120 
Total=65,976 

2,286 
,356 

6,418 ,000 4<2<3<1 

Opportunity for an active social life 
BSS=7,216 

WSS=138,695 
Total=145,912 

2,405 
,836 

2,879 0,038 4<2<3<1 

Good food/drinks in the museum's 
café/restaurant 

BSS=23,458 
WSS=180,831 
Total=204,288 

7,819 
1,089 

7,178 ,000 3<2<4<1 

An experience I can tell others 
BSS=8,681 

WSS=147,442 
Total=156,124 

2,894 
,888 

3,258 ,023 3<4<2<1 

An enjoyable atmosphere 
BSS=8,005 

WSS= 61,548 
Total=69,553 

2,668 
,371 

7,197 ,000 4<2<3<1 

Good time for my friends/family 
BSS=6,788 

WSS= 70,412 
Total=77,200 

2,263 
,424 

5,335 ,002 4<3<2<1 

 

One-Way ANOVA 2: “Field of study” 

Two questions and eleven answers are selected by the analysis One-Way ANOVA 2 for 

the theme “expectations” (See Table 3). 

 

The first question to be reviewed is “What do you expect to get from a visit to a museum 

in Umeå?”. Six answers show a significant p-value; these are: “To learn new things to 

broaden my horizons “, “Opportunity for an active social life “, “An entertaining leisure 

activity”, “An enjoyable atmosphere”, “Good time for my friends and family”, and “To 

gain specific knowledge”. The answer “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, 

shows the lowest p-value (0.000). Within this answer, group 1 shows the highest mean 

followed by group 5,4,3,6 and group 2 shows the lowest mean. For what concerns 

“Opportunity for an active social life “, group 1 shows the highest mean being followed 

by group 4,6,5,3 and in the end by group 2. For what concerns the answer “An 

entertaining leisure activity”, the highest mean is shown once again by group one while 

the lowest is shown by group 3. In between there are respectively group number 4, 5, 5 
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and 2. The highest mean for the answer “An enjoyable atmosphere” is shown again by 

group 1 on the contrary of group 5 which shows the lowest one. For the answer “Good 

time for my friends/family” the highest mean is shown by group 2 then followed by group 

1,4,6,5 and in the end by group 3. Students belonging to group 1 shows the highest mean 

for the answer “to gain specific knowledge” and they are followed respectively by group 

6 then by group 4,3,5 and then by group 2.  

 

The second question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider going to a museum?”. For this question 5 answers show a significant 

p-value. These answers are: “To learn new things to broaden my horizon”, “Opportunity 

for an active social life”, “Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant”, “An 

enjoyable atmosphere” and to “To gain specific knowledge”. For what concerns the 

answer “To learn new things to broaden my horizon”, the group showing the highest mean 

is group 1 while the group showing the lowest mean is group 1. Group number 1 shows 

again the highest mean for the answer “Opportunity for an active social life and it is 

followed respectively by groups 3,5,4,2 and last by group 6. For what concerns the answer 

“Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant”, the lowest mean is shown by group 

4 followed by group 2, group 5, group 6 by group 3 and then by group 1. Group 5 shows 

the lowest mean for the answer “an enjoyable atmosphere” and in the ranking it is 

followed by group 2 and group 6. Group 1 shows the highest mean. For what concerns 

the question “To gain specific knowledge”, the ranking follows the following order from 

the highest mean to the lowest: group 1,6,4,3,2,5. 
 

 Table 3: Output of One-way ANOVA 2 for field of study groups of the respondents for the theme “expectations” 

. 

One-Way ANOVA 3: “Attendance to the museums in Umeå” 

Within the theme “expectations”, two questions and ten answers are included by the 

analysis One-Way ANOVA 3 (See Table 4). 

 

Questions Answers Sum of squares Mean square F(5,164) Sig Bonferroni 

What do you expect to get from a 
visit to a museum in Umeå? 

To learn new things to 
broaden my horizons 

25,281 
100,625 
125,906 

5,056 
,614 5,056 ,000 2<6<3<4<5<1 

Opportunity for an active 
social life 

14,382 
137,641 
152,024 

2,876 
,839 3,427 ,006 2<3<5<6<4<1 

An entertaining leisure 
activity 

6,366 
76,158 
82,524 

1,273 
,464 2,742 ,021 3<2<5<6<4<1 

An enjoyable 
atmosphere 

5,824 
80,788 
86,612 

1,165 
,493 2,364 ,042 5<3<6<2<4<1 

Good time for my 
friends/family 

5,982 
85,995 
91,976 

1,196 
,524 2,282 ,049 3<5<6<4<1<2 

To gain specific 
knowledge 

118,847 
11,053 

107,794 
118,847 

2,211 
,657 

3,363 ,006 2<5<3<4<6<1 

How important are the following 
options to you when you consider 

going to a museum? 

To learn new things to 
broaden my horizon 

13,313 
52,663 
65,976 

2,663 
,321 8,292 ,000 6<2<4<5<3<1 

Opportunity for an active 
social life 

9,914 
135,998 
145,912 

1,983 
,829 2,391 ,040 6<2<4<5<3<1 

Good food/drinks in the 
museum's 

café/restaurant 

24,302 
179,986 
204,288 

4,860 
1,097 4,429 ,001 4<2<5<6<3<1 

An enjoyable 
atmosphere 

5,586 
63,967 
69,553 

1,117 
,390 2,864 ,017 5<2<6<4<3<1 

To gain specific 
knowledge 

15,150 
82,826 
97,976 

3,030 
,505 6,000 ,000 5<2<3<4<6<1 
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The first question to be reviewed is “What do you expect to get from a visit to a museum 

in Umeå?”. Five answers show a significant p-value; these are: “To learn new things to 

broaden my horizons”, “Opportunity for an active social life”, “An entertaining leisure 

activity”, “An enjoyable atmosphere” and “Opportunity to actively participate”. The first 

three answers show an extremely significant p-value (0.000) therefore demonstrating that 

the belonging to different attendance groups is particularly reflected by the expectations 

behind a visit to a museum in Umeå. For what concerns the answer “To learn new things 

to broaden my horizons”, the highest mean is shown by group 3 while the lowest by group 

2 with group 1 laying in between. For the answers “Opportunity for an active social life”, 

“An entertaining leisure activity” and “An enjoyable atmosphere” the highest mean is 

shown by group 3 while the lowest is shown by group number 1. The higher p-value for 

the answer “An enjoyable atmosphere” suggest the idea that the expectation for this 

matter is not as variable among the attendance groups as for the other answers. 

For what concerns the answer “Opportunity to actively participate”, the lowest mean is 

shown by group 2 and the highest by group 3.  

 

The second question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider going to a museum?”. Five answers show a significant p-value; these 

are “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, “Opportunity for an active social life”, 

“An entertaining leisure activity”, “An entertaining leisure activity” and “Opportunity to 

actively participate”. The most significant p-value (0.000) is shown by the answer “An 

enjoyable atmosphere”. For what concerns the question “To learn new things to broaden 

my horizons” the lowest mean is shown by group 2 while the highest is shown by group 

3. All of the other answers shows the same pattern, the lowest rate is shown by group 1 

while the highest is shown by group 3. 

 
Table 4: Output of One-way ANOVA 3 of the attendance level groups  of the respondents for the theme “expectations”. 

 

t-Test: Interest in art and culture 

Within the theme “expectations” two questions and nine answers are selected by the 

Independent Samples t-Test (See Table 5). 

 

 The first question: “What do you expect to get from a visit to a museum in Umeå” shows 

that there are three answers with a significant p-value. These answers are “To learn new 

things to broaden my horizons”, “An entertaining leisure activity” and a “Opportunity to 

actively participate”. Within these answers the lowest p-value (0.000) is shown by the 

answer “Opportunity to actively participate” while the other two answers show the same 

p-value (0.004). This reveals that the for what concerns the answer “Opportunity to 

actively participate” the average agreement of the two groups differed the most. The 

difference of the means confirms this fact, showing that for “Opportunity of actively 

Question Answer 
Sum of 
Squares 

Mean Square 
F  
(2-167) 

Sig. Bonferroni 

What do you expect 
to get from a visit to a 
museum in Umeå? 

To learn new things to broaden my horizons 
11,277 
114,629 
125,906 

5,638 
,686 

8,215 ,000 2<1<3 

Opportunity for an active social life 
13,648 
138,376 
152,024 

6,824 
,829 

8,236 ,000 1<2<3 

An entertaining leisure activity 
16,261 
66,263 
82,524 

8,130 
,397 

20,491 ,000 1<2<3 

An enjoyable atmosphere 
3,284 
83,327 
86,612 

1,642 
,499 

3,291 ,040 
 

1<2<3 

Opportunity to actively participate 
9,447 
170,553 
180,000 

4,724 
1,021 

4,625 ,011 2<1<3 
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participate” the difference is almost equal to half a point on the Likert agreement scale 

while for the other two answers it is equal to around one-third of a step on the same scale. 

The positive values of the differences suggest that for all o the answers, students with a 

stated interest in arts and culture tends to agree more with the answers than the students 

that do not have this specific interest.  

 

The second question included in this theme is “how important are the following options 

when you consider going to a museum?”. For this question, six answers show a relevant 

p-value; these are: “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, “An entertaining 

leisure activity”, “Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant”, “An enjoyable 

atmosphere”, “Opportunity to actively participate” and “To gain specific knowledge”. 

Among these answers, the ones showing the lowest p-values (0.000) are “Opportunity to 

actively participate” and “To gain specific knowledge”. Nevertheless, also the answer 

“Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant” shows a low p-value (0.01). The 

other answers show slightly higher values. The mean differences are all positives thus 

students with a specific interest in arts and culture on average tend to agree more with 

these answers. The highest differences are shown by the answer “Opportunity to actively 

participate” (0.762), followed by “Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant” 

(0.562) and “To gain specific knowledge”. 

 
Table 5:Output of  the t.Test for students interested or not in art and culture for the theme Expectations”. 

5.3.2. Theme 2: Motivation 

One-way ANOVA 1: Age groups 

The second theme to be investigated by the One-Way ANOVA 2 is “motivation”. Three 

questions and thirteen answers are included within the analysis (See Table 6). 

 

The first question to be reviewed is “How does a museum attract you?”. In this case only 

one answer shows a significant p-value (0.017) and it is “It encourages open 

conversation”. The highest mean is shown by group number 3 (26-29 years) followed by 

group number 2 (22-25 years) and 1 (18-21 years) and then at last by group 4 (over 29 

years). The difference of the means between group number 3 and group number 4 is of 

0.757 showing that these answers differ of almost one degree of the Likert scale among 

these two groups even though they are consequential on the age scale. 

 Question  Answer t P-value 
Mean 
Difference   

Std.  
Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

What do you expect to get 
from a visit to a museum in 
Umeå? 

To learn new things to broaden my horizons 2,883 0,004 0,378 0,131 0,119 0,637 

An entertaining leisure activity 2,908 0,004 0,309 0,106 0,099 0,518 

Opportunity to actively participate 3,246 0,001 0,506 0,156 0,198 0,814 

How important are the 
following options to you 
when you consider going to 
a museum?   

To learn new things to broaden my horizons 2,669 0,008 0,254 0,095 0,066 0,442 

An entertaining leisure activity 2,569 0,011 0,238 0,093 0,055 0,422 

Good food/drinks in the museum's café/restaurant 3,396 0,001 0,562 0,166 0,235 0,889 

An enjoyable atmosphere 2,639 0,009 0,258 0,098 0,065 0,451 

Opportunity to actively participate 4,769 0 0,762 0,16 0,446 1,077 

To gain specific knowledge  4,15 0 0,469 0,113 0,246 0,691 
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The second question to be reviewed is “What are reasons for you to visit a museum in 

Umeå?”. Seven answers show a significant p-value; these are “To rest and relax”, 

“Because it has a good reputation”, “To spend time with my friends”, “To spend time 

with my family”, “To experience new and different things”, “I’ve heard positive things 

about the museum” and “To show others how I spend my time”. The most significant p-

value (0.003) is measured for the answer “To experience new and different things” 

therefore attesting how this kind of motivation varies noticeable among the different age 

groups.  For what concerns the answer “To rest and relax” the lowest mean is shown by 

group 1 followed by group 3, then by group 4 and finally the group showing the highest 

mean is group number 2. In this case the difference between group 2 and group 4 (0.012) 

can be considered to be low therefore these two groups share a similar attitude towards 

the agreement on this answer.  The highest mean for the answer “Because it has a good 

reputation” is shown by group 1, while the lowest is shown by group 4, in this case the 

youngest and the oldest groups are placed at the extremes of the ranking. The difference 

between their means is of 0.819. For the answer “To spend time with my friends”, the 

lowest mean is shown by group 4, while group 2 and group 3 are displayed before group 

1 which has the highest mean. Nevertheless, the difference in means between group 1 and 

group 3 is of 0.014 therefore placing these non-contiguous groups on a close position 

with regards of their attitude towards this answer.  The group of the youngest students 

shows the highest mean for what concerns the answer “To spend time with my family” 

while on the contrary the oldest students group shows the lowest one.  The difference in 

between the two means is of 0.859 being one of the highest in the entire analysis. Also 

for the answer “To experience new and different things “the lowest mean is shown by 

group 4 but then the highest mean is showed by group 3. For the answer “I’ve heard 

positive things about the museum” the ranking follows a pattern inversely proportional to 

the age of the respondents: the lower the age the higher the mean of the answers. Finally, 

for the answer “To show others how I spend my time” the lowest mean is shown by group 

4 and the highest by group 3 with the groups being almost equally distant on the scale 

calculated by the Bonferroni post hoc test.  

 

The third question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider to go to a museum?”. Five answers show a significant p-value; these 

are: “Feeling welcome/Belonging”, “Socializing”, “Respect of my needs and wants”, 

“Challenge & Confidence” and “Revitalization”. The most significant p-value (0,000) is 

shown by the answer “Challenge & Confidence” but also the answers “Feeling 

welcome/Belonging” and “Socializing” have extremely low p-values (0,001). The 

youngest students represent the group that on average agrees the most with answer to 

“Feeling welcome/Belonging” when considering going to a museum; this group is 

followed by students in between 26 and 29 years old, then by students between 22 and 25 

years old and finally the oldest student shows the lowest the degree of importance with 

regard to this factor. For what concerns the answer “Socializing”, then the oldest students 

show the lowest mean followed by group 2 then by group 1 and finally by group 3. In this 

case the difference between the means of group 3 and group 4 is almost equivalent to 1 

degree on the Likert scale of agreement being of 0.979.  The oldest students seem to give 

the least importance to the answer “Respect of my needs and wants” while on the contrary 

the youngest ones show the highest mean. For what concerns the answer “Challenge & 

Confidence” the means are ranked from the highest fro group 3 through group 2, group 1 

to the lowest for group 4. Finally, for the answer “Revitalization” the highest mean is 

shown by group 3, followed by group 2 while the lowest is shown by group 1 followed 

by group 4. 
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Table 6 Output of One-way ANOVA 1 for the age groups  of the respondents for the theme “Motivations”. 

 

One-Way ANOVA 2: Field of study 

Within this theme, 3 questions and 14 answers are included by One-Way ANOVA 2 (See 

Table 7). The first question to be reviewed is “How does a museum attract you”. For this 

question five answers show a significant p-value.  These are: “it is entertaining”, “it 

contributes to the quality of life”, “it is an opportunity to learn”, “it has an interactive 

approach” and “it has activities that are relevant for me”. For the majority of these 

answers group 1, composed by students of design, art and architecture shows the highest 

means. Specifically, for what concerns the answer “it is entertaining”, group 3 shows the 

lowest rate followed by group 6 while the highest rate is shown by group 1 followed in 

order by group 5,2 and 4. Group 2 shows the lowest rate for the answer “it contributes to 

quality of life” followed in order by group 5,3,4,6,1. For what concerns the answer “it is 

an opportunity to learn” the mean values follow the same trend presented for the previous 

question. Group 2 shows the highest mean for the answer “it has an interactive approach” 

while group 5 shows the lowest mean. Then for what concerns the answer “it has activities 

that are relevant for me”, again group 1 shows the highest mean followed by group 4,2,3 

and 6 while group 5 shows the lowest mean.  

 

The second question included in this theme is “What are reasons for you to visit a museum 

in Umeå?”. For this question five answers show a significant p-value. These answers are: 

“To pursue my interests”, “To visit a place that my friends have not visited”, “To learn 

something new”, “To complement school based learning” and “I can actively participate”. 

For what concerns the first answer, “To pursue my interests” the highest mean is shown 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square 
F 
(3,166
) 

Sig Bonferroni 

How does a museum attract you? 
It encourages open 
conversation 

BSS=8,254 
WSS=130,951 
Total=139,206 

2,751 
,789 

3,488 ,017 4<1<2<3 

What are reasons for you to visit 
a museum in Umeå? 

To rest and relax 
BSS=8,403 
WSS=147,973 
Total=156,376 

2,801 
,891 

3,142 ,027 1<3<4<2 

Because it has a good 
reputation 

BSS=7,689 
WSS=140,405 
Total=148.094 

2,563 
,846 

3,030 ,031 4<3<2<1 

To spend time with my 
friends 

BSS=6,053 
WSS=111,147 
Total=117,200 

2,018 
,670 

3,014 ,032 4<2<3<1 

To spend time with my family 
BSS=9,472 
WSS=129,116 
Total=138,588 

3,157 
,778 

4,059 ,008 4<3<2<1 

To experience new and 
different things 

BSS=8,326 
WSS= 93,462 
Total=101,788 

2,775 
,563 

4,929 ,003 4<1<2<3 

I’ve heard positive things 
about the museum 

BSS=3,279 
WSS=60,133 
Total=63,412 

1,093 
,362 

3,017 ,032 4<3<2<1 

To show others how I spend 
my time 

BSS=9,483 
WSS=157,670 
Total=167,153 

3,161 
,950 

3,328 ,021 4<2<1<3 

How important are the following 
options to you when you consider 
to go to a museum? 

Feeling welcome/Belonging 
BSS=6,524 
WSS= 58,982 
Total=65,506 

2,175 
,355 

6,121 ,001 4<2<3<1 

Socializing 

BSS=14,463 
WSS= 146,390 
Total=160,85
3 

4,821 
,882 

5,467 ,001 4<2<1<3 

Respect of my needs and 
wants 

BSS=5,209 
WSS=92,938 
Total=98,147 

1,736 
,560 

3,101 ,028 4<2<3<1 

Challenge & Confidence 

BSS=18,015 
WSS= 135,608 
Total=153,62
4 

6,005 
,817 

7,351 ,000 4<1<2<3 

Revitalization 

BSS=9,616 
WSS=124,789 
Total=134,40
6 

3,205 
,752 

4,264 ,006 1<4<2<3 
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by group 1 followed by group 3, then by group 6 and finally by groups 4,2 and 5.  For 

what concerns the answer “To visit a place that my friends have not visited” the lowest 

mean is shown by group 1 followed by group 5 and 6 while the highest mean is shown 

by group 3 followed by group 4 and by group 2.  For what concerns the answer “to learn 

something new” once again group 1 shows the highest mean followed by group number 

6 and 4 while the lowest mean is shown by group 2 followed by group 5 and group 3. The 

extremes of this distribution are the same also for the answer “To complement school 

based learning”, therefore group 1 shows the highest mean while group 2 shows the 

lowest one. For what concerns the answer “I can actively participate”, the distribution for 

the means follows this order (from the lowest to the highest): group 5, group 4, group 2, 

group 3, group 6 and then group 1.  

 

The third question included in this theme is “How important are the following options to 

you when you consider to go to a museum?”. For this questions four answers show 

significant p-values. These answers are: “Feeling welcome/Belonging”, “Socializing”, 

“Respect of my needs and wants” and “Learning”. For what concerns the first answer 

“Feeling welcome/Belonging”, the highest mean is shown by group 1 followed by group 

4 and group 3 while the lowest one is shown by group 5 followed by group 2 and by group 

6. Group 5 shows also the lowest mean for what concerns the answer “Socializing” while 

the highest mean is shown by group 4 (unique case for this question). Group 1 shows the 

highest means for the answer “Respect of my needs and wants” and it is followed by 

group 3 and 4 while the lowest mean is shown by group 6 followed by group 5 and 2. For 

what concerns the answer “Learning”, the distribution of means follows the following 

ranking (from lowest to highest mean): group 2, group 5, group 3, group 4, group 6 and 

group 1. 
 

Table 7: Output of One-way ANOVA 2 of  the field of study groups  of the respondents for the theme “Motivations”. 

Questions Answers Sum of squares Mean square F(5,164) Sig Bonferroni 

How does a museum attract you? 

It is entertaining 
3,061 
42,827 
45,888 

,612 
,261 
 

2,344 ,044 3<6<4<2<5<1 

It contributes to 
quality of life 

15,050 
93,444 
108,494 

3,010 
,570 

5,283 ,000 2<5<3<4<6<1 

It is an opportunity to 
learn 

13,387 
48,001 
61,388 

2,677 
,293 

9,148 ,000 2<5<3<4<6<1 

It has an interactive 
approach 

13,242 
137,911 
151,153 

2,648 
,841 

3,149 ,010 5<6<4<3<1<2 

It has activities that 
are relevant for me 

17,623 
104,665 
122,288 

3,525 
,638 

5,523 ,000 5<6<3<2<4<1 

What are reasons for you to visit a 
museum in Umeå? 

To pursue my 
interests 

33,741 
150,635 
184,376 

6,748 
,919 

7,347 ,000 5<2<4<6<3<1 

To visit a place that 
my friends have not 
visited 

12,494 
153,883 
166,376 

2,499 
,938 

2,663 ,024 1<5<6<2<4<3 

To learn something 
new 

7,173 
65,533 
72,706 

1,435 
,400 

3,590 ,004 2<5<3<4<6<1 

To complement 
school based learning 

42,188 
174,989 
217,176 

8,438 
1,067 

7,908 ,000 2<3<4<5<6<1 

I can actively 
participate 

9,395 
115,599 
124,994 

1,879 
,705 

2,666 ,024 5<4<2<3<6<1 

How important are the following 
options to you when you consider 
to go to a museum? 

Feeling 
welcome/Belonging 

5,495 
60,011 
65,506 

1,099 
,366 

3,003 ,013 5<2<6<3<4<1 

Socializing 
11,454 
149,399 
160,853 

2,291 
,911 

2,515 ,032 5<1<2<3<6<4 

Respect of my needs 
and wants 

13,094 
85,053 
98,147 

2,619 
,519 

5,050 ,000 6<5<2<4<3<1 

Learning 
17,421 
65,432 
82,853 

3,484 
,399 

8,733 ,000 2<5<34<6<1 
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One-Way ANOVA 3: “Attendance to the museum” 

Within the theme “motivation” three questions and fifteen answers are included by One-

Way ANOVA 3 (See Table 8).  

 

The first question to be reviewed is “How does a museum attract you?”. Six answers show 

a significant p-value. An extremely low p-value (0.000) is shown by the answers “It is an 

opportunity to learn” and “It has an interactive approach”. Furthermore, the answers “It 

is entertaining”, “It contributes to quality of life” and “It has activities that are relevant 

for me” show also a low p-value (0.001). The answer “It encourages open conversations” 

shows a slightly higher p-value of 0,006. For what concerns the first answer “It is 

entertaining” the highest mean is shown by group 3 while both group 1 and group 2 show 

the same lower mean. Both the questions “It contributes to quality of life” and “It is an 

opportunity to learn” show the same pattern, the highest mean is shown by group 3 and 

the lowest by group 1. Nevertheless, the difference between the means of group 3 and 

group 1 is higher for the former question (0.657) than for the latter (0.441).  Group 2 

shows the lowest mean for the question “It has an interactive approach” while the highest 

mean is shown by group 3. For what concerns the answer “It encourages open 

conversations”, the highest mean is shown once again by group 3 while the lowest is 

shown by group 2. For what concerns the answer “It has activities that are relevant for 

me” the lowest mean is shown by group 2 while the highest is shown by group 3.  

 

The second question to be reviewed is “What are reasons for you to visit a museum in 

Umeå?”. Five answers have a relevant p-value; these are “To rest and relax”, “To pursue 

my interests”, “To visit a place that my friends have not visited”, “To learn something 

new” and “Someone is visiting me and I want to show him/her around Umeå”. The 

highest mean is shown by group 3 and the lowest by group 1 in both the answers “To rest 

and relax”, “To pursue my interests” and “Someone is visiting me and I want to show 

him/her around Umeå”. On the contrary, for what concerns the answer “To visit a place 

that my friends have not visited” the lowest mean is shown by group 2 while the highest 

is shown by group 2. For what concerns the answer “To learn something new”, the lowest 

mean is shown by group 2 and the highest by group 2.  

 

The third question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider to go to a museum?”. For this question five answer have a relevant p-

value; these are: “Comfort”, “Enjoyment”, “Choice and Control what I want”, “Challenge 

& Confidence” and “Revitalization”. For what concerns the answer “Comfort” the 

highest mean is shown by group 3 while the lowest by group 1. The lowest mean for the 

answer “Enjoyment” is shown by group 2 while the highest is shown by group 1. On the 

contrary group 1 shows the lowest mean for the answer “Choice and Control what I want” 

and group 2 shows the highest mean. For the answers “Challenge & confidence” and 

“Revitalization” the lowest mean is shown by group 2 while the highest is shown by group 

3.  
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Table 8: Output of One-way ANOVA 3 of  the attendance level groups  of the respondents for the theme “Motivations”. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F(5,164) Sig Bonferroni 

How does a museum attract 
you? 

It is entertaining 
3,584 

42,304 
45,888 

1,792 
,253 

7,075 ,001 1,2<3 

It contributes to quality of life 
8,903 

99,591 
108,494 

4,452 
,596 

7,465 ,001 1<2<3 

It is an opportunity to learn 
6,198 

55,191 
61,388 

3,099 
,330 

9,377 ,000 1<2<3 

It has an interactive approach 
16,826 

134,327 
151,153 

8,413 
,804 

10,460 ,000 2<1<3 

It encourages open conversations 
8,148 

131,058 
139,206 

4,074 
,785 

5,191 ,006 2<1<3 

It has activities that are relevant for 
me 

10,291 
111,997 
122,288 

5,146 
,671 

7,673 ,001 2<1<3 

What are reasons for you to 
visit a museum in Umeå? 

 

To rest and relax 
10,089 

146,287 
156,376 

5,045 
,876 

5,759 ,004 1<2<3 

To pursue my interests 
8,710 

175,666 
184,376 

4,355 
1,052 

4,140 ,018 1<2<3 

To visit a place that my friends have 
not visited 

9,730 
156,647 
166,376 

4,865 
,938 

5,186 ,007 3<1<2 

To learn something new 
3,848 

68,858 
72,706 

1,924 
,412 

4,666 ,011 2<3<1 

Someone is visiting me and I want to 
show him/her around Umeå 

3,785 
75,868 
79,653 

1,892 
,454 

4,165 ,017 1<2<3 

How important are the 
following options to you when 

you consider to go to a 
museum? 

 

Comfort 
3,818 

60,894 
64,712 

1,909 
,365 

5,235 ,006 1<2<3 

Enjoyment 
4,798 

48,549 
53,347 

2,399 
,291 

8,253 ,000 2<3<1 

Choice and Control what I want 
4,266 

94,557 
98,824 

2,133 
,566 

3,768 ,025 1<3<2 

Challenge & Confidence 
8,976 

144,647 
153,624 

4,488 
,866 

5,182 ,007 
2<1<3 

 

Revitalization 
9,051 

125,354 
134,406 

4,526 
,751 

6,029 ,003 2<1<3 

 

t-Test: Interest in art and culture 
 

Within the second theme, Motivation, three questions and twelve answers are included.  

 

The first question is “How does a museum attract you?”. Four answers show a significant 

p-level; these are “It is an opportunity to learn”, “It has an interactive approach”, “It 

encourages open conversations—not the stifling, traditional ‘quiet’ setting” and “It has 

activities that are relevant for me”. These answers show different p-values. The lowest is 

expressed by the answer “It is an opportunity to learn” (0.000) while the highest is shown 

by “It encourages open conversations—not the stifling, traditional ‘quiet’ setting”. Both 

the other answers (0.011). The other two answers “It has an interactive approach” and “It 

has activities that are relevant for me” shows also low p-values. This should advocate the 

idea that there is a neat distinction among the agreement of the two groups with these 

answers. For what concerns the mean differences, all of them are positive attesting that 

students interested in arts and culture are overall agreeing more than the other students. 

The highest difference is measured for the answer “It is an opportunity to learn”, therefore 

on average, students with a specific interest in arts and culture are more attracted to visit 

museums seeking educational opportunities than their pears without this specific interest.  
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The second question is “What are reasons for you to visit a museum in Umeå?”. For this 

question six different answers shows relevant p-values: “To pursue my interest” (0.000), 

“To tell others about the experience afterwards” (0.009), “To gain others’ respect” 

(0.015), “To complement school based learning” (0.000), “I can actively participate” 

(0.001) and “To show others how I spend my time (social media post, chat with friends, 

etc.” (0.029). Once again, it is relevant to remember that the lower the p-value the higher 

and uniform is the diversity in the answers among the the two groups of students. Looking 

at the mean differences, once again they are all positive, showing that students with a 

specific interest in art and culture have a tendency to agree more with the answers. It is 

particularly interesting to observe the value of the means difference for the answer “To 

pursue my interests”. In this case it is of 1,037 being equal to more than one degree of the 

Likert scale of agreement. This shows a relevant gap between the two groups of students 

which perfectly suits with their different attitudes towards art and culture.  

 

The third question to be reviewed is “How important are the following options to you 

when you consider to go to a museum?”. Two answers show p-values: “Challenge & 

confidence” (0.016) and “Revitalization” (0.016). Among the two answers the higher 

mean difference is shown by the answer “Revitalization”. Both the differences are 

positives thus showing a higher degree of agreement for students interested in art and 

culture. 

 
Table 9: Output of  the t.Test for students interested or not in art and culture for the theme "Motivations”. 

Question Answer t 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

How does a museum attract 
you? 

It is an opportunity to learn 5,547 0 0,478 0,086 0,308 0,649 

It has an interactive approach 2,618 0,01 0,378 0,144 0,093 0,663 

It encourages open conversations—not the stifling, 
traditional ‘quiet’ setting 

2,556 0,011 0,354 0,139 0,081 0,628 

It has activities that are relevant for me 3,453 0,001 0,442 0,128 0,189 0,695 

What are reasons for you to visit 
a museum in Umeå? 
 
 
 
 
 

To pursue my interests 7,327 0 1,037 0,142 0,758 1,317 

To tell others about the experience afterwards 2,643 0,009 0,355 0,134 0,09 0,62 

To gain others’ respect 2,465 0,015 0,347 0,141 0,069 0,625 

To complement school based learning 3,592 0 0,611 0,17 0,275 0,947 

I can actively participate 3,429 0,001 0,444 0,129 0,188 0,699 

To show others how I spend my time (social media 
post, chat with friends, etc.)] 

2,197 0,029 0,335 0,153 0,034 0,637 

How important are the following 
options to you when you 
consider to go to a museum? 
 

Challenge & Confidence 2,443 0,016 0,356 0,146 0,068 0,644 

Revitalization 4,174 0 0,552 0,132 0,291 0,812 

 

5.3.3 Theme 3: “Involvement and prior experience” 
We don’t have One-way ANOVAs for this theme because we don’t have questions that 

can be answered with scales. Therefore, Chi-Squared tests have been used to investigate 

the outcomes of this theme. 

 

Chi-Square test 1: Age groups 

The first set of Chi-Square tests is run using the demographic variables “age group”. 

Three questions show relevant results for this test. The first question is “Did you use to 
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go to museums with your family?” (See Table 10). It is possible to observe an association 

between the age of the respondents and the habit to visit museums with their family in 

the past, χ2 = 9.047, p = 0.029. According to this p-value is in fact possible to reject the 

null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1.  The strength of this association is measured by 

Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0.231 therefore measuring a moderate degree of 

association among the two variables. In most of the age groups, the majority of the 

members used to visit museums with their families. Group 2 is the most homogeneous 

since within its members there is a larger gap between the amounts of students who used 

to visit museums with their families and those who did not. Only in group 3, including 

students between 26 and 29 years old, the share that use to go to museums with their 

families is equal to the share of those who did not. Therefore, group 3 can be identified 

as the most heterogeneous. This heterogeneity is also reflected by the actual amount of 

students who did not use to go to museums with their families which is higher than the 

expected amount; vice versa the actual amount of students who used to go to museums 

with their families is lower than the expected amount. 
Table 10: Chi-Squared test for age and habit to go to museums with families. 

 

The second question is “Did you use to have school field trips to museums?” (See Table 

11). It is possible to observe an association between the age of the respondents and the 

habit to have school field trips to museums, χ2 = 8.829, p = 0.032. According to this p-

value is in fact possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1.  The strength 

of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case, its value is of 0.228 therefore 

measuring a moderate degree of association among the two variables. The large majority 

of all of the members of the different age groups used to have school field trips to 

museums. For what concerns group 1 and group 2, the actual number of students who 

used to have school field trips to museum is slightly higher than the expected number. On 

the contrary, for group 3 and group 4 the actual number of students who used to have 

school field trips to museum is slightly lower than the expected number. The habit of 

visiting museums with schools is therefore less popular among older students. This 

inference can be confirmed by the review of the expected versus actual students who did 

not use to have school field trips to museums. In fact, the expected students are higher for 

the younger students (group 1 and 2) while there are lower for the older students (group 

3 and 4). Therefore, confirming the trend previously describe and adding the corollary 

1 2 3 4

Count 5 25 20 7 57

Expected Count 9,4 28,5 13,4 5,7 57,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
8,8% 43,9% 35,1% 12,3% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 17,9% 29,4% 50,0% 41,2% 33,5%

% of Total 2,9% 14,7% 11,8% 4,1% 33,5%

Count 23 60 20 10 113

Expected Count 18,6 56,5 26,6 11,3 113,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
20,4% 53,1% 17,7% 8,8% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 82,1% 70,6% 50,0% 58,8% 66,5%

% of Total 13,5% 35,3% 11,8% 5,9% 66,5%

Count 28 85 40 17 170

Expected Count 28,0 85,0 40,0 17,0 170,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

Total

How old are you?

Total

Did you use to 

go to museums 

with your family?

No

Yes
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that the habit to have school field trips to museums is more widespread among younger 

students. 
Table 11: Chi-Squared test for age and habit to have school trips to museums. 

 

The third question is “How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” (See Table 

12). It is possible to observe an association between the age of the respondents and the 

evaluation of their past experience, χ2 = 25.954, p = 0.011. According to this p-value is 

in fact possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1.  The strength of this 

association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0.226 therefore 

measuring a moderate degree of association among the two variables. The majority of the 

students belonging to the different age groups regard its past experience as “satisfying”. 

It is interesting to observe that only a share of members of group 1 consider their 

experience as “very disappointing”. Furthermore, members of group 4 consider their 

previous experience only “indifferent” or “satisfying”. The distribution of group 2 and 

group 3 is more balanced among the different points of the Likert scale. Nevertheless, a 

significantly large share of students of group 2 consider its past experience as “satisfying” 

compared to the other points of the Likert scale.  

1 2 3 4

Count 0 4 6 3 13

Expected Count 2,1 6,5 3,1 1,3 13,0

% within Did you use to have school field trips 

to museums?
0,0% 30,8% 46,2% 23,1% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 0,0% 4,7% 15,0% 17,6% 7,6%

% of Total 0,0% 2,4% 3,5% 1,8% 7,6%

Count 28 81 34 14 157

Expected Count 25,9 78,5 36,9 15,7 157,0

% within Did you use to have school field trips 

to museums?
17,8% 51,6% 21,7% 8,9% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 100,0% 95,3% 85,0% 82,4% 92,4%

% of Total 16,5% 47,6% 20,0% 8,2% 92,4%

Count 28 85 40 17 170

Expected Count 28,0 85,0 40,0 17,0 170,0

% within Did you use to have school field trips 

to museums?
16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

Total

How old are you?

Total

Did you use to 

have school field 

trips to 

museums?

No

Yes
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Table 12: Chi-Squared test for age and past experience. 

 

Chi-Squared tests 2: What is your overall field of study? 

The second set of Chi-Squared tests is run using the demographic variable “overall field 

of study”. Four questions show relevant results for this test.  

 

The first question is “In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” (See Table 

13). It is possible to observe an association between the field of study of the respondents 

and the habit to use to visit museums on a regular basis in the past, χ2 = 45.723, p = 0.000. 

According to this extremely significant p-value and to the large size of the Chi-square 

coefficient it is in fact possible to surely reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. 

The strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 

0.519, therefore measuring an extremely good degree of association among the two 

variables. It is interesting to observe that all of the respondents of group 1 used in the past 

to visit museums on a regular basis. Further the share of students belonging to group 5 

which used to visit museums on a regular basis is a higher than the share of those who 

did not. For what concerns group 2, group 3 and group 6, they register a larger share of 

students who in the past did not visit museums on a regular basis. 

1 2 3 4

Count 2 0 0 0 2

Expected Count ,3 1,0 ,5 ,2 2,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 7,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,2%

% of Total 1,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,2%

Count 3 5 3 0 11

Expected Count 1,8 5,5 2,6 1,1 11,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
27,3% 45,5% 27,3% 0,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 10,7% 5,9% 7,5% 0,0% 6,5%

% of Total 1,8% 2,9% 1,8% 0,0% 6,5%

Count 4 14 8 1 27

Expected Count 4,4 13,5 6,4 2,7 27,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
14,8% 51,9% 29,6% 3,7% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 14,3% 16,5% 20,0% 5,9% 15,9%

% of Total 2,4% 8,2% 4,7% ,6% 15,9%

Count 15 42 18 16 91

Expected Count 15,0 45,5 21,4 9,1 91,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
16,5% 46,2% 19,8% 17,6% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 53,6% 49,4% 45,0% 94,1% 53,5%

% of Total 8,8% 24,7% 10,6% 9,4% 53,5%

Count 4 24 11 0 39

Expected Count 6,4 19,5 9,2 3,9 39,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
10,3% 61,5% 28,2% 0,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 14,3% 28,2% 27,5% 0,0% 22,9%

% of Total 2,4% 14,1% 6,5% 0,0% 22,9%

Count 28 85 40 17 170

Expected Count 28,0 85,0 40,0 17,0 170,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

% within How old are you? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 16,5% 50,0% 23,5% 10,0% 100,0%

Total

How old are you?

Total

How would you 

evaluate your 

overall past 

experience?

1

2

3

4

5
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Table 13: Chi-Squared test for field of study and habit to visit museums in the past. 

 
 

The second question is “Did you use to go to museums with your family?” (See Table 

14). It is possible to observe an association between the field of study of the respondents 

and the habit to use to visit museums with their families, χ2 = 25.027, p = 0.000. 

According to this p-value it is in fact possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to 

acceptH1. The strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its 

value is of 0.384 therefore measuring a very strong degree of association among the two 

variables. All of the students belonging to group 1 used to go to museums with their 

families, being the most homogeneous group. For what concerns group 2, group 3 and 

group 5 the majority of their members used to go to museums with their families too. In 

the case of group 4 the majority of these students did not use to go to the museums with 

their families. Group 6 is the most heterogeneous group since its students are equally 

divided among the two answers. For what concerns group 1, the real amount of students 

that used to go to museums with their families is higher than the expected amount and at 

the same time, the real amount of students that did not use to go to museums with their 

families is lower than the expected. The same pattern can be observed for group 2 and 

group 5. On the contrary for group 3, group 4 and group 6 the real amount of students 

that use to go to museums with their families is lower than expected and the real amount 

of students that did not use to go to museums with their families is higher than expected. 
Table 14: Chi-Squared test for field of study and habit to go to museums with families. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6

Count 0 26 35 15 10 19 105

Expected Count 12,4 24,1 29,6 11,7 13,6 13,6 105,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
0,0% 24,8% 33,3% 14,3% 9,5% 18,1% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 66,7% 72,9% 78,9% 45,5% 86,4% 61,8%

% of Total 0,0% 15,3% 20,6% 8,8% 5,9% 11,2% 61,8%

Count 20 13 13 4 12 3 65

Expected Count 7,6 14,9 18,4 7,3 8,4 8,4 65,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
30,8% 20,0% 20,0% 6,2% 18,5% 4,6% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 33,3% 27,1% 21,1% 54,5% 13,6% 38,2%

% of Total 11,8% 7,6% 7,6% 2,4% 7,1% 1,8% 38,2%

Count 20 39 48 19 22 22 170

Expected Count 20,0 39,0 48,0 19,0 22,0 22,0 170,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

In the past, did 

you visit 

museums on a 

regular basis?

No

Yes

Total

What is your overall field of study?

Total

1 2 3 4 5 6

Count 0 8 20 12 6 11 57

Expected Count 6,7 13,1 16,1 6,4 7,4 7,4 57,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
0,0% 14,0% 35,1% 21,1% 10,5% 19,3% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 20,5% 41,7% 63,2% 27,3% 50,0% 33,5%

% of Total 0,0% 4,7% 11,8% 7,1% 3,5% 6,5% 33,5%

Count 20 31 28 7 16 11 113

Expected Count 13,3 25,9 31,9 12,6 14,6 14,6 113,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
17,7% 27,4% 24,8% 6,2% 14,2% 9,7% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 79,5% 58,3% 36,8% 72,7% 50,0% 66,5%

% of Total 11,8% 18,2% 16,5% 4,1% 9,4% 6,5% 66,5%

Count 20 39 48 19 22 22 170

Expected Count 20,0 39,0 48,0 19,0 22,0 22,0 170,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

Did you use to 

go to museums 

with your family?

No

Yes

Total

What is your overall field of study?

Total
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The third question is “How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” (See Table 

15). It is possible to observe an association between the field of study of the respondents 

and their evaluation of their previous experience, χ2 = 37.848, p = 0.009. According to 

this p-value it is in fact possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The 

strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0.472 

therefore measuring an extremely good degree of association among the two variables. 

The majority of the students belonging to most of the groups evaluated their past 

experience as “satisfying”.  The majority of the students belonging to group 1 evaluated 

its past experience as “very satisfying” with the same share of agreement expressed by 

group 2. Furthermore, the students belonging to group 1 evaluate their previous 

experience only on positive terms. Only a really small share of students belonging to 

group 2 and group 2 consider their previous experience to be “very disappointing”. Larger 

shares of students belonging to these groups plus some students belonging to group 4 and 

6 consider their previous experience as “disappointing”. Around 16% of all the 

respondents consider their experience to be “indifferent”. Among these respondents, the 

majority belongs to group 3 and group 4. Group 2 shows the most heterogeneous answer 

to this research question while group 1 is the most homogeneous.  
Table 15 Chi-Squared test for field of study and evaluation of past experiences. 

 
The fourth question is “Approximately how much time did you spend altogether during 

your visit to a museum in Umeå?” (See Table 16). It is possible to observe an association 

between the field of study of the respondents and the time they spent altogether during 

their visit to a museum in Umeå, χ2(5) = 75.664 p = 0.000. According to this p-value and 

to the high Chi-square value it is in fact possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to 

accept H1. The strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its 

1 2 3 4 5 6

Count 0 1 1 0 0 0 2

Expected Count ,2 ,5 ,6 ,2 ,3 ,3 2,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 2,6% 2,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,2%

% of Total 0,0% ,6% ,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 1,2%

Count 0 5 4 1 0 1 11

Expected Count 1,3 2,5 3,1 1,2 1,4 1,4 11,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
0,0% 45,5% 36,4% 9,1% 0,0% 9,1% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 12,8% 8,3% 5,3% 0,0% 4,5% 6,5%

% of Total 0,0% 2,9% 2,4% ,6% 0,0% ,6% 6,5%

Count 0 6 8 8 2 3 27

Expected Count 3,2 6,2 7,6 3,0 3,5 3,5 27,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
0,0% 22,2% 29,6% 29,6% 7,4% 11,1% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 15,4% 16,7% 42,1% 9,1% 13,6% 15,9%

% of Total 0,0% 3,5% 4,7% 4,7% 1,2% 1,8% 15,9%

Count 9 16 29 9 16 12 91

Expected Count 10,7 20,9 25,7 10,2 11,8 11,8 91,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
9,9% 17,6% 31,9% 9,9% 17,6% 13,2% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 45,0% 41,0% 60,4% 47,4% 72,7% 54,5% 53,5%

% of Total 5,3% 9,4% 17,1% 5,3% 9,4% 7,1% 53,5%

Count 11 11 6 1 4 6 39

Expected Count 4,6 8,9 11,0 4,4 5,0 5,0 39,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
28,2% 28,2% 15,4% 2,6% 10,3% 15,4% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 55,0% 28,2% 12,5% 5,3% 18,2% 27,3% 22,9%

% of Total 6,5% 6,5% 3,5% ,6% 2,4% 3,5% 22,9%

Count 20 39 48 19 22 22 170

Expected Count 20,0 39,0 48,0 19,0 22,0 22,0 170,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

Total

How would you 

evaluate your 

overall past 

experience?

1

2

3

4

5

What is your overall field of study?

Total
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value is of 0.298 therefore measuring a moderately strong degree of association among 

the two variables. Around 16% of the respondents did not go to the museums in Umeå. 

Students from group 2 and group 3 represent the majority of this group while no students 

have not visited a museum in Umeå. Around 4% of the respondents spent less than 30 

minutes. These students mainly belong to group 2 and group 3 and on a minor scale to 

group 6.  Around 17% of the respondents spent in between 30 minutes and 1 hour. The 

majority of these students belong to group 3 and group 5. Around 38% of the respondents 

spent between 1 hour and 1 hour and a half. All of the different groups based on the 

overall fields of study are represented within this group of students. Around 23% of the 

respondents spent in between 1hour and a half and 2 hours. The majority of these students 

belong to group 1 and group 3. Around 4% of the respondents spent more than two hours. 

Among this group most of the students belong equally to group 1, group 3 or group 6. 
Table 16: Chi-Squared test for field of study and time spent during visits at museums in Umeå. 

 
Chi-Squared tests 3: How many times have you visited a museum in Umeå in the 

last year? 

The third set of Chi-Squared tests is run using the demographic variable “attendance to 

the museum”. Four questions show relevant results for this test.  

 

The first question is “In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” (See Table 

17). It is possible to observe an association between the times the respondents have visited 

1 2 3 4 5 6

Count 0 9 9 4 2 3 27

Expected Count 3,2 6,2 7,6 3,0 3,5 3,5 27,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 14,8% 7,4% 11,1% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 23,1% 18,8% 21,1% 9,1% 13,6% 15,9%

% of Total 0,0% 5,3% 5,3% 2,4% 1,2% 1,8% 15,9%

Count 0 3 2 0 0 1 6

Expected Count ,7 1,4 1,7 ,7 ,8 ,8 6,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

0,0% 50,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 16,7% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 0,0% 7,7% 4,2% 0,0% 0,0% 4,5% 3,5%

% of Total 0,0% 1,8% 1,2% 0,0% 0,0% ,6% 3,5%

Count 1 6 8 5 8 0 28

Expected Count 3,3 6,4 7,9 3,1 3,6 3,6 28,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

3,6% 21,4% 28,6% 17,9% 28,6% 0,0% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 5,0% 15,4% 16,7% 26,3% 36,4% 0,0% 16,5%

% of Total ,6% 3,5% 4,7% 2,9% 4,7% 0,0% 16,5%

Count 1 16 15 9 12 11 64

Expected Count 7,5 14,7 18,1 7,2 8,3 8,3 64,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

1,6% 25,0% 23,4% 14,1% 18,8% 17,2% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 5,0% 41,0% 31,3% 47,4% 54,5% 50,0% 37,6%

% of Total ,6% 9,4% 8,8% 5,3% 7,1% 6,5% 37,6%

Count 16 4 12 1 0 5 38

Expected Count 4,5 8,7 10,7 4,2 4,9 4,9 38,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

42,1% 10,5% 31,6% 2,6% 0,0% 13,2% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 80,0% 10,3% 25,0% 5,3% 0,0% 22,7% 22,4%

% of Total 9,4% 2,4% 7,1% ,6% 0,0% 2,9% 22,4%

Count 2 1 2 0 0 2 7

Expected Count ,8 1,6 2,0 ,8 ,9 ,9 7,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

28,6% 14,3% 28,6% 0,0% 0,0% 28,6% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 10,0% 2,6% 4,2% 0,0% 0,0% 9,1% 4,1%

% of Total 1,2% ,6% 1,2% 0,0% 0,0% 1,2% 4,1%

Count 20 39 48 19 22 22 170

Expected Count 20,0 39,0 48,0 19,0 22,0 22,0 170,0

% within Approximately how much time did you 

spend altogether during your visit to a museum 

in Umeå?

11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

% within What is your overall field of study? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 11,8% 22,9% 28,2% 11,2% 12,9% 12,9% 100,0%

Total

Approximately 

how much time 

did you spend 

altogether during 

your visit to a 

museum in 

Umeå?

1

2

3

4

5

6

What is your overall field of study?

Total
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a museum in Umeå in the last year and their habit concerning visiting museums on a 

regular basis in the past, χ2 = 23.044, p = 0.000. According to this p-value it is in fact 

possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association 

is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0,368 therefore measuring a very 

strong degree of association among the two variables. All of the three groups in which 

the students are divided according to the times they have visited a museum in Umeå 

during the last year are represented over the two answers. Around 62% of the respondents 

did not use to visit museums on a regular basis. The largest share of this group is 

represented by students of group 2, followed by students of group 1 and finally by 

students of group 3. Among the respondents that used to visit museums on a regular basis, 

the largest share is represented by students belonging to group 3 followed by group 2 and 

then by group 1. 
Table 17: Chi-Squared test for visits per museums in Umeå and habit to visit museums in the past. 

 
The second question is “Did you use to go to museums with your family?” (See Table 

18). It is possible to observe an association between the times the respondents have visited 

a museum in Umeå in the last year and their habit concerning visiting museums with their 

families in the past, χ2 = 20.051, p = 0.000. According to this p-value it is in fact possible 

to reject the null hypothesis H0  and to accept H1 . The strength of this association is 

measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0,343 therefore measuring a strong 

degree of association among the two variables. Both students from group 1, group 2 and 

group 3 did not use to go to museums with their family. It is interesting to see that these 

groups are represented in equal shares. Around 67% of the respondents used to go to 

museums with their family. Both students from group 1, group 2 and group 3 are 

represented. Within these groups the largest share of students is shown by group 3, 

followed by group 2 and by group 1. For what concerns group 1, the actual number of 

students who did not use to go to the museums with their families is higher than expected 

while the actual number of students who used to go to the museums with their families is 

lower than expected. The opposite pattern can be measured for group 2 and group 3. 

1 2 3

Count 25 45 35 105

Expected Count 16,7 39,5 48,8 105,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
23,8% 42,9% 33,3% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
92,6% 70,3% 44,3% 61,8%

% of Total 14,7% 26,5% 20,6% 61,8%

Count 2 19 44 65

Expected Count 10,3 24,5 30,2 65,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
3,1% 29,2% 67,7% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
7,4% 29,7% 55,7% 38,2%

% of Total 1,2% 11,2% 25,9% 38,2%

Count 27 64 79 170

Expected Count 27,0 64,0 79,0 170,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

Total

How many times have you 

visited a museum in 

Umeå in the last year?

Total

In the past, did 

you visit 

museums on a 

regular basis?

No

Yes
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Table 18: Chi-Squared test for visits at museums in Umeå and habit to visit museums with families. 

 
The third question to be reviewed is “How would you evaluate your overall past 

experience?” (See Table 19). It is possible to observe an association between the times 

the respondents have visited a museum in Umeå in the last year and their evaluation of 

their overall past experience, χ2 = 27.208, p = 0.001. According to this p-value it is in fact 

possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association 

is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0.283 therefore measuring a 

moderately strong degree of association among the two variables. Around 1% of the 

respondents evaluate the overall past experience as “very disappointing” and only 

students belonging to group 2 have expressed themselves according to this answer. 

Around 7% of the respondents evaluated their past experience as “disappointing”. The 

majority of them belongs to group 2 followed by group 1 and group 3 in equal shares. 

Around 16% of the respondents considered their past experience as “neutral”. The 

majority of these students belong to group 1 followed by group 2 and then by group 3. 

Around 54% of the respondents ranked their previous experience as “satisfying”. The 

majority of these students belongs to group 2 followed by group 1 and by group 3. Around 

23% of the respondents evaluated their previous experience as “highly satisfying”. 

Among these students, the most represented group is group 3 followed by group 2 and by 

group 1. 

1 2 3

Count 19 19 19 57

Expected Count 9,1 21,5 26,5 57,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
70,4% 29,7% 24,1% 33,5%

% of Total 11,2% 11,2% 11,2% 33,5%

Count 8 45 60 113

Expected Count 17,9 42,5 52,5 113,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
7,1% 39,8% 53,1% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
29,6% 70,3% 75,9% 66,5%

% of Total 4,7% 26,5% 35,3% 66,5%

Count 27 64 79 170

Expected Count 27,0 64,0 79,0 170,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

Total

How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?

Total

Did you use to 

go to museums 

with your family?

No

Yes
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Table 19: Chi-Squared test for visits at museums in Umeå and evaluation of previous experiences. 

 
The fourth question to be reviewed is “Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?”. It is possible to observe an 

association between the times the respondents have visited a museum in Umeå in the last 

year and the amount of times they spent visiting museums in Umeå, χ2 = 193.976, p= 

0.000. The strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s V. In this case its value 

is of 0.755 therefore measuring a redundant degree of association among the two 

variables. These two variables are measuring the same concept in different ways and are 

logically interconnected. The more times a student has visited museums the more time 

has been spent there and vice versa the least times museums in Umeå have been visited 

the least time it has been spent for that. It is possible to validate this assumption with a 

certain degree of confidence therefore disregarding any further analysis on the matter. 

 

 

1 2 3

Count 0 2 0 2

Expected Count ,3 ,8 ,9 2,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
0,0% 3,1% 0,0% 1,2%

% of Total 0,0% 1,2% 0,0% 1,2%

Count 2 7 2 11

Expected Count 1,7 4,1 5,1 11,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
18,2% 63,6% 18,2% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
7,4% 10,9% 2,5% 6,5%

% of Total 1,2% 4,1% 1,2% 6,5%

Count 10 11 6 27

Expected Count 4,3 10,2 12,5 27,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
37,0% 40,7% 22,2% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
37,0% 17,2% 7,6% 15,9%

% of Total 5,9% 6,5% 3,5% 15,9%

Count 13 34 44 91

Expected Count 14,5 34,3 42,3 91,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
14,3% 37,4% 48,4% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
48,1% 53,1% 55,7% 53,5%

% of Total 7,6% 20,0% 25,9% 53,5%

Count 2 10 27 39

Expected Count 6,2 14,7 18,1 39,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
5,1% 25,6% 69,2% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
7,4% 15,6% 34,2% 22,9%

% of Total 1,2% 5,9% 15,9% 22,9%

Count 27 64 79 170

Expected Count 27,0 64,0 79,0 170,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

% within How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 15,9% 37,6% 46,5% 100,0%

Total

How would you 

evaluate your 

overall past 

experience?

1

2

3

4

5

How many times have you visited a 

museum in Umeå in the last year?

Total
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Chi-Squared tests 4: Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 

The fourth and last set of Chi-Squared tests is run using the demographic variable 

“specific interest in art and culture”. Four questions show relevant results for this test.  

 

The first question is “In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” (See Table 

20). It is possible to observe an association between the possible interest of the 

respondents in art and culture and their habit to visit (or not) museums on a regular basis 

in the past, χ2 = 35.027, p= 0.000. According to this p-value it is in fact possible to reject 

the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association is measured by 

Phi. In this case its value is of 0.454 therefore measuring an extremely good degree of 

association between the two variables. Around 62% of the respondents did not visit 

museums on a regular basis in the past. Among these, the majority is composed by 

students without a specific interest in art and culture. On the contrary around 28% of the 

students used to visit museums on a regular basis. Students with a specific interest in art 

and culture are the most represented group within this share. The actual number of 

students without a specific interest in art and culture that did not use to visit museums on 

a regular basis is higher than expected. At the same time the actual number of students 

without a specific interest in art and culture that used to visit museums on a regular basis 

is lower than expected. Meanwhile, the actual number of students with a specific interest 

in art and culture that did not use to visit museums on a regular basis is lower than 

expected and the actual number of students with a specific interest in art and culture that 

used to visit museums on a regular basis is higher than expected. Therefore, students with 

a specific interest in art and culture show a higher rate of previous regular attendance to 

museums than students without a specific interest. 
Table 20: Chi-Squared test for interest in art and culture and habit to visit museums in the past. 

 
The second question to be reviewed is “Did you use to go to museums with your family?” 

(See Table 21). It is possible to observe an association between the eventual interest of 

0 1

Count 63 42 105

Expected Count 44,5 60,5 105,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis? 60,0% 40,0% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
87,5% 42,9% 61,8%

% of Total 37,1% 24,7% 61,8%

Count 9 56 65

Expected Count 27,5 37,5 65,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
13,8% 86,2% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
12,5% 57,1% 38,2%

% of Total 5,3% 32,9% 38,2%

Count 72 98 170

Expected Count 72,0 98,0 170,0

% within In the past, did you visit museums on 

a regular basis?
42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

In the past, did 

you visit 

museums on a 

regular basis?

No

Yes

Total

Do you have a specific 

interest in art and culture?

Total
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the respondents in art and culture and their habit to use (or not) to visit museums with 

their families in the past, χ2 = 27.188, p= 0.000. According to this p-value it is in fact 

possible to reject the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association 

is measured by Phi. In this case its value is of 0.400 therefore measuring a very strong 

degree of association between the two variables. Around 34% of the respondents did not 

use to visit museums with their families in the past. Among this share, the majority of the 

students do not actually have a specific interest in art and culture. Around 66% of the 

responders used to visit museums with their families in the past. Among this share, the 

majority of the students has a specific interest in art and culture. The actual number of 

students without a specific interest in art and culture which did not use to go to museums 

with their families is higher than the expected value and the actual number of students 

without a specific interest in art and culture which used to go to museums with their 

families is lower than the expected value. On the contrary the actual number of students 

with a specific interest in art and culture which did not use to go to museums with their 

families is lower than the expected value and the actual number of students with a specific 

interest in art and culture which used to go to museums with their families is higher than 

the expected value.  
Table 21:Chi-Squared test for interest in art and culture and habit to visit museums with families in the past. 

 
The third question to be reviewed is “How would you evaluate your overall past 

experience?” (See Table 22). It is possible to observe an association between the eventual 

interest of the respondents in art and culture and their overall evaluation of their past 

experience, χ2 = 36.079, p= 0.000. According to this p-value it is in fact possible to reject 

the null hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association is measured by 

Cramer’s V. In this case its value is of 0.461 therefore measuring an extremely good 

degree of association between the two variables. Around 1% of the respondents evaluate 

its own past experience as “very disappointing”. All of the students within this share are 

students with a specific interest in art and culture. Around 7% of the respondents believe 

No Yes

Count 40 17 57

Expected Count 24,1 32,9 57,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
55,6% 17,3% 33,5%

% of Total 23,5% 10,0% 33,5%

Count 32 81 113

Expected Count 47,9 65,1 113,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
28,3% 71,7% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
44,4% 82,7% 66,5%

% of Total 18,8% 47,6% 66,5%

Count 72 98 170

Expected Count 72,0 98,0 170,0

% within Did you use to go to museums with 

your family?
42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

Did you use to 

go to museums 

with your family?

No

Yes

Total

Do you have a specific 

interest in art and culture?

Total
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that their own past experience was “disappointing”.  The majority of these students are 

students without a specific interest in art and culture. Around 16% of the respondents 

regards its past experience as “indifferent”. The majority of these students do not have a 

specific interest in art and culture. Around 54% of the respondents consider their past 

experience to be “satisfying”. The majority of them (30,6%) belongs to the group of 

students with a specific interest in art and culture while students without this interest 

account for the 22.9% of the respondents agreeing with this answer. Around 23% of the 

students consider their experience to be “very satisfying”. The majority of them (20,6%) 

shows an interest in arts and culture while only the 2.4% of them does not have this 

interest. 
Table 22: Chi-Squared test for interest in art and culture and evaluation of previous experiences. 

 

No Yes

Count 0 2 2

Expected Count ,8 1,2 2,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
0,0% 2,0% 1,2%

% of Total 0,0% 1,2% 1,2%

Count 9 2 11

Expected Count 4,7 6,3 11,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
81,8% 18,2% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
12,5% 2,0% 6,5%

% of Total 5,3% 1,2% 6,5%

Count 20 7 27

Expected Count 11,4 15,6 27,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
74,1% 25,9% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
27,8% 7,1% 15,9%

% of Total 11,8% 4,1% 15,9%

Count 39 52 91

Expected Count 38,5 52,5 91,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
42,9% 57,1% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
54,2% 53,1% 53,5%

% of Total 22,9% 30,6% 53,5%

Count 4 35 39

Expected Count 16,5 22,5 39,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
10,3% 89,7% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
5,6% 35,7% 22,9%

% of Total 2,4% 20,6% 22,9%

Count 72 98 170

Expected Count 72,0 98,0 170,0

% within How would you evaluate your overall 

past experience?
42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art 

and culture?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

Total

How would you 

evaluate your 

overall past 

experience?

1

2

3

4

5

Crosstab

Do you have a specific 

interest in art and culture?

Total
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The fourth question to be reviewed is “Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?” (See Table 23). It is possible to 

observe an association between the interest of the respondents in art and culture and the 

time spent during their visits to museums in Umeå, χ2 = 32.712, p= 0.000. According to 

this p-value and to the high Chi-square value it is in fact possible to reject the null 

hypothesis H0 and to accept H1. The strength of this association is measured by Cramer’s 

V, whose value in this case is of 0.439. According to this value there is an extremely good 

value of association between these two variables. Around 16% of the respondents has 

never been to a museum in Umeå and therefore has spent no time there. Among these 

students, the 12% does not have a specific interested in art and culture while the 4% does. 

Around 4% of the respondents has spent less than 30 minutes in the museums. Among 

these students, the majority (2.4%) has a specific interest in art and culture while the 

minority does not. Around 17% of the respondents spent in between 30 minutes and 1 

hour in the museums.  The majority of these students (9.4%) does not have a specific 

interest in art and culture. Around 38% of the students spent in between 1 hour and 1hour 

and a half in the museums. The majority of them (21.8%) has a specific interest in art and 

culture. Around 23% of the students has spent in between 1 hour and a half and two hours 

in the museum. The majority of these students has a specific interested for art and culture. 

Around 4% of the respondents has spent more than 2 hours in the museums. The students 

belonging to this share are all interested in art and culture. 

 
 

 

No Yes

Count 21 6 27

Expected Count 11,4 15,6 27,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
77,8% 22,2% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 29,2% 6,1% 15,9%

% of Total 12,4% 3,5% 15,9%

Count 2 4 6

Expected Count 2,5 3,5 6,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
33,3% 66,7% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 2,8% 4,1% 3,5%

% of Total 1,2% 2,4% 3,5%

Count 16 12 28

Expected Count 11,9 16,1 28,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
57,1% 42,9% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 22,2% 12,2% 16,5%

% of Total 9,4% 7,1% 16,5%

Count 27 37 64

Expected Count 27,1 36,9 64,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
42,2% 57,8% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 37,5% 37,8% 37,6%

% of Total 15,9% 21,8% 37,6%

Count 6 32 38

Expected Count 16,1 21,9 38,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
15,8% 84,2% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 8,3% 32,7% 22,4%

% of Total 3,5% 18,8% 22,4%

Count 0 7 7

Expected Count 3,0 4,0 7,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 0,0% 7,1% 4,1%

% of Total 0,0% 4,1% 4,1%

Count 72 98 170

Expected Count 72,0 98,0 170,0

% within Approximately how much time did you spend 

altogether during your visit to a museum in Umeå?
42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

% within Do you have a specific interest in art and culture? 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% of Total 42,4% 57,6% 100,0%

Total

Approximately 

how much time 

did you spend 

altogether during 

your visit to a 

museum in 

Umeå?

1

2

3

4

5

6

Do you have a specific 

interest in art and 

culture?

Total

Table 23: Chi-Squared test for interest in art and culture and time spent visiting museums in Umeå. 
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5.3.4. Theme 4: Perception & Awareness 
One-Way ANOVA 1: Age Groups 

The third theme to be investigated by One-Way ANOVA 1 is “Perception & Awareness” 

(See Table 24). Within this theme only one question and one answer are reviewed. The 

question is “How do you perceive the museums in Umeå to be?” and the answer is “I feel 

I belong there”. The p-value of the answer is 0.015.  In this case the oldest group of 

students shows the lowest mean for this answer followed by the students in between 26 

and 29 years old. Students in between 22 and 25 years old then shows the highest mean 

of agreement on the matter. The difference between the means of group 2 and group 4 is 

of 0.529. 
 

Table 24  Output of One-way ANOVA 1 of  the age groups  of the respondents for the theme 4. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) Sig Bonferroni 

How do you perceive the 
museums in Umeå to be? 

I feel I belong there 
BSS=6,581 
WSS=101,913 
Total=108,494 

2,194 
,614 

3,573 ,015 4<3<1<2 

 

One-Way ANOVA 2: Field of study 

The third theme to be investigated by One-Way ANOVA 2 is “perception” (See Table 

24). Within this theme one question is included by the analysis (“How do you perceive 

the museums in Umeå to be?”). Five answers show a relevant p-value. Among these “I 

feel I belong there”, “Exclusive”, and “Their concept is consistent with what I like” show 

the lowest p-value (0.000) Followed by the answer “Boring” (0.002) and then by the 

answer “Unique, different from other museums” (0.033). For what concerns the answer 

“Boring” the highest mean is shown by group 3 while the lowest is shown by group 1.  

The difference between their means is of 0.833, while the differences among all of the 

other groups in the ranking are quite similar.  On the contrary group 1 shows the highest 

mean for the answer “I feel I belong there”, followed by group 6,5 while group 2 shows 

the lowest mean followed by group 3 and 4. Group 2 shows the highest mean for the 

answer “Exclusive” while group 6 shows the lowest one. For what concerns the answer 

“Their concept is consistent with what I like” the means follows the following ranking 

(from the highest or the lowest): group 1, group 6, group 2, group 5, group 3 and group 

4. Group 4 shows also the lowest mean with regards to the question “Unique, different 

from other museums” while group 2 shows the highest one. 
 

Table 25: Output of One-way ANOVA 2 of  the field of study  groups of the respondents for theme 4. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) Sig Bonferroni 

How do you perceive the 
museums in Umeå to be? 

Boring 
12,023 

100,101 
112,124 

2,405 
,610 

3,940 ,002 1<6<5<4<2<3 

I feel I belong there 
30,271 
78,223 

108,494 

6,054 
,477 

12,693 ,000 2<3<4<5<6<1 

Exclusive 
14,861 

100,839 
115,700 

2,972 
,615 

4,834 ,000 6<1<5<3<4<2 

Their concept is 
consistent with what I 

like 

19,739 
92,872 

112,612 

3,948 
,566 

6,971 ,000 4<3<5<2<6<1 

Unique, different from 
other museums 

9,702 
127,245 
136,947 

1,940 
,776 

 
2,501 ,033 4<3<5<1<6<2 

 

One-Way ANOVA 3: Attendance to the museums 

The third theme to be investigated by One-Way ANOVA 3 is “perception” (See Table 

26). Within this theme only one questions (“How do you perceive the museums in Umeå 

to be?”) is included by the analysis. Eight answers show relevant p-values; these are 

“Accessible to everyone”, “Educational”, “Boring”, “Welcoming”, “I feel I belong 
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there”, “Their concept is consistent with what I like”, “Prestigious (they are relevant even 

in a national/global perspective)” and “Unique, different from other museums”. Most of 

the answers, a part from “Educational” and “Prestigious (they are relevant even in a 

national/global perspective)” show a really relevant p-value (0.000). Nevertheless, also 

these two questions show p-values well below 0.05. It is possible to assume therefore that 

the agreement with the answers to this question is strongly influenced by the belonging 

to a certain group. For the answers “Accessible to everyone”, “Educational”, 

“Welcoming”, “I feel I belong there”, “Their concept is consistent with what I like” and 

“Prestigious (they are relevant even in a national/global perspective)” the same pattern is 

observed. The highest mean is shown by group 3 while group 1 shows the lowest. 

Nevertheless, as suggested by the dissimilar F-values, the differences among the average 

agreements vary considerably among the groups in each answer. The highest difference 

among the means of the groups 4 and 1 is shown by “Welcoming” (0.865). For what 

concerns the answer “Boring”, then the opposite trend is shown, the lowest mean is for 

group 3 while the highest for group 1. Then for the answer “Unique, different from other 

museums” the lowest mean is shown by group 2 and the highest by group 3. 
Table 26: Output of One-way ANOVA 3 of  the attendance levels  of the respondents for the theme 4. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) Sig Bonferroni 

How do you perceive 
the museums in Umeå 

to be? 
 

Accessible to everyone 
12,463 
63,184 
75,647 

6,232 
,378 

16,470 ,000 1<2<3 

Educational 
2,858 

54,466 
57,324 

1,429 
,326 

4,381 ,014 1<2<3 

Boring 
18,042 
94,082 

112,124 

9,021 
,563 

16,012 ,000 3<2<1 

Welcoming 
16,872 

116,004 
132,876 

8,436 
,695 

12,145 ,000 1<2<3 

I feel I belong there 
15,222 
93,272 

108,494 

7,611 
,559 

13,627 ,000 1<2<3 

Their concept is consistent with what 
I like 

20,235 
92,376 

112,612 

10,118 
,553 

18,291 ,000 1<2<3 

Prestigious (they are relevant even in 
a national/global perspective)] 

10,499 
113,478 
123,976 

5,249 
,680 

7,725 ,001 1<2<3 

Unique, different from other 
museums 

16,992 
119,955 
136,947 

8,496 
,718 

11,828 ,000 2<1<3 

 

t-Test: Interest in art and culture 

The third theme to be reviewed is perception. Within this theme one question is included 

in the t-Test: “How do you perceive the museums in Umeå to be?” (See Table 27). For 

this question, seven answers show relevant p-values. These are: “Accessible to 

everyone”, “Educational”, “Boring”, “Welcoming”, “I feel I belong there”, “Their 

concept is consistent with what I like” and “Prestigious (they are relevant even in a 

national/global perspective)”. The lowest p-values (0.000) are shown by the answers 

“Accessible to everyone”, “I feel I belong there” and “Their concept is consistent with 

what I like”. The highest p-value (0.007 is shown by the answer Prestigious (they are 

relevant even in a national/global perspective)”. Overall all of the p-values are well below 

the threshold level (0.05) therefore attesting that for this theme, the two groups show a 

consistent average difference among all of the answer. For the first time, the t-Test reveals 

a negative difference among the means. For the answer “Boring” the difference between 

the two groups is of (-0.4) therefore showing that students not interested tend to agree 

more with the perception that museums in Umeå are boring. All of the other differences 

are positive thus showing that students’ interest in arts and culture agree more with the 

answers to this question. The highest difference is measured for the answer “Prestigious 
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(they are relevant even in a national/global perspective)” therefore showing that students 

interested in arts and culture have a consolidated higher perception that the museums in 

Umeå can be characterized in this way. 
 
Table 27: Output of the t-Test for the interest in arts and culture of the respondents for theme 4. 

Question Answer t P-value Mean Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

How do you 
perceive the 
museums in 
Umeå to be? 

Accessible to everyone 4,253 0 0,421 0,099 0,226 0,616 

Educational 3,41 0,001 0,299 0,088 0,126 0,472 

Boring -3,254 0,001 -0,4 0,123 -0,643 -0,157 

Welcoming 3,095 0,002 0,416 0,134 0,15 0,681 

I feel I belong there 4,911 0 0,573 0,117 0,343 0,803 

Their concept is consistent with what I 
like. 

6,638 0 0,751 0,113 0,528 0,974 

Prestigious (they are relevant even in a 
national/global perspective) 

2,742 0,007 0,358 0,13 0,1 0,615 

 

5.3.5. Theme 5: Opportunity Costs 
One-Way ANOVA 1: Age groups 

The fourth theme investigated by One-Way ANOVA 1 is “Opportunity Costs”. For this 

theme two questions and four answers are included in the analysis (See Table 28).  

 

The first question to be reviewed is “How important were the following elements for your 

decision not to visit a museum in Umeå?”. The only answer showing a significant p-value 

(0,002) is “I have never been there so I don’t know how it works”.  Group 3 (26-29 years) 

shows the lowest mean followed by group 2 (22-25 years) and by group 1 (18-21 years), 

while group number 4 (over 29 years) shows the highest one. The difference between the 

means of group 4 and group 3 is of 0.881 being almost equal to one degree of the Likert 

scale of agreement.  

 

The second question to be reviewed is “In comparison with other leisure activities, how 

do you think a museum can stick out?”. Three answers show significant p-values; these 

are: “Opportunity to interact with my companions”, “A visit sounds like something 

worthwhile to do” and “Museums give me the opportunity to actively participate”. 

Among the answers, “Museums give me the opportunity to actively participate” is the 

one showing the most significant p-value (0.000). The other two answers present higher 

values closer to the threshold level of 0.05 thus being less affected by the belonging to 

different age groups. This is also reflected by the F-statistic which displays values almost 

3 times lower. For what concerns the answer “Opportunity to interact with my 

companions” the highest mean is shown by group 2 followed by group 3 and 1, while 

group 4 shows the lowest mean. For the answer “A visit sounds like something 

worthwhile to do” group 2 shows the lowest mean while group 3 shows the highest mean. 

Group 1 shows the lowest mean for the answer “Museums give me the opportunity to 

actively participate” followed by group 4 and group 2 while group 3 shows the highest 

mean. In this case the difference of means between group 3 and group 1 is particularly 

high (0.964) thus suggesting a strong degree agreement on this matter for older students 

(26-29 years) than for the youngest ones (18-21 years). 
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Table 28: Output of One-way ANOVA 1 of  the age groups  of the respondents for the theme 5. 

Questions Answers Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) P-value Bonferroni 

How important were the 
following elements for your 
decision not to visit a 
museum in Umeå? 

I have never been there so I don’t 
know how it works 

BSS=11,317 
WSS= 124,972 
Total=136,288 

3,772 
,753 

5,011 ,002 3<2<1<4 

In comparison with other 
leisure activities, how do you 
think a museum can stick 
out? 

Opportunity to interact with my 
companions 

BSS=6,283 
WSS=120,870 
Total=127.153 

2,094 
,728 

2,876 ,038 4<1<3<2 

A visit sounds like something 
worthwhile to do 

BSS=5,109 
WSS=99,738 
Total=104,847 

1,703 
,601 

2,834 ,040 2<1<4<3 

Museums give me the opportunity 
to actively participate. 

BSS=19,065 
WSS= 133,788 
Total=152,853 

6,355 
,806 

7,885 ,000 1<4<2<3 

 

One-Way ANOVA 2: “Field of study” 

The fourth theme to be investigated by One-Way ANOVA 2 is “Opportunity Costs”. 

Within this theme, two questions are included and five answers show significant p-values. 

The first question is “How important were the following elements for your decision not 

to visit a museum in Umeå?” (See Table 29). The only answer showing a relevant p-value 

(0.12) is “I have to plant it some time in advance”. The highest mean is shown by group 

6 followed in a decreasing order by group 4, group 5, group 1, group 3 and by group 2 

which shows the lowest mean.  

 

The second question included is “In comparison with other leisure activities, how do you 

think a museum can stick out?”. Four answers to this questions shows relevant p-values. 

These are “Museums give me the opportunity to interact with my companions”, 

“Museums are comfortable settings, places that make me feel at ease”, “A museum visit 

feels like something that’s worthwhile to do”, and “Museums give me the challenge of 

new experiences”.  The lowest p-value is shown by the answer “A museum visit feels like 

something that’s worthwhile to do” (0.000). Both the answers “Museums give me the 

opportunity to interact with my companions”, and “Museums are comfortable settings, 

places that make me feel at ease” show also a low p-value (0.001). For what concerns the 

answer “Museums give me the opportunity to interact with my companions”, the highest 

mean is shown by group 6 and in a decreasing order by group 5, group 3, group 1, group 

2 and finally by group 4 which shows the lowest mean. Group 1 shows the highest mean 

for the answer “Museums are comfortable settings, places that make me feel at ease” 

while group 6 shows the lowest one. For the answer “A museum visit feels like something 

that’s worthwhile to do”, group one shows again the highest mean and then the group 

means are ranked in the following decreasing order: group 4, group 5, group 6 and group 

2 with the same mean and finally group 3 with the lowest mean. Finally, for what concerns 

the question “Museums give me the challenge of new experiences” group 2 shows the 

lowest mean while group 1 shows the highest. Group 5 and 6 shows the same mean being 

in-between group 3 and group 4. 
Table 29: Output of One-way ANOVA 2 of  the field of study groups of the respondents for the theme 5. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) P-value Bonferroni Ranking 

How important were the following 
elements for your decision not to 

visit a museum in Umeå? 
I have to plan it some time in advance 

16,757 
180,566 
197,324 

3,351 
1,101 

3,044 ,012 2<3<1<5<4<6 

In comparison with other leisure 
activities, how do you think a 

museum can stick out? 

Museums give me the opportunity to 
interact with my companions 

10,494 
116,659 
127,153 

3,341 
,722 

4,627 ,001 4<2<1<3<5<6 

Museums are comfortable settings, 
places that make me feel at ease 

16,704 
118,408 
135,112 

3,341 
,722 

4,627 ,001 6<2<3<5<4<1 

A museum visit feels like something 
that’s worthwhile to do 

15,178 
89,669 

104,847 

3,036 
,547 

5,552 ,000 3<6,2<5<4<1 

Museums give me the challenge of 
new experiences 

8,992 
103,597 
112,588 

1,798 
,632 

2,847 ,017 2<3<5,6<4<1 
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One-Way ANOVA 3: “Attendance to the museums” 

The fourth theme to be investigated by One-Way ANOVA 3 is “opportunity costs”. 

Within this theme two questions and 9 answers are included by the analysis (See Table 

30).  

 

The first question reviewed is “How important were the following elements for your 

decision not to visit a museum in Umeå?”. Four answers show a relevant p-value, these 

are “Time”, “Money”, “I have other better alternatives” and “I have to plan it sometime 

in advance”. The lowest p-value (0.000) is showed by the answer “Money” therefore 

assessing the widest disparities in agreement with this answer among the age groups.  For 

what concerns the answer “Time”, the lowest mean is shown by group 3 while the highest 

is shown by group 2. The difference between these two means is of 0.460. The difference 

between group 1 and group 3 is of 0.119 while the difference between group 2 and group 

1 is of 0.349, therefore the average agreement for group 1 is closer to group 3 than to 

group 2. For the other answers the same trend is expressed: the lowest mean is shown by 

group 3 while the highest is shown by group 1. Nevertheless, the difference between the 

means of group 1 and group 3 changes. For what concerns the answer “Money”, the mean 

difference is of 0.735; for what concerns the answer “I have other netter alternatives” it 

is of 0.703 while for the answer “I have to plan it sometime in advance” it is of 0.604. 

Therefore, the most different agreement between group 1 and group 3 among this answer 

can be found for the answer “Money”.  

 

The second question reviewed is “In comparison with other leisure activities, how do you 

think a museum can stick out?”.  Five answers show a significant p-value. In particular, 

“Museums are comfortable settings, and places that make me feel at ease”, “A museum 

visit feels like something that’s worthwhile to do” and Museums give me the opportunity 

to actively participate” show an extremely significant p-value (0.000). Also the answer 

“Museums give me the challenge of new experiences” shows a relevant p-value of 0.001. 

On the contrary the answer “Museums give me the opportunity to interact with my 

companions” shows a much higher p-value (0.039) attesting a lower degree of difference 

among the answers of the three groups. Most of the answers to this questions, a part from 

“Museums give the opportunity to actively participate” follows the same pattern. The 

lowest mean is shown by group 1 and the highest by group 3. Nevertheless, the difference 

between the means of group 3 and group 1 changes consistently among these questions. 

For instance, for what concerns the answer “Museums give me the opportunity to interact 

with my companions”, the difference is of 0.483. At the same time for the answer 

“Museums are comfortable settings, and places that make me feel at ease” the difference 

is of 1.003 being one of the highest measured in all of the One-Way ANOVA analyses. 

The differences in the variation between the groups are also expressed by the F-statistics. 
 

Table 30: Output of One-way ANOVA 3 of  attendance levels of the respondents for theme 5. 

Question Answer Sum of squares Mean square F (3,166) P-value Bonferroni 

How important were the following 
elements for your decision not to 
visit a museum in Umeå? 
 

Time 
7,656 
153,220 
160,876 

3,828 
,917 

4,172 ,017 3<1<2 

Money 
19,898 
121,096 
140,994 

9,949 
,725 

13,720 ,000 3<2<1 

I have other better alternatives 
10,626 
157,498 
168,124 

5,313 
,943 

5,634 ,004 
 

3<2<1 

I have to plan it some time in 
advance 

7,640 
189,683 
197,324 

3,820 
1,136 

3,363 ,037 3<2<1 

In comparison with other leisure 
activities, how do you think a 
museum can stick out? 

Museums give me the opportunity 
to interact with my companions. 

4,856 
122,297 
127,153 

2,428 
,732 

3,315 ,039 1<2<3 
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 Museums are comfortable 
settings, places that make me feel 
at ease 

23,033 
112,079 
135,112 

11,516 
,671 

17,160 ,000 1<2<3 

A museum visit feels like 
something that’s worthwhile to 
do 

12,538 
92,309 
104,847 

6,269 
,553 

11,342 ,000 1<2<3 

Museums give me the challenge of 
new experiences 

8,889 
103,699 
112,588 

4,444 
,621 

7,157 ,001 1<2<3 

Museums give me the opportunity 
to actively participate 

14,203 
138,649 
152,853 

7,102 
,830 

8,554 ,000 2<1<3 

 

t-Test: Interest in art and culture 

The last theme to be reviewed is “opportunity-cost”. Within these theme two questions 

are included (See Table 31). 

 

 The first question is “How important were the following elements for your decision not 

to visit a museum in Umeå?”. Two answers show a significant p-value (0.000). These are 

“Time” and “I have other better alternatives”. Both the differences among the means are 

negative showing that students non interested in art and culture are on average agreeing 

more with these answers. Therefore, students with a specific interested in arts and culture 

do no reveal any significant element for not visiting museums in Umeå. On the contrary 

students without a specific interested in arts and culture, regards time and in particular 

having other activities as reasons not to visit museums in Umeå.  

 

The second answer is: “In comparison with other leisure activities, how do you think a 

museum can stick out? “. Five answers show a significant p-value. These are “Museums 

are comfortable settings, places that make me feel at ease”, “A museum visit feels like 

something that’s worthwhile to do”, “Museums give me the challenge of new 

experiences”, “Museums give me the opportunity to actively participate” and “A museum 

visit gives me an attractive role among my friends”. All of the answers a part from “A 

museum visit gives me an attractive role among my friends” all of the answers show an 

extremely significant p-value (0.000). The difference of means is positive, therefore 

showing that generally students with a specific interest in art and culture then to agree 

more on the fact that museums can stick out from other leisure activities in different 

aspects. The highest difference of means is measured for the answer “Museums give me 

the challenge of new experiences”. 

 
Table 31: Output of the t-Test for the interest in arts and culture of the respondents for theme 5. 

Questions Answers t 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

How important were the 
following elements for 

your decision not to visit a 
museum in Umeå? 

Time -3,81 0 -0,555 0,146 -0,843 -0,268 

I have Other better alternatives -6,667 0 -0,921 0,138 -1,193 -0,648 

In comparison with other 
leisure activities, how do 
you think a museum can 

stick out? 

Museums are comfortable settings, places that make me 
feel at ease. 

4,11 0 0,545 0,133 0,283 0,807 

A museum visit feels like something that’s worthwhile to 
do. 

3,661 0 0,432 0,118 0,199 0,665 

Museums give me the challenge of new experiences. 5,344 0 0,628 0,117 0,396 0,86 

Museums give me the opportunity to actively participate. 4,074 0 0,575 0,141 0,297 0,854 

A museum visit gives me an attractive role among my 
friends] 

3,035 0,003 0,453 0,149 0,158 0,747 



 96 

6. Analysis and Discussion 
 

6.1 Theme 1: Expectations 
The general findings show an equilibrium between the expectations that students have for 

visiting museums in Umeå and the stated importance that they attribute to them. In fact, 

the degree of agreement shown for the same options presented in both the questions of 

this theme is similar. The answers are also ranked following the same decreasing order. 

There is an average uniform degree of agreement for options such as “An enjoyable 

atmosphere” and as both expectation for a visit to museums in Umeå and as important 

factor to consider when going to a museum. On the contrary, there is an average neutral 

degree of agreement for options such as “Opportunity to actively participate” and “Good 

food and drinks at the museum’s cafes and restaurants”. These findings are aligned to the 

theory of Liao et al. (2011, p. 251) reporting that the concept of expectation theory 

suggests that behavior is mostly driven by a person’s expectation in reaching the outcome 

valued the highest. 

  

The importance of receiving these factors by visiting a museum can be seen as “rewards” 

(Liao et al. (2001, p. 259), whereas “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, and 

“An entertaining leisure activity” are intrinsic expectation factors whilst “An enjoyable 

atmosphere”, and “Satisfactory time for my friends/family” are extrinsic expectation 

factors (Liao et al. 2001, p. 254). So, we can ascertain that “An enjoyable atmosphere”, 

“Satisfactory time for my friends/family”, “To learn new things to broaden my horizons”, 

and “An entertaining leisure activity” are the key factors of importance when students in 

Umeå consider going to a museum. 

 

The analysis of the same questions on a more detailed level based on different sub-groups 

of students (with different ages, fields of study, attendances to the museums in Umeå and 

interests in art and culture) shows more complex patterns. 

 

Different age groups show variations between their degrees of agreement with the overall 

commonly agreed expectations by all of the respondents. The oldest students show a 

lower degree of agreement with the suggested expectations than their youngest peers do. 

At the same time, the age group 26-29 years holds the highest degree of agreement with 

these expectations. Longhurst et al. (2004, p. 104) supported emphasized that the 

postmodern generation views time as a very restricted resource and therefore peoples’ 

expectations of leisure activities are increasing. This theory is supported in this case since 

younger students show higher degree of expectations than older students can. 

 

Furthermore, there is no evidence that younger students expect that visits to the museums 

would contribute to their quality of life or that would cater for all ranges of prior 

knowledge, being aligned with what suggested by Harrison (1997, p.36). On the contrary, 

according to Gofman et al. (2011, p. 606), the provisioning of restaurants/cafes with a 

good selection of food and drinks within museums is important for younger visitors. This 

approach is confirmed in this case, since the youngest group of students is the one 

showing the highest degree of importance for the answer “Good food/drinks in the 

museum’s café/restaurant” among the options to consider when going to a museum. 

 

Different commitments to expectations and options to consider when going to museums 

can be found also among groups belonging to different fields of study. Nevertheless, there 



 97 

is a lack literature linking expectations and different educational backgrounds. From this 

empirical case, it is interesting to observe that on average higher expectations can be 

found among the students of Arts, architecture and design while the lowest expectations 

can be found among students studying within fields being more distant from cultural and 

artistic fields such as for example the group “Mathematic, physics and technology”. It 

could be that expectation levels towards museums are influenced by prior knowledge and 

understanding of cultural issues. 

 

Significant differences in the perception of the expectations and the options to consider 

when going to museums can be found among groups of student with different attendance 

levels. As hypothesized by Liao et al. (2001, p. 259) people with higher intrinsic and 

extrinsic expectations are far more likely to perform an action such as making a museum 

visit part of their itinerary. It is possible to recognize this patter for students in Umeå. In 

fact, those who have been attending more often museums are showing higher degree of 

agreement with both intrinsic and extrinsic expectations in contrast with those who have 

seldom been visiting museums in Umeå. 

 

Furthermore, the average degree of positive expectations is higher among students who 

visited at least twice a year a museum in Umeå than for the students who have never or 

seldom been visiting these museums. This confirms the theory promoted by Vroom 

(1964, p. 125) according to which higher degrees of expectations implies higher efforts 

to be spent, in this specific case visiting the museums in Umeå. 

 

Having a specific interest in art and culture or not also affects the degree to which 

expectations are perceived or to which options are considered when going to museums 

among students in Umeå. As for groups with different fields of studies, there is no direct 

theoretical link between expectations from museums and interest in art and culture. 

 

6.2. Theme 2: Motivation 
Our empirical findings show that a museum attracts the majority of students in Umeå if 

it can provide “An opportunity to learn” and if “it is entertaining”. On the other hand, “A 

good restaurant/cafe” does not attract students in Umeå to a high extent. As Gofman et 

al. (2011, p. 606) reported that the general interest to visit museums is not very elevated 

within young people, but that there are some attractive factors that might increase the 

attendance to a cultural institution. These factors include that the museum provides a 

restaurant/café with a really good selection of food and drinks, the museum setting 

encourages open conversations, and that the museum has an interactive approach. From 

our survey we cannot completely support these earlier findings regarding young people; 

especially the factor “A good restaurant/cafe” does not attract students in Umeå to visit a 

museum. Instead, “An opportunity to learn” and if the museum is “entertaining” 

motivates students more in terms of museum-going and if students can expect to 

experience these aspects by visiting a museum, the probability for a visit will increase 

because they highly value these factors. As the study by Gofman et al. (2011, p. 606) 

shows, the fact that museums will cater for all ranges of prior knowledge does not 

explicitly attract young people, we can support this claim from our results. 

 

Based on our findings, we found that students in Umeå have several motivations to visit 

local museums. The majority of students is motivated to go to a museum in Umeå when 

“Someone is visiting” them, when they can “Learn something new”, when they “Have 

heard positive things about the exhibition”, and when they can “Get away from everyday 
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activities/routines”. On the other hand, students are less motivated to visit a museum “To 

gain others respect”, “To get away from peer pressure” and “To show others how they 

spend their time”. As Slater (2007, p. 149) discovered, people have three main 

motivational reasons for visitation: Learning, Social/Family interaction, and Escapism; 

we can completely support these findings because the aspect “Someone is visiting me and 

I want to show him around” can be put on the level with Social/Family interaction, while 

“Learn something new” is equal to the factor Learning, and to “Get away from everyday 

activities/routines” can be seen as Escapism. Only the aspect reported by Slater (2007, p. 

149) claiming that escapism is in fact the core motivational factor cannot be supported by 

our survey findings. Instead, the main motivational factor in our study is Learning. 

 

In the context of factors that motivate people to visit a museum, the USA Visitor 

Association designed a list of common visitor requirements based on Maslow’s hierarchy 

of needs. (Rand, 2001, p. 13, Black, 2005, p. 32). Rand (2001, pp. 13-14) called these 

needs “The Visitors’ Bill of Rights” and included eleven visitor needs which motivate 

them to attend: Comfort, Orientation, Welcome/Belonging, Enjoyment, Socializing, 

Respect, Communication, Learning, Choice and control, Challenge and confidence, and 

Revitalization. Our findings show that the most important factors seem to be 

“Enjoyment”, “Feeling welcome, belonging” and “Learning”, whereas “Socializing”, 

“Communicating” and “Revitalization” is less crucial to students in Umeå. 

 

In terms of the different age groups, our findings show that there is only one factor with 

a significant p-value regarding the attractiveness of museums. The oldest age group (over 

29 years) shows a lower degree of agreement on the possibility a museum is a place, 

which “encourages open conversation”. The younger age groups show a higher degree of 

agreement. This aspect is supported by Gofman et al. (2011, p. 606) who determined that 

museum settings, which encourage open conversations are an attractive factor that might 

increase the attendance of young people to a cultural institution. Additionally, the study 

conducted by Richards (2002, p. 1048) established that younger, highly educated people, 

such as students in the age group 18-21 years old, view a museum visit as more of a 

leisure experience motivated by a search for entertainment and social interaction. 

 

When it comes to the different reasons to visit a museum in Umeå, our findings identified 

a pattern between the different age groups. The youngest age group (18-21 years) shows 

the highest degree of agreement for reasons such as “Good reputation”, “Positive 

recommendation”, “To spend time with friends/family” and “I have heard positive things 

about the museum/exhibition”. The oldest age group (over 29 years) shows a higher 

degree of agreement for the answer “To rest and relax”. Among the most important 

options when considering going to a museum, the youngest group shows a higher degree 

of agreement for the options “Feeling welcome/belonging” and “Respect of my needs and 

wants”. The oldest group on the contrary shows lower degree of agreement for all the 

answers. These findings are supported by Mason & McCarthy (2006, p. 21) who have 

been reporting that motivations for visiting a museum differ in various age groups and 

that older potential visitors have fewer criterions than younger people.  

 

Literature has not covered the interactions between motivations to visits museums, the 

belonging to different fields of studies and having a specific interest in art and culture. It 

seems that most of the previous research on motivation aspects driving visitors to 

museums has been arranged according to other demographic factors, in first place the age 

of the visitors and then the frequency or the habits of visiting museums. The empirical 
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outcomes of this thesis shows that the choice of a specific field of study and the stated 

interested or disinterest in art and culture are also demographic factors, which can alter 

the motivations of museums visitors. Despite this perceived gap in research, it is possible 

to draw a link between the findings on students in Umeå and some of the previous 

research. Rand (2001, p. 13) stated that if potential visitors can see themselves represented 

in exhibitions in terms of their interest, they will feel belonging. The choice of a field of 

study can give a hint of the different interests of the students of Umeå. Students of arts, 

architecture and design are those who show the highest average agreement for the answer 

“Feeling welcome/belonging” for what concerns the option to consider when going to a 

museum. It is possible to verify the findings of Rand about personal interests and 

belonging in this case.  

  

The empirical findings further show that there are significant differences between 

students who frequently visit a museum in Umeå and students who infrequently go to a 

museum. Frequent visitors value “An opportunity to learn”, “To pursue my interests”, 

“To rest and relax”, and “The museum has activities that are relevant for me” as their core 

motivational factors, whereas non-visitors display “Enjoyment”, “To learn something 

new”, and “To visit a place that my friends have not visited” as their main motivational 

factors. Our findings for frequent visitors are supported by Hood (1983, p. 53) who 

established that people who frequently visit a museum especially value learning, the 

challenge that new experiences provide, pursuing and developing their interests combined 

with doing something worthwhile as their main motivational factors. On the other hand, 

whilst Hood (1983, p. 53) argued that non-visitors valued being with people the most 

while participating actively and feeling at ease in their setting, our findings show slightly 

other factors that are more important to that group, such as “Enjoyment”, “To learn 

something new”, and “To visit a place that my friends have not visited”. 

 

In addition to that, our findings visualize that occasional visitors and non-visitors showed 

similar characteristics in regards to their core motivational factors, which is also 

supported by Hood (1983, p. 53). Whilst all main motivational factors of the frequent 

visitor group are intrinsic motivations (“An opportunity to learn”, “To pursue my 

interests”, “To rest and relax”), occasional visitors and non-visitors are rather 

extrinsically motivated (“To visit a place that my friends have not visited”, “Enjoyment”). 

This fact is also supported by Hood (1983, p. 54) who found out that the groups of 

occasional visitors and non-visitors are more extrinsically motivated. Additionally, Slater 

(2007, p. 152) reported as well that frequent visitors are usually highly intrinsically 

motivated to learn, whilst the occasional visitors and non-visitors merely look for a bit 

intellectual stimulation. 

 

6.3. Theme 3: Involvement & Prior Experience 
Kang (2010, p. 264) suggests that consumers usually look for media content that allows 

them to feel vindicated regarding their beliefs rather than contents which challenged what 

they previously had held as truth. This trend is confirmed within the specific context of 

the students’ use of media to be informed about the museums. In fact, only a small share 

of student searches information about museums in Umeå to feel prepared to the visit. 

Therefore, suggesting that the majority of the students do not seek to challenge or test 

their prior knowledge or believes. 

 

Furthermore, the empirical results show that the majority of the students relied on word-

of-mouth as main media channel to be informed about the museums in Umeå. Also in 
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light of Kang (2010, p. 264), this a relevant factor to consider when attempting to develop 

(persuasive) messages to be be framed and displayed in the most promising media. 

 

Consistently with what expressed in previous theories (Bennett et al., 2005; Prentice et 

al., 1995; Falk & Dierking, 2013), our study showed that previous experience to museums 

influenced students’ involvement.  

 

As reported in our general findings, a large majority of our respondents evaluate their 

own past experience as satisfying. The second most agreed answer is “very satisfying” 

followed by “Indifferent”. The share of negative past experience is lower, especially for 

what concerns “Very disappointing” previous experiences.  

 

Even when investigating this topic related to age, the majority of the students belonging 

to the different age groups regard its past experience as “satisfying”. More specifically, 

from our statistical tests it was possible to see that the habit to visit museums with family 

in the past varied according to the different age groups. In particular, the older age group 

(over 29) is the one who has a bigger share of people who didn’t use to visit museums 

with their families. Among older students, the habit of visiting museums on school trips 

is also less popular while it is more widespread among younger students.  

 

Secondly, the respondents’ evaluation of their previous experience also changed 

accordingly to their field of study. Art, architecture or design students evaluate their 

previous experience only on positive terms. It is also interesting to observe how the 

visiting habits are also related to the respondents’ field of study. In fact, all the 

respondents who study art, architecture or design used to visit museums on a regular basis 

and used to go museums with their families. Furthermore, also the majority of students 

studying linguistics, psychology or social sciences used to visit museums on a regular 

basis. The majority of students from all the other fields of study used to go to museums 

with their families, but didn’t attend museums on a regular basis in the past. A difference 

was found for students of mathematics, physics and technology, as the majority of them 

did not use to go to the museums with their families. 

 

When investigated prior experience according to how many times students have visited 

museums in Umeå, our results showed a strong connection between these two aspects. In 

fact, people who didn’t use to visit museums on a regular basis in the past continue not 

to visit museums in Umeå, while almost the total amount of those who used to go to 

museums in the past has visited them even in Umeå. The effect of the family habit of 

going to museums together is also particularly relevant, in this context. In fact, our tests 

show a very strong relationship between these variables: those who didn’t use to go to 

museums with their families are still not attending museums in Umeå and vice versa.  

 

In this same category of results, it is surprising to see that those who evaluate their 

previous experience as extremely negative do not belong to the group of those who have 

never been to museums in Umeå, but belong to the group of infrequent visitors. Those 

who have never been to a museum in Umeå, instead, define their past experience mainly 

as neutral or disappointing. This finding is actually contrasting with the literature and 

with our expectations, that suggested that those who had a very disappointing experience 

with museums in the past are more likely to avoid visiting again in the future (Bennett et 

al., 2005, p. 99). 
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The interest in art and culture is also an element that provides interesting insights on 

student’s prior experience. In fact, the majority of students who did not visit museums on 

a regular basis in the past doesn’t have a specific interest in art and culture, while students 

with a specific interest in art and culture are the most represented in the group of 

respondents who used to attend museums regularly in the past. As a consequence, 

students’ specific interest in art and culture can be seen as a pre-indicator of high 

involvement in regularly attending museums. 

 

Of the share of students who didn’t visit museums regularly in the past and didn’t use to 

do it with their families, the majority is made by students who do not have a specific 

interest in art and culture. None of the studies we reviewed explicitly addresses this 

phenomenon, but our results suggest that it would be interesting to see if the interest in 

art and culture can be transferred from parents to children from a young age, by exposing 

them to frequents museum visits. On the other side, it could be possible that this interest 

is something that characterizes a person from a very young age. In both cases, it would 

be useful to dig more in these issue to come up with more accurate conclusions, and many 

other interesting factors could be discovered.  

 

A new aspect that emerged from our findings is that the small amount who evaluate their 

previous experience as “very disappointing” and the majority of those who defined it 

disappointing” is made by students with a specific interest in art and culture. Around 7% 

of the respondents believe that their own past experience was “disappointing”. Students 

who do not have a specific interest in art and culture had a tendency to answer 

“indifferent”. This leads to think that the interest factor gives people a more solid 

foundation to have a critical attitude towards their experience while the “uninterested” 

prefer to have a more neutral and detached attitude. Nevertheless, of the respondents 

consider their past experience to be “satisfying” or “very satisfying”. 

 

Finally, it is possible to see a very strong association between the interest of the 

respondents in art and culture and the time spent during their visits to museums in Umeå. 

It is curious that the 4% of respondents who has never been to a museum in Umeå still 

has a specific interest in art and culture. Nevertheless, the tendency among Interested 

students is to spend more than one hour in a museum in Umeå, while only a few of these 

respondents has spent more than 2 hours in the museums. For this reason, it is possible to 

conclude that also in our case the frequency at which prior experiences are conducted 

generally influences the level involvement (Smith & Swinyard, 1983, p. 259). 

 

6.4. Theme 4: Perception & Awareness 
Different age groups perceive differently their belonging to museums in Umeå. The oldest 

group of student on average feels less belonging than the younger cohorts. Among these 

the group of students that on average agrees the most with the perception of belonging is 

the one composed by students in between 22 and 25 years. This finding clashes with what 

supported by Bartlett & Kelly (2000, cited in Mason & McCarthy, 2006) as well as 

directly by Mason & McCarthy (2006) who state that usually younger people perceive to 

experience rejection in a museum in general, as a side effect of not belonging. In this case 

the younger students between 18 and 25 years old show a higher perception of belonging 

to museums in Umeå than their older peers. Thus contrasting, in the case of Umeå, with 

the findings of Bartlett & Kelly (2000) as well as Mason & McCarthy (2006). 
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Different perception of belonging to museums in Umeå are also shown by students of 

different fields of study. This variation, even though not directly linked to any theory 

reviewed, could be considered as a side effect of the array of social factors (including 

education) presented by Hood (1983) which are supposed to influence who is going to a 

museum. If education is influencing the decision of going to museums it could be able to 

affect also the perception and the feeling of belonging there. The agreement with other 

perceptions significantly changes according to field of study. For instance, for the 

perception of consistency with what is liked by the students, it is natural to see how this 

is affected by the field of study since it is assumed that the choice of field of study also 

reflects a wide array of interlinked preferences and attitudes. For the perception of 

exclusiveness of the museums in Umeå it is interesting to observe how different 

agreement levels can be found for different fields of study but not for different age groups 

(especially considering the younger students), on the contrary of what supported by 

Mason & McCarthy (2009). This finding can be explained also in light of the fact that, 

on a general level, the respondents (who majority is composed by younger students) did 

not agree on the perception of Umeå museums as exclusive, stating a more neutral or even 

negative view on the matter. The average perception of uniqueness and diversity from 

other museums varies among students of different fields of study. Nevertheless, 

considering its higher p-value compared to the one of the other answers it is possible to 

think that overall there is a variation among the groups but this is smaller and therefore 

can be as not affected by the field of study as for the other answers. For the perception of 

exclusiveness, it is possible to observe that different agreement levels can be found for 

different fields of study but not for different age groups (especially considering the 

younger students), on the contrary of what supported by Mason & McCarthy (2009). 

 

As previously stated, for some of the perceptions there are few or no direct links to the 

theories reviewed. Therefore, it is hard to explain why the perception changes according 

to different fields of study without generalizing or stretching links with other theories. 

This finding can suggest the idea that the field of study is a relevant demographic factor 

for studies dealing with young people since gives an idea of their behaviour. 

 

Different attendance groups express different perceptions concerning their expectations 

over museums in Umeå. In most of the cases, students visiting more often museums in 

Umeå show a higher degree of agreement with positive expectations. For what concerns 

accessibility, the direct experience in testing this perception can be addressed as a reason 

justifying why students which have been more often to museums in Umeå show a higher 

degree of agreement. For the perception of museums to be educational, theories usually 

associate a negative perception of the matter to be linked to younger people rather than 

to more mature (Mason & McCarthy, p.26, 2006). Nevertheless, in the specific case of 

Umeå the perception of educational possibilities given by the museums is more 

differently perceived according to the degree of attendance to the museums rather than to 

the age of the respondents. 

 

For the negative perception of boring, the reverse trend is observed. Students going more 

often state a lower degree of agreement with this answer than the ones going only 

sometimes and then the ones who have never been to a museum. It seems somehow 

obvious that people are not willing to repeat a boring experience, therefore justifying the 

fact that students going to museums in Umeå more often do not consider them to be 

boring. It is interesting to observe that students who have never been to museums in Umeå 

consider them to be boring more than those who have been there at least once in the past.  
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This is contrasting with some of the theories on the matter which state that negative 

conceptions are usually linked to previous experience. The average agreement on the 

perception of uniqueness is not ranked according to the different degree of attendance of 

the groups. There is indeed a different perception level on the matter among these groups 

but as stated by Evans & Rentschler (2012, p.1471) the perception of uniqueness is 

constituted by a more complex system of interactions including also personal connections 

between the institution and the visitors. In this light the attendance levels to the museums 

can be considered to be the result of more complex dynamics, some of these of personal 

level, which includes different factors leading to a different perception of uniqueness 

among the attendance groups. 

 

The specific interest in art and culture of the respondents also affect their average 

perception on museums in Umeå. In most of the cases, as shown by the extremely 

significant p-values, the answers of the two groups differ noticeably. For instance, for 

what concerns the perception of consistency with what is liked by the respondents it is 

clear that having a specific interest in culture directly justify this specific perception 

without involving any deeper dynamic On the contrary, it is clear that students without 

any specific interest in art and culture would on average perceive museums in Umeå to 

be boring. These two perceptions are those for whom the difference in the responses 

among students with a specific interest and those without is higher. Due to the mixed 

composition for what concerns the age of the students interested and not interested in arts 

and culture it is necessary to avoid any speculation linking theories involving perception 

and ages with the results of this specific t-test. 

 

6.5. Theme 5: Opportunity costs 
For what concerns the general findings of this theme it is possible to demonstrate that 

evidence brought up from this empirical case does not differ from previous studies. The 

empirical outcomes of the first question included in the theme “opportunity-costs” are in 

line with the results of the research carried out by Mason & McCarthy (2006, p.25).  

 

As Burton et al. (2009, p. 27) reported, there is a tension between what consumers wish 

or plan to do and what they actually do, our empirical findings show that nearly one third 

of the students considered visiting a museum, but then changed their mind. The majority 

of the respondents had no urgency in visiting (74%), whereas 24% answered that they 

could spend their time on better activities and 18% decided against visiting a museum, 

because after researching the museum online they thought that a visit will not be 

worthwhile. These findings are supported by Prentice et al. (1997, p. 66), who reported 

that when people consider visiting a cultural institution and decide not to go, it is often 

because they do not feel urgency in visiting or they change their mind, because they could 

invest their time on alternative activities. 

 

Investigating which factor affected the decision of the students not visiting museums in 

Umeå lead to a confirmation of what presented by Mason & McCarth (2006, p. 26). Time 

is therefore addressed as the most common reason to not have visited a museum, followed 

by other activities respecting the interest of the respondents. 

 

The empirical findings of the survey are in line with the findings of Hood (1983, p. 51) 

showing what people consider as possible factors enhancing museums to stick out from 

other leisure activities. On average, students in Umeå think, “A museum visit feels like 
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something that’s worthwhile to do” and “Museums give me the challenge of new 

experiences” being consistent with the findings of Hood (1983, p. 51) on the matter. 

 

Also in the case of Umeå, students or more in general young people prefer to visit local 

leisure favorites (i.e. cinemas) or to experience outdoor recreation to attending other 

cultural/educational institutions or well-known landmarks. The alternatives to museum 

visits chosen by Umeå’s students are also in-line with more serial leisure time experiences 

and non-committed leisure engagement attributed by Burton et al., (2009, p.24) to groups 

of youths such as going to restaurants, heading to pubs and clubs or attending sport events. 

 

For what concerns the specific findings on this theme, it is possible to observe that 

different age groups, different fields of study, different attendance levels and different 

interest in art and culture revel a more complex situation than the one previously 

described considering students as a homogeneous group of young people. 

 

On average, the oldest and the youngest students seem to consider more important to not 

visit a museum in Umeå because they have never been there and they do not know how 

it works. This somehow reveals a sort of intimidation or feeling of being unprepared or 

displaced caused by not having been before in a new environment. This specific finding 

seems to be in-line with what expected according to Mason & McCarthy (2006, p. 26) 

for what concerns young people not visiting a place because they have never been there 

before. Nevertheless, the result concerning the oldest group of students cannot be linked 

to any previous studies therefore raising many question marks on the reason for which 

the oldest and probably most mature group of students would feel intimated or not at ease 

in museums in Umeå therefore avoiding their visit. 

 

For what concerns the conception of possible reasons for a museum to stick out from 

other leisure activities it is interesting to observe that the youngest age group tends to 

have lower means than the other age groups. This shows that on average the youngest 

students do not consider visiting museums as a leisure activity that can particularly stick 

out. This is in-line with many of the theories presented in this thesis which state that 

museums do not play a particularly relevant role among the leisure activities of young 

people such in Mason & McCarthy (2006, p. 26) or in Burton et al., (2009, p.24). 

 

Among the different fields of study, there is a significant variation within the stated 

importance of having to plan the visit when considering which elements led to not visit 

museums in Umeå. Nevertheless, there are no theories evaluating the constraints of time 

affecting museums visits on such a detailed level, that encompasses a more general 

categorization into museums visitors such as in Prentice et al. (1997, p. 66) or as youth 

people such as in Burton et al. (2009, p. 24). 

 

There also significant differences among students belonging to different fields of study 

for what concerns the agreement with reasons for museums to stick out from other leisure 

activities. Anyway, also in this case there is no literature covering this specific aspect in 

light of different fields of study.  

 

Different decisions to visit museums and evaluation of possibilities for museums to stick 

out have been investigated concerning visitors’ attendance levels by Hood (1983). The 

empirical results of the analysis of variance One-way ANOVA 3 indeed confirm that 

being a frequent visitor or an inconstant one radically changes the perception on these 
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matters, especially considering the extremely significant p-values measured for many 

answers.  

 

For people who are not interested in art and culture, feeling not to have time and having 

other better alternatives to visiting a museum are elements that can strongly discourage 

them from going to a museum. Instead, students that defined themselves as interested in 

art and culture believe in getting high rewards from visiting. This is consistent with what 

emerged from Hood’s study (1983), meaning that students’ interest affects their 

evaluation of the activity and their opportunity cost consideration 

 

6.6. Theme 6: Marketing Stimuli 
Even if our findings on this topic are limited, as we decided not to give it too much space, 

it is still possible to compare them with the study from Burton, et al. (2009). The empirical 

results of this thesis show that conferences, special events and mingles or previews are 

attractive activities for a student audience. This is consistent with the findings of Burton, 

et al. (2009). Furthermore, it is possible to observe in the case of Umeå that more 

promotion (both physical on the University campus and on social media) would drive 

students to visit the museums more often. The study of Mason & McCarthy (2006, p.27) 

inspired the design of the question asking what students would do to attract more young 

people to museums in Umeå. The answers to this question follow a very similar pattern 

to the one shown in Mason & McCarthy (2006, p.27). In fact, most of the students think 

that special events, more advertising and youth focus are relevant drivers for youths. 

Incentives are on the contrary perceived as weaker drivers. 
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7.  Conclusions  

In this chapter, we will answer our research question on which this study was founded, 

in order to fulfill its purpose. Furthermore, the chapter explains the theoretical 

contributions that we believe our study has accomplished. We will also discuss about the 

limitations that we faced when writing this thesis and present suggestions for future 

research.  

The purpose of this thesis was to examine which are the factors that encourage and inspire 

students in Umeå to visit local museums. Our investigation was guided by the following 

research question: 

Which are the factors that drive local students to visit museums in Umeå? 

 

Deciding whether to visit a museum or not is the outcome of a process that implies a wide 

array of aspects.  

The expectations that students’ have towards a visit to museums in Umeå belong to three 

major motives: spending time on an entertaining leisure activity, enjoy a pleasant 

atmosphere that can be shared with friends and family; and participating in a challenging 

and educational experience to learn new things. 

For what concerns students’ motivations to visit local museums, there are several factors 

that come into play: learning and entertaining opportunities, as well as participating in 

activities that are considered relevant and spending time with family and friends. Other 

motivational aspects that were important for students are pursuing their interests and 

satisfying their need of feeling welcomed.  

Students showed to be involved in museum activities by looking for information about 

the exhibitions with different media, even if the most important source for them is word 

of mouth, more specifically, in the form of friends’ suggestions. Students are generally 

satisfied by their past experience and this was proven to directly shape involvement. In 

fact, students who had regular museum-visiting habits in the past still visit museums in 

Umeå as well.  

Museums in Umeå are positively perceived by students: they are considered to be 

accessible, educational and welcoming. Nevertheless, awareness is an obstacle for 

visiting, as the majority of respondents are not aware that there are four museums in 

Umeå. 

The aspects that make students choose visiting a museum instead of other activities are 

that visiting is considered as is something challenging and worthwhile to do and museums 

are seen as a pleasant setting where to spend time. The main alternative activities that 

compete with museums when students have to choose where to spend their time are local 

leisure favorites and outdoor activities. Lack of time and having other alternatives are the 

main factors that dissuade people from visiting. Deciding to visit a museum but later 

change plans is a common pattern among Umeå university students, and it is mainly due 

to the fact that they feel no urgency in visiting.  

The extent to which these factors are effective is influenced by the belonging to a certain 

age group, field of study, by the number of times students visit the museums and by the 
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fact of being interested in art and culture or not. Some of the these outcomes are aligned 

with previous research  

7.1. Main Contributions  
First of all, our research contributed to the field of Consumer Behavior by providing new 

insights on different cognitive factors, namely motivation, expectations, involvement, 

prior experience, perception, awareness and opportunity costs. Our findings can be 

integrated to the body of research on these topics, to provide a deeper understanding of 

which specific factors come into play for students. As a matter of fact, our findings shred 

light on how these factors are interrelated with each other and how they vary according 

to different variables that characterize students as consumers. This research can be seen 

as a valuable tool to gain further knowledge about consumers’ decision making processes, 

especially in the contest of educational and recreational services. For these reasons, we 

believe that represents a good starting point for other researchers that are interested in 

investigating this topic. Our findings indicated that they could be further tested in similar 

contexts to provide interesting outcomes.  

 

At the light of our research, we believe that demographic variables are not enough to fully 

understand museum visitors. As in our case, focusing on different psychographic and 

behavioral variables can bring new knowledge on museum visitors. Our study contributed 

to expand the existing knowledge on visitor research, which, accordingly to the gap we 

detected, is currently based mainly on demographical factors (Falk & Dierking, 2013, p. 

42). In fact, we added relevant insights that are founded on behavioral characteristics, like 

visiting habits, and psychographic variables, like personal interests and education. These 

aspects, that received limited attention in previous research, are proven to strongly 

differentiate consumers from one another and to subsequently shape their decision 

process.  

In spite of the fact that previous theories focus on tourists or young people in general, our 

results contribute to describe the behavior of local consumers and more specifically local 

students. Adding to this, we presented interesting findings also about the so called “non-

visitors” of the museums, that have generally been excluded from previous studies. 

Paying attention to this group helped us filling another gap in existing literature, providing 

clear indications on which variables affect and are relevant for this group.  

 

7.2. Limitations and suggestions for further research  
Even if this thesis presents significant findings about the factors that affect local students’ 

decision to visit museums in Umeå, it is important to acknowledge the limitations that 

characterize the study and may have impacted its results, and how further research could 

be conducted on the topic.  

For what concerns the research method, sampling represented a major constrain during 

our data collection. Even if we gather a considerable amount of respondents, and our 

results showed solid significance in different statistical tests, choosing probability 

sampling and collecting a higher amount of data may be advisable when conducting 

further research. This aspect may not have an impact on the results, but would for sure 

increase their degree of generalizability. For this reason, we believe that our study can 

represent a blueprint fro other researchers, to inspire and guide them in future and more 

extensive research.  
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Furthermore, our findings show that behavioral aspects and psychographic variables are 

extremely interesting to find out what elements are important for museum visitors or 

potential visitors. Giving the lack of theories that examine museum audiences from this 

perspective, it is necessary to conduct other studies to compare our findings with. Thus, 

further research could also focus on exploring which other variables shape people’s 

mindset. 

Finally, this thesis was successful in examining relationships between different aspects 

of consumers’ mindset, demographic and psychographic variables, but it did not 

investigate if there are any causal links between these variables. 

7.3 Managerial Implications  
Since our thesis is based on the circumstances that characterize the city of Umeå, we 

believe that Umeå museums in particular can benefit from the outcomes of our study. 

Nevertheless, we believe that our findings can also be interesting to be tested for other 

museums in other mid-size or university cities. 

In the first place, our thesis proves once again the need for museums to recognize the 

importance of integrating an enterprise culture in their organization system. Cultural 

institutions like museums should always aim to reach a broader public. In order to do so, 

given the high competition in the leisure and educational sector, it essential for museum 

to step up their game. In fact, they have to ensure their market position and expand their 

market share if they want to accomplish their mission of public institutions.  

This thesis can inspire museums to pursue marketing strategies that can contribute to 

reaching their goals. More specifically, our findings should help museums to keep in mind 

students are a valuable target audience that should be distinguished from the rest of the 

visitors and not only by clustering young people from adults and seniors. Furthermore, 

we provide solid insights through which museums can get to know their visitors or 

potential visitors, by understanding their habits and their preferences. Museums 

management could use this information to implement specific segmentation strategies 

that are needed in a city like Umeå, where university students represent a considerable 

share of the inhabitants. 

By adapting their offer to the needs and preferences of this group, museums could 

increase their attendance rate and visitor satisfaction considerably. This should be 

enhanced by adjusting their communication strategies to reach students to a better extent. 

In fact, our study showed that many students are unaware of how many museums there 

are in Umeå and they also revealed the interest in receiving more information. Museums 

should take advantage of this chance by establishing a communication channel with 

students, in order for them to establish their brand and to develop positive attitudes. 

7.4. Societal Implications  
Even if museums have the urge to act more like profit-oriented companies, they are still 

undeniably public institution, thus, societal implications are particularly relevant in this 

context. 

A fundamental value that guides organizations in the cultural field is cultural inclusion. 

This concept entails “promotion of laws and policies that ensure cultural participation, 

access, and the right to express and interpret culture” (Unesco, 2016).  
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For this reason, the inclusion of students, representing a variegated group of personalities 

with different backgrounds, cultures and identities, seems to be a crucial step towards a 

larger cultural inclusion, especially in university cities such as Umeå. The systematic 

inclusion of students within museums dynamics would increase intellectual exchanges 

between this group and other societal categories, such as families, entrepreneurs or 

elderly, thus promoting acceptance, dialogue, innovation and creativity. Museums can so 

become the ideal arenas for students to engage in broader or different cultural discourses 

as well as offering continuation of the educational process usually carried out on campus. 

Furthermore, the outcomes of this thesis show that an established attendance to museums 

can have longer term impact to develop a habit in the future generations  

 

Last but not least, the legacy of Umeå has capital of culture in 2014 should continue thus 

promoting a constant expansion of the cultural sector in the city as well as developing an 

improvement of the performances of local stakeholders in the field. 
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Appendix 2: Chi-Squared values 

 
Demographic Question P-

valu
e 

Pearson 
Chi-Square 

Phi Crame
r's V 

Age groups “Did you use to go to museums with your family?” ,029 9,047 ,23
1 

,231 

Age groups “Did you use to have school field trips to museums?” ,032 8,829 ,22
8 

,228 

Age groups “How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” ,011 25,954 ,39
1 

,226 

Field of study “In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” ,000 45,723 ,51
9 

,519 

Field of study “Did you use to go to museums with your family?” ,000 25,027 ,38
4 

,384 

Field of study “How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” ,009 37,848 ,47
2 

,236 

Field of study “Approximately how much time did you spend altogether 
during your visit to a museum in Umeå?” 

,000 75,664 ,66
7 

,298 

Attendance to 
museums in Umeå 

"In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” ,000 23,044 ,36
8 

,368 

Attendance to 
museums in Umeå 

“Did you use to go to museums with your family?” ,000 20,051 ,34
3 

,343 

Attendance to 
museums in Umeå 

“How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” ,001 27,208 ,40
0 

,283 

Attendance to 
museums in Umeå 

Approximately how much time did you spend altogether 
during your visit to a museum in Umeå?” 

,000 193,679 1,0
67 

,755 

Interest in art and 
culture 

“In the past, did you visit museums on a regular basis?” ,000 35,027 ,45
4 

,454 

Interest in art and 
culture 

“Did you use to go to museums with your family?” ,000 27,188 ,40
0 

,400 

Interest in art and 
culture 

“How would you evaluate your overall past experience?” ,000 36,079 ,46
1 

,461 

Interest in art and 
culture 

“Approximately how much time did you spend altogether 
during your visit to a museum in Umeå?” 

,000 32,712 ,43
9 

,439 



 

 

Umeå School of Business and Economics 

Umeå University 

SE-901 87 Umeå, Sweden 

www.usbe.umu.se 

 

 

 

 


