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Abstract: Referring to the leisure constraint theory, this study constructed and administered a ques-
tionnaire survey on marathon participation behavior among 301 marathon participants. The data ob-
tained were analyzed by structural equation model (SEM) in order to test the application of leisure
constraint negotiation model in marathon. The study explored the relationship among motivation,
constraints, negotiation factors and marathon participation behavior, revealed the important influence
of motivation on marathon participation and found two different influence paths. The result agrees
with the modification model of perception-constraint-reduction. Further analysis showed that the in-
terpersonal and structural constraints are the main factors restricting marathon participation;
marathon runners will adopt negotiation strategies of technique, time and economy when encounter-
ing constraints.
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Figure 1 Hierarchical Model of Leisure Constraint!!
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Table I Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrices of Marathon Motivation, Constraints, Negotiation and

Marathon Participation

M ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
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