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ABSTRACT 

In order to investigate the factors that influence adult 

participation in urban community recreation programs, 241 volunteer 

respondents were surveyed at six community centres in greater Victoria. 

A questionnaire was developed for this study, designed to identify 

specific factors for participation and to collect relevant 

socio-economic and demographic data from the respondents. The first 

draft of the questionnaire was used for the pilot study at one of the 

six public facilities. The results from the Factor analysis following 

the pilot study provided justification for retention of the seven 

selected motivation factors for the main study. Those seven factors 

included: Enjoyment, Exercise, Socializing, Family Contact, Stress 

Relief, Achievement, and Competition. 

The results of the Multivariate Analysis of Variance tests 

indicated several significant differences among the socio-economic and 

demographic characteristics of the participants from the mean scores on 

the seven motivation factors. Sex differences were the most prominent. 

Females preferred Exercising, Socializing, Stress Relief, and 

Achievement more than males, while males pref erred Competition more 

than females. The mean scores on the motivation factors also produced 

significant differences on the characteristics of employment status, 

age, and number of children of the respondents, as we 11 as on the 

number of hours and times per week of participation, and among the 
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different facilities. The Manova tests produced non-significant overall 

results on the characterist i cs of marital status, education, and 

income, in relation to the mean scores on the motivation factors. 

~ // 
Dr. G.H. 'fan Gyn 

Dr. W.M. Ross 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Motivation for participation is an important concept in the study 

of recreation behavior (Beard & Ragheb, 1983). The study of recreation 

motivation makes a significant contribution to theory development, and 

to the pr act i cal deli very of service ( Cranda 11, 1980). Un 1 i ke the 

natural motivational forces that encourage individuals to fulfill 

physiological needs such as food, clothing, and shelter, there are no 

obvious external influences compelling those to participate in leisure 

activities (Beard & Ragheb, 1983). Recreation research has indicated 

that people are driven to engage in leisure activities for a variety of 

reasons (Crandall, 1980). The problem for recreation professionals is 

to become aware of the factors that motivate individuals to 

participate. 

Previous research has demonstrated that participation is a 

reflection of how activities satisfy the personal needs of individuals 

and groups (Buchanan, 1983; Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Iso-Ahola & Allen, 

1982). Dumazedi er ( 197 4) stated, "The search for the state of 

satisfaction is the prime condition of leisure ... When this state of 

satisfaction ends or deteriorates, the individual tends to discontinue 

the corresponding activity" (p. 75). Several studies have attempted to · 

identify motivation factors pertinent to participation in selected 

recreation activities (Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Rossman, 1982; Ragheb & 

Beard, 1982; Crandall, 1980; Beard & Ragheb, 1980; Statistics Canada, 

1976; and Kenyon, 1968). These studies however, have focussed on 

recreation activities in general, including outdoor and indoor 
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programs, in both urban and rural settings. From this list of previous 

research, only Rossman (1982), selected recreation activities that were 

offered indoors at an urban public facility. 

Since the early 1970 1 s, there has been a substantial growth in 

community recreation (Statistics Canada, 1976). In particular, there · 

has been a paucity of research examining factors related to motivation 

for participation. It is important to determine whether motivation for 

participation at urban community centres is unique, or similar to the 

factors related to participation at outdoor rural settings. The growth 

of community recreation has placed a responsibility on public 

recreation professi ona 1 s to understand and meet the needs of their 

participants through effective program planning and implementation. 

As Ellis (1973) stated, the recreation professional in the public 

or private sector, must recognize why their patrons p 1 ay and design 

pri nci p 1 es of operation from that understanding. The understanding of 

the motivation factors that underlie participation in public recreation 

can help facility managers: 

1. to understand better the kinds of opportunities 
visitors are seeking, and the consequent 
behaviour, and; 

2. to develop facilities and visitor contact 
programs to enhance those opportunities. 

(McCool, 1978, p. 165) 

If recreation research is to provide useful information for the 

recreation planner, an accurate identification of the major motivation 

factors for participation in corrmunity recreation is necessary. 

The relative importance of motivation factors in recreation have 

been shown to be influenced by the socio-economic and demographic 
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characteristics of the participant (Buchanan, 1983; Canada Fitness 

Survey, 1983; Iso-Ahola & Allen, 1982; Francken & van Raaij, 1981; and 

Hobart, 1975). In addition to isolating the principal motivation 

factors which account for parti ci pati on in corranunity recreation, the 

importance of these factors in rel at ion to the socio-economic and 

demographic profile of the participant must be determined. 

Statement of the Problem 

Public recreation professionals need to know the important 

motivational factors and the related socio-economic and demographic 

characteristics inherent in adult participation at urban corranunity 

recreation centres. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to identify the important 

motivational factors that underlie adult participation in public 

recreation, and to investigate the relationships between those factors 

and the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the 

participants. Research questions and hypotheses were developed based on 

the current literature and they were tested utilizing recognized 

statistical procedures. 

Operational Definitions 

l. Adult. In this study, an adult referred to a male or female 
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participant in urban recreation and 1 ei sure programs, ranging in age 

from 19 years to 64 years inclusive. 

2. Greater Victoria. The regional area in this study was 

encompassed by the four core municipalities of Victoria, Oak Bay, 

Saanich and Esquimalt. 

3. Leisure Service. A public attendance or "drop-in" session that 

was offered by a community recreation facility in the greater Victoria 

region. 

4. Participant. An adult who attended a registered program at a 

community recreation facility, or who attended a leisure service 

offered by a community recreation facility, during the days and times 

of this survey, and who agreed to complete a questionnaire. 

5. Registered Program. In this study, a registered program was 

one that was offered by a community recreation facility in the greater 

Victoria region. 

6. Urban. In this study, this applied specifically to the 

population base of greater Victoria including the four core 

municipalities. (Saanich 78,710, Victoria 64,379, Oak Bay 16,900, and 

Esquimalt 15,870. Total--175,949) (Statistics Canada, 1981). 

Delimitation 

_The following was the delimitation of the study: 

1. Survey questionnaires were distributed to randomly se 1 ected 

participants at public recreation facilities in greater Victoria. Those 

people who were not participating at registered courses or drop-in 

sessions at the time of the survey were not included in the study. 
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Limitations 

The following were the limitations of the study: 

l. The ability and willingness of the respondents to fill out the 

questionnaire accurately and honestly. 

2. The generalizability of the study was limited due to the 

nature of the sampling techniques. The surveys were conducted on 

Wednesdays and the results are the ref ore general i zab 1 e only to 

participation during mid-week. Also, the types of activities offered by 

the recreation centres varied depending on the nature and capacity of 

the different facilities, and thus it was not possible to obtain a 

representative sample of all of the activities that were selected . 

• 



Chapter II 6 

Review of Related Literature 

Socio-economic and Demographic 

Several studies have examined the socio-economic and demographic 

variables that influence adult participation in both indoor and outdoor 

recreation programs and leisure services (Canada Fitness Survey, 1983; 

Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Iso-Ahola & Allen, 1982; Francken & van Raaij, 

1981; Hobart, 1975). 

The Canada Fitness Survey (1983) reported that physical 

recreation was largely a middle class phenomenon, suggesting that the 

benefits of activity and fitness may be more appreciated by people with 

more education, and that occupations involving manual labour may 

influence people to spend their leisure time passively, believing that 

they have been active enough on the job. This survey also stated that 

girls and women, at least up to age 60, were now as likely as boys and 

men to be physically active during their leisure hours. 

Beard & Ragheb ( 1983) co 11 ected socio-economic and demographic 

data on age, sex, education, marital status, and income but did not 

report on the correlations of that data with their leisure motivation 

model, which included the following subscales: (a) Intellectual, (b) 

Social, (c) Competence-mastery, and (d) Stimulus-avoidance. 

Iso-Ahola & Allen (1982) demonstrated that male and female 

participants differed in their perceptions of leisure in competitive 

and recreational adult basketball leagues. Male participants in the 

competitive league utilized the opportunity to get away from family and 
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personal friends and to be in a position of authority while female 

participants had the same expectations from the recreational league. 

Hirshman (1984) compared adult male and female participants on selected 

leisure motivation factors. In this study, males valued competition 

higher than females as a motive for leisure pursu it. Other differences 

between the sexes on the leisure mot i ves were not reported. 

Hobart ( 1975) i dent ifi ed a higher education as a predominant 

factor in sports participation among young (under 35 years) and middle 

aged (35-55) men. Haskell & Blair (1980) reported that salary level and 

marital status were not related to adult leisure time physical 

activity. Hobart (1975) stated that income status was an important 

factor in the recreat i ona 1 choices of o 1 der ( over 55) men, and that 

single status and higher education were prime considerations of leisure 

choices among young (under 35 years) and middle aged (35-55) women. 

Settle, Alrick & Belch (1978 ) stated that many studies have 

related leisure activities to socio-economic and demographic variables 

and that education was the most influential variable in leisure 

choices. 

Dottavio, O'Leary, & Koth (1980) reported however that the age 

and sex variables were the most important demographic factors among 

adults participating in a number of different outdoor recreation 

activities. 

Hendon ( 1981) di sag reed with these previous studies and 

identified income as the most significant socio-economic variable in 

adult recreational behavior, suggesting high income makes possible a 

much wider variety of choices. The higher the level of social class 

(often a reflection of income) and education, the wider the recreation 
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and 1 ei sure choices were and consequently there would be a greater 

degree of participation. In general, men preferred outdoor activities, 

had higher levels of physical energy, and were pleasure oriented. Women 

pref erred indoor activities, were interested in form a 1 group 

activities, and were more service oriented than men (Hendon, 1981). 

The data for all of the forementioned studies was collected 

through survey questionnaires. Hirschman (1984), Beard & Ragheb (1983), 

Iso-Ahola & Allen (1982), Dottavio et al., (1980), Settle et al., 

(1978}, and Hendon (1981} all utilized self administered 

questionnaires. Hobart (1975) administered an interview questionnaire. 

While much research has been done on the socio-economic and 

demographic variables, many researchers have agreed that this 

information alone is inadequate for predicting or measuring adult 

recreation participation (Francken & van Raaij, 1981; Dottavio et al., 

1980; Hobart, 1975; and Sofranko & Nolan, 1972). 

Proposed Models for Examining Recreation and Leisure Satisfaction 

Recent literature has suggested examining recreation and leisure 

satisfaction and motivation as a method for determining adult 

participation (Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Ragheb & Beard, 1982; Rossman, 

1982; Beard & Ragheb, 1980; and Crandall, 1980). 

Beard & Ragheb (1983) began from an initial sampling derived from 

the literature, of 150 reported items of recreation and leisure 

motivation. Their original list was eventually reduced utilizing factor 

analysis, to the following four categories: (a) Intellectual, (b) 

Social, (c) Competence-mastery, and (d) Stimulus-avoidance. 



The Intel 1 ectua 1 component of lei sure motivations 
assesses the extent to which individuals are 
motivated to engage in leisure activities which 
i nvo 1 ve substantial men ta 1 activities such as 
learning, exploring, discovering, creating, or 
imagining. 

The Social component assesses the extent to which 
i ndividuals engage in leisure activities for social 
reasons. This component inc 1 udes two basic needs. 
The f i rst is the need for friendship and inter­
personal re 1 at i onshi ps, while the second is the 
need for the esteem of others. 

The Competence-mastery component assesses the 
extent to which individuals engage in leisure 
activities in order to achieve, master, challenge, 
and compete. The activities are usually physical in 
nature. 

The Stimulus-avoidance component of leisure 
motivation assesses the drive to escape and get 
away from overstimulating life situations. It is 
the need for some individuals to avoid social 
contacts, to seek solitude and calm conditions; for 
others it is to seek rest and to unwind themselves. 
(Beard & Ragheb, 1983, p. 225) 

.9 

The authors state that all of the original 150 items of recreation and 

leisure motivation fit into the four major categories listed above, 

each measuring differentiated leisure motives. 

Rossman ( 1982} developed an instrument to eva 1 uate adult 

participant satisfactions in recreation programs. He stated that the 

three most important reasons for adult participation were: (a) 

individual achievement, (b} physical fitness, and (c) social contact. 

The other factors listed by Rossman which affect participant 

satisfaction included, how a program was organized for delivery and the 

type of activity offered. 

Ragheb & Beard (1982) designed a leisure attitude model with 

subscales reliably measuring: ·(a } Cognitive, (b) Affective, and (c) 

Behavioral components. 



Cognitive--The individual's general knowledge and 
beliefs about leisure, its characteristics, virtues 
and how it relates to the quality of one's life. 

Affective--The individual's feelings toward his/her 
own leisure, the degree of liking or disliking of 
leisure activities and experiences. 

Behavioral--The individual's past, present, and 
intended actions with regard to leisure activities, 
and experiences. (Ragheb & Beard, 1982, p. 158) 

10 

The authors reported that the cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

subscales of this leisure attitude model were short and easily 

administered. Each subscale had acceptable internal consistency and the 

reliability of the overall model was quite high at .94. 

Beard & Ragheb (1980) developed a leisure satisfaction model 

designed to provide a measurement of the extent to which individuals 

could perceive that certain personal needs were met or satisfied 

through leisure activities. The six subscales on this model were as 

follows: 

Psychological. Psychological benefits such as a 
sense of freedom, enjoyment, involvement, and 
intellectual challenge. 

Educational. Intellectual stimulation and helps 
them to learn about themselves and their 
surroundings. 

Social. Rewarding relationships with other people. 

Relaxation. Relief from the stress and strain of 
life. 

Physiological. A means to develop physical fitness, 
stay healthy, control weight, and otherwise promote 
well being. 

Aesthetic. Aesthetic rewards. Individuals scoring 
high on this part view the areas in which they 
engage in their leisure activities as being 
pleasing, interesting, beautiful, and generally 
well designed. (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, p. 22) 

This leisure satisfaction model was based on existing theories about 
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leisure behavior and play and the roles they play in individuals' 

lives. The authors derived from the literature on leisure and 

recreation, several "needs" of individuals which leisure activities may 

satisfy. The authors reported an alpha reliability coefficient for this 

model of .96 with a range of .85 to .92 for the six subscales, 

indicating that the respondents were generally consistent in answering 

the items. The authors also reported that the validity of the model was 

not tested. They accounted for "face" validity by indicating that 160 

recreation and leisure professionals reviewed the model and judged it 

as being adequate for measuring leisure satisfaction. The only other 

indication of validity was that the subscales were each based on 

theories and models of leisure, recreation and play which served to 

ensure some degree of content validity. The authors stated that this 

model did not account for socio-economic and demographic variables, and 

when these were combined with the model then, "we can truly understand 

the concept of leisure satisfaction." 

Crandall (1980) reported on the proceedings of a conference held 

at the University of Illinois on May 22, 1977, of recreation and 

leisure professionals. One of the objectives of this conference was to 

determine the motivational reasons for adult recreation and leisure 

participation. A list of 17 motivational categories and items were 

derived from this conference to help explain participation in both 

indoor and traditional outdoor recreation and leisure activities. 

Crandall's list of motivational categories and items was as follows: 

1. Enjoying nature, escaping civilization. 
2. Escape from routine and responsibility. 
3. Physical Exercise. 
4. Creativity. 
5. Relaxation. 
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6. Social contact. 
7. Meeting new people. 
8. Heterosexual contact. 
9. Family contact. 

10. Recognition status. 
11. Social power. 
12. Altruism. 
13. Stimulus seeking. 
14. Self-actualization (feedback, self-improvement, 

ability utilization). 
15. Achievement, challenge, competition. 
16. Killing time, avoiding boredom. 
17. Intellectual aestheticism. (p. 49) 

Crandall reported that the conclusions from the conference were that 

motivations for recreation and leisure participation were complex, and 

that different activities could meet different needs for different 

people at different times. 

Statistics Canada ( 1976) published, "Reasons for Sport and 

Physical Recreation Participation," listing the five most common 

reasons for adolescent and adult participation. This motivation list 

included: (a) For enjoyment, (b) Personal health and fitness, (c) To 

challenge my abilities, (d) To socialize, and (e) To compete with 

others. 

In an earlier study, Kenyon (1968) developed a conceptual model 

to characterize physical activity. The objective of this model was to 

determine whether physical activity "can be reduced to several 

independent and quasi-independent subdoma ins. 11 The resultant mode 1 

contained the domain of physical activity with six subdomains 

including: (a) Social Experience, (b) Health and Fitness, (c) Pursuit 

of Vertigo, (d) Aesthetic Experience, (e) Catharsis, and (f) Ascetic •. 

Experience. Kenyon justified the validity of this model by testing and 

accounting for both internal consistency and subdomain independence. 

All of these models designed for examining recreation and leisure 
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satisfaction deal with the subject in broad and general terms. None of 

this previous research is entirely appropriate for assessing 

participant satisfaction in an urban community facility. 

Rationale for Development of a New Instrument 

Several of the previous studies in this area have included 

traditional outdoor activities as well as indoor activities in model 

development (Canada Fitness Survey, 1983; Beard & Ragheb, 1983, 1980; 

Rossman, 1982; Kenyon, 1968). 

The Canada Fitness Survey (1983) examined reasons for adults and 

adolescents to pursue an active lifestyle. This survey included outdoor 

activities such as walking, jogging, cycling and gardening as well as 

indoor activities such as skating, racquetball, curling, exercise 

classes and swimming. The most important reason for participation as 

indicated by both males and females was "to feel better mentally and 

physically." The other reasons for participation included: 

l. For fun or excitement. 
2. To control weight. 
3. To improve flexibility. 
4. To relax. 
5. For companionship. 
6. Challenge abilities. (p. 14) 

The Statistics Canada Survey (1976) did not include information 

for the Victoria region and the recreation participation statistics may 

now be outdated considering the recent increase and interest in fitness 

programs. 

Jackson and Williams (1979) assessed the impact of one recreation 

facility in Victoria and included motivational, socio-economic and 

demographic factors in adult participation. That study identified 
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fun/enjoyment as the most important reason for participation (as stated 

by 22% of the total sample), followed by fitness (12.4%), convenience 

of the facility (10.8%), and sociability (4.6%). This research project 

proposes to augment part of that study by including information on 

similar factors at all of the public recreation facilities in the 

greater Victoria region. 

The focus of this study was at urban public recreation centres 

where most of t he activities occurred indoors. With this understanding, 

it was important to utilize a measurement instrument that was 

appropriate for these activities. The instrument for this study 

included the motivational factors of: (a) Enjoyment (Beard & Ragheb, 

1980, 1983; Crandall, 1980; Jackson & Williams, 1979; Statistics 

Canada, 1976), (b) Exercise (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, 1983; Crandall, 

1980; Jackson & Williams, 1979; Kenyon, 1968, Statistics Canada, 1976), 

(c) Socializing (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, 1983; Crandall, 1980, Jackson & 

Williams, 1979; Kenyon, 1968, Statistics Canada, 1976), (d) Family 

contact (Crandall, 1980), (e) Stress Relief (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, 

1983; Crandall, 1980), (f) Achievement (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, 1983; 

Cranda 11 , 1980; Statistics Canada, 1976), and ( g) Competition ( Beard 

& Ragheb, 1980, 1983; Crandall, 1980; Statistics Canada, 1976). 

The socio-economic and demographic data included age, sex, marital 

status, education, employment status, number of children, income, 

average number of hours per week of participation, average weekly 

visits to a recreation facility, and location of recreation activity. 



Literature Review to Support Subdomains of New Instrument 

Enjoyment. Canadians participated in recreation programs more for 

enjoyment (25.7%) than for any other reasons including fitness (21.5%), 

achievement (7.6%), socializing (6.4%), and competition (4.7%) 

(Statistics Canada, 1976). Rossman (1982) identified fun/personal 

enjoyment (6.1%) as the leading motivating factor in an employee 

fitness program, ahead of socializing (5.7%), fitness (5.4%), 

achievement (5.1%), compensatory (4.6%), family escape (4.4%), and 

family togetherness (4.3%). The enjoyment aspect of recreation and 

leisure is also referred to in the literature as unconditional (Kelly, 

1978, 1982, and 1974). Kelly (1982) explained that unconditional 

activities were chosen for their own sake, for enjoyment intrinsic to 

participation. Shephard (1980) identified fun, health and fitness as 

the main reasons for physical activity among adults. Heinzelman & 

Bagley (1970) reported that pleasure was an important factor 

influencing participation by men in recreation programs. 

Fitness. Haskell & Blair (1980) stated that most adults were 

aware that regular exercise was important for good health, and that 

many believed that their own health would benefit from more exercise. 

Sonstroem (1974) developed a model suggesting that physical activity 

leads to improved physical condition, resulting in a more favourable 

assessment of one's physical ability which enhances one's overall self 

esteem. Thus as personal estimation of physical ability improves, 

attraction toward physical activity would increase (Spreitzer & Snyder, 

1983). 

Shephard, Morgan, Finucane, & Schimmelfing (1980) demonstrated 

15 
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sex differences in adult motivation to exercise and fitness programs. 

Men participated mainly because of cardiorespiratory benefits, while 

women perceived fitness as maintenance of desired body weight. Pate & 

Blair (1983} suggested that men were attracted to the self discipline 

aspect of fitness programs, while women were more concerned with 

appearance and socializing. 

Socializing. In virtually any setting or activity, observation 

would show that peep 1 e recreate in groups and not a 1 one (Dottavio et. 

~-, 1980). Roberts (1978) explained that it was more meaningful to 

re 1 ate 1 ei sure pursuits to the types of part i ci pat i ng groups than to 

the interests and attributes of i ndi vi dua 1 s. Adults expend effort to 

organize themselves into clubs or associations with others who have 

similar interests {Ellis, 1973}. Kelly {1974} stated that while most 

recreation and leisure activities were begun with the family, over 

one-third (37%} of 744 activities in a specific study were started with 

peer associations from school, work, or community. Beard & Ragheb 

{1983} indicated that the social component of leisure had two basic 

needs. The first was the need for friendship and interpersonal 

relations, while the second was the need for the esteem of others. In a 

study of the outdoor recreation activities of hunting and fishing, 

Sofranko & Nolan (1971) stated that friends were the single most 

important source of introduction to those who did not hunt or fish in 

their adolescent years. In a similar setting, Dottavio et al. {1980} 

reported that the social group was a more exp 1 anatory variable of 

frequency of participation in various outdoor recreation activities 

than were socio-economic and demographic variables. 

Family Contact. Kelly (1978 } reported that the association and 

16 
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roles of the family were an important element in the study of leisure. 

Kelly (1977) stated that 63% of all leisure activities (32% as a child 

and 31% as an adult) were started in the family, and that about 70% of 

recreational companions were family members. Interests and patterns of 

activity inculcated during childhood formed the basis of both leisure 

preference and success in later years (Hendon, 1981). Parents often 

assumed that their children would have the same interest in sports, 

culture, or the outdoors that the parents themse l ves developed over a 

period of many years (Kelly, 1982). 

Recreational activities can be divided into two subgroups 

identified as "unconditional" and "complementary" (Kelly, 1974). For 

example, jogging would be considered an unconditional leisure activity, 

and coaching a youth sports team would be considered a complementary 

activity for adults. Kelly (1974) found that over 80% of complementary 

leisure activities were started with the family, whereas uncondit i onal 

activities (55%) were somewhat more likely begun with others than with 

the family. Therefore a major shift was noted from unconditional 

activities in the pre-parental period to complementary activities 

related to family roles in parental years. 

Morgan (1977) stated that adults need to experience some degree 

of positive reinforcement from the outset in order to continue to 

participate in sports or recreation activities which promote healthy 

lifestyles. The challenge for directors of recreation programs is to 

deve 1 op attraction strategies to encourage otherwise sedentary peop 1 e 

to participate and then to deve 1 op programs to encourage adherence 

(Spreitzer & Snyder, 1983). The concept of adherence to an exercise 

program was explored by Heinzelman & Bagley (1970). They reported that 



80% of men whose wives had a positive attitude toward the program of 

exercise showed a good adherence rate, while only 40% of those men 

whose wives attitudes were neutral or negative showed good adherence. 

While the family may be the centre of recreation activity, there 

was some evidence that recreation and leisure that was most enjoyed by 

the family today was centred away from the home (Hendon, 1981). 

Recreation and leisure authorities should be aware of this fact by 

planning for enlarged programs and services for family needs (Hendon, 

1981). Kelly (1977) stated that public recreation programs should 

stress continuation opportunities for family inaugurated types of 

activity. 

Stress Relief. The stress relief value of recreation and leisure 

allows participants to escape or get away from overstimulating 

personal, social, or work situations (Beard & Ragheb, 1980, 1983). 

Stover and Garbin ( 1982) argued that the reason a person chooses to 

recreate in a given way may be attributed to certain personal 

characteristics including the desire to avoid a regular routine and be 

able to relax. Wilensky (1960) suggested that white and blue collar 

workers who were constrained in their employment may seek an escape in 

leisure · that was a compensation for work limitations. Kelly (1982) 

explained that some who work indoors wanted their leisure outdoors, 

some who were sedentary in work wanted to be active in recreation, some 

who were physically or mentally tired from their jobs wanted rest and 

relaxation, and others who took orders all day preferred to recreate in 

activities which were under their own control. Burch (1969) agreed with 

this theory, suggesting that compensatory recreation and leisure 

implied a safety-valve effect; whenever boredom or monotony of routine 
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built up, an individual would require a completely different experience 

or he would break down. Kelly (1978) reported that 30% of recreational 

and leisure activities were defined by the participant as a contrast 

with employment, a needed recovery from the pressure of employment, or 

both. 

Achievement/Competition. Two other key factors affecting adult 

recreation and leisure remain to be reviewed. Dumazedier (1974) stated 

that recreation and leisure provided individuals with an opportunity to 

seek achievement through participation in new experiences. Rossman 

(1982) identified achievement along with enjoyment, socializing, and 

fitness as the four principal motivators with an employee/recreation 

program. 

Crandall (1980) combined achievement with competition as related 

motivational factors for adults in recreation and leisure, suggesting 

that individuals seek personal achievement and then test that 

achievement in self competition and in competition with others. Ellis 

(1973) stated that individuals were motivated in recreation by the 

probability of achievement, and the uncertainty of that achievement was 

optimally arousing for the participants. Spreitzer and Snyder (1983) 

reported that competition was an important factor affecting 

participation in an adult racquetball tournament, but not an important 

factor in a group of runners or among a sampling of a general adult 

population. Iso-Ahola & Allen (1982) reported that when given a choice, 

male and female university students preferred to participate in 

competitive (55%) rather than recreational (45%) basketball leagues. 

Competition could serve as a struggle for a victory necessary for the 

psychic needs of the individual (Ellis, 1973). Francken & van Raaij 
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(1981) stated however, that competitive sports was a low priority among 

various recreation and leisure choices of respondents from three 

different socio-economic groups in the town of Breda, The Netherlands. 

It would therefore appear that while achievement should be considered a 

motivating factor for adults, competition may be a factor for some 

individuals but not for others in their recreation and leisure choices. 

The seven factors utilized to measure adult recreation and 

leisure satisfaction and participation in urban public facilities in 

this study were therefore: (a) Enjoyment, ( b} Exercise, ( c) 

Socializing, (d) Family contact, (e) Stress Relief, (f} Achievement, 

and (g) Competition. By identifying the important motivational factors 

for adult participation in urban public recreation, it became possible 

to establish relationships with the corresponding socioeconomic and 

demographic characteristi~-of the participants to provide a more 

thorough understanding of adult public recreation needs. 



Chapter III 
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This chapter contains details of the methods that were utilized 

to develop and test the research questions and hypotheses. The specific 

topics will include the development of the instrumentation, the 

sampling method, the research questions and hypotheses, as well as the 

data analysis techniques. 

Instrumentation 

A descriptive checklist questionnaire (see Appendix A) was 

administered to determine the socio-economic, demographic, and 

motivational factors that were identified by the adult participants as 

reasons for their participation at public recreation facilities in 

greater Victoria. The questionnaire format was used because it allowed 

for anonymity, it could be distributed easily to a large number of 

participants, and it was economical. The checklist format accommodated 

the extensive data required, minimized the time and effort necessary to 

respond, and expedited the analysis of the data. 

The content of the questionnaire was developed on information 

taken from the literature (Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Ragheb & Beard, 1982; 

Rossman, 1982; Beard & Ragheb, 1980; and Cranda 11 , 1980) . The 

questionnaire contained 35 closed response statements and one open 

response question regarding adult motivation for recreation 

participation. Some of the 35 closed response statements had been used 

successfully in other similar research projects (Beard & Ragheb, 1983; 
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Rossman, 1982; and Beard & Ragheb, 1980), while others were developed 

for this study by the author. The questionnaire also contained ten 

closed response questions concerning the socio-economic and demographic 

background of the respondents. The subjects answered the closed 

response motivational items by utilizing a five point Likert scale that 

included the following range: 

Very Important 
Somewhat Important 
Undecided 
Somewhat Unimportant 
Of No Importance. 

This format enabled the respondents to express the magnitude of their 

agreement or disagreement with the various motivational statements. The 

five positions on the scale were given weights of 5 to l, with the 

highest value given to the category Very Important, and the lowest 

value assigned to the category Of No Importance. The open response 

question was used to solicit any other important reason(s) for 

participation not included in the list of 35 statements. The 

socio-economic and demographic questions included: 

Sex 
Age 
Marital status 
Number of Children 
Education 
Income 
Employment status 
Location of recreation activity 
Weekly visits to a recreation facility 
Hours per week of participation at a recreation facility. 

Reliability of the motivational factors measured by this 

instrument was supported by the use of five statements for each of the 

seven motivational factors. These seven factors were: 



Enjoyment 
Exercise 
Socialize 
Family Contact 
Stress Relief 
Achievement 
Competition. 
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Each of these motivational items in the questionnaire was weighted 

equally. The construct validity of the questionnaire was established by 

distributing it to 33 public recreat i on professionals and asking these 

independent judges for their written opinions on what the instrument 

appeared to be measuring. While the comments of these individuals were 

varied and useful, the general consensus was that the questionnaire was 

appropriate to measure motivation for adult participation in urban 

public recreation. 

The first draft of the questionnaire was used for the pilot study 

on September 25, 1985, at the Panorama Leisure Centre in Sidney. During 

this pilot study, a total of 47 adults were asked to participate and 40 

questionnaires were completed. Five adults declined to participate and 

two failed to complete the questionnaire and their submissions were not 

included in the results. 

Factor analysis was utilized to determine if any of the 

statements in the questionnaire were unsuitable for the study. The 

preliminary results indicated that the questionnaire statements 

demonstrated accept ab 1 e corre 1 at i ans among the groups of constructs 

that were generated by the procedure. Upon further consideration of the 

nature of the statements, number 7 was changed from, 11 To compete 

against my abilities," to "To be in a competitive environment." This 

statement was changed to become more consistent with the other 

11 competition 11 statements. The other four statements measuring 
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competition all involved competing against other people as opposed to 

self competition. No other changes were made to the questionnaire 

following the pilot study. 

Sampling 

The sampling frame for this study included adults who 

participated at public recreation facilities in Greater Victoria. 

Subjects were se 1 ected through a multi -stage samp 1 i ng procedure. The 

first level of the procedure consisted of activities being stratified 

by day and time and chosen by simple random selection using a table of 

random numbers. The second level of the procedure consisted of 

individuals being chosen through systematic selection without 

replacement. 

The se 1 ecti on process inc 1 uded participants at both registered 

courses and public drop-in sessions. Each of the six recreation centres 

was surveyed on a Wednesday, with the respective dates and 1 ocat ions 

listed below: 

September 25, 1985, 
October 9, 1985, 
October 16, 1985, 
October 23, 1985, 
October 30, 1985, 
November 6, 1985, 

Panorama Leisure Centre (pilot study) 
Oak Bay Recreation Centre 
Cedar Hill Recreation Centre 
Juan de Fuca Recreation Centre 
Gordon Head Recreation Centre 
Esquimalt Recreation Centre. 

All adult activities at the respective facilities were divided into 

three strata determined by time. The strata times included: 

6:00 A.M. - 12:00 Noon 
12:00 Noon - 6:00 P.M. 
6:00 P.M. - 12:00 Midnight. 

In each stratum, the courses and drop-in sessions were 1 i sted and 

numbered in the order that they appeared in each facility brochure. The 
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selected activities were then chosen using a table of random numbers. 

Following a simple random start, the respondents were systematically 

selected for this study (skip interval, k = 4), as they left the 

activities that were chosen. All participants were asked to complete 

their questionnaire immediately after their activity. To ensure 

proportional allocation from all of the activities, the systematic 

se 1 ect ion of respondents was consistent at the se 1 ected courses and 

drop in sessions. Each of the participating recreation centres provided 

written permission to conduct this study (see Appendix B), and a 

suitable location within the facility for the participants to complete 

the quest ionnaires. All respondents who completed a questionnaire were 

offered a courtesy pass to the facility where they participated in 

appreciation of t heir contribution to this study. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were developed from the 

information in the current literature (Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Ragheb & 

Beard, 1982; Rossman, 1982; Beard & Ragheb, 1980; and Sett 1 e et a 1 . , 

1978). The scientific testing of the responses to these questions 

provided a better understanding of the relationships that exist between 

the socio-economic and demographic characteristics and the motivational 

factors of adult participants at urban public recreation centres. 

1. Is there a relationship between the sex, age, marital status, 

number of children, education level, employment status and income 

level of the public recreation participants and the motivational 

factors of Enjoyment, Exercise, Socializing, Family Contact, Stress 
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Relief, Achievement, and Competition? 

2. Is there a relationship between the different recreation facilities 

and the motivational factors of Enjoyment, Exercise, Socializing, 

Family Contact, Stress Relief, Achievement, and Competition? 

3. Is there a relationship between the average weekly visits to a 

rec re at ion facility and the number of hours per week that an 

individual participates at a recreation facility and the 

motivational factors of Enjoyment, Exercise, Socializing, Family 

Contact, Stress Relief, Achievement, and Competition? 

4. Is there a relationship between the socio-economic and demographic 

characteristics of adult participants and the average weekly visits 

to a recreat i on facility and the number of hours per week that an 

individual participates at a facility? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were also developed from the information 

in the current literature (Hirshman, 1984; Canada Fitness Survey, 1983; 

and Hendon, 1981). Collectively, these hypotheses are based on relevant 

results from other similar studies. 

l. Females tend to value the motivational factor of Socializing higher 

than males (Hendon, 1981). 

2. Males tend to value the motivational factor of Competition higher 

than females (Hirshman, 1984). 

3. Individuals with higher levels of education participate more 

frequently than those with less education (Canada Fitness Survey, 

1983). 
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4. A curvilinear relationship exists with income such that individuals 

in a middle income range {$25,000 to $48,999) tend to participate 

more than either 1ow {<$25,000) or high {>$48,999) income earners 

(Hendon, 1981 ) . 

Data Analyses 

The data from the questionnaire were analysed statistica11y using 

the fo11owing methods: 

Factor Analysis was utilized to determine the nature of the 

constructs underlying the set of motivational items in the 

questionnaire. 

Multivariate Ana1ysis of Variance was used to ana1yse the 

re 1 ati onshi ps between the independent vari ab 1es of sex, age, mar it a 1 

status, number of children, education, employment status, income, 

location of facility, weekly visits to a facility and hours per week of 

participation at a facility with the dependent variables of Enjoyment, 

Exercise, Socializing, Family Contact, Stress Relief, Achievement, and 

Compet iton. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance was also used to analyse the 

relationships between the socio-economic and demographic 

characteristics of adu1t participants with the level of participation 

as measured by the average weekly visits to a facility and hours per 

week of participation at a facility. 

One-way Analysis of Variance and the Tukey procedure for pairwise 

comparisons were utilized to compare the group means on the independent 

variables from the scores on the dependent variab1es. This was done to 
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determine statistically significant differences on the socio-economic 

and demographic variables based on the scores on the motivation 

variables. 

Multiple Regression was used to examine the relationships among 

the demographic and socio-economic variables as well as level of 

participation on motivation for adult participation at public 

rec re at ion centres. This procedure was ut i 1 i zed to determine which 

group of independent variables could best predict the scores on each of 

the dependent variables. 

The research questions and hypotheses were tested at a 

significance level of p<.05. 
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Data included in this study were from participants at a11 six 

recreation centres inc 1 udi ng the one used for the pi1 ot study. The 

research methods, data co11ection and statistical analysis were 

consistent at all facilities. The number of participants at each of the 

recreation centres appears in Appendix C. Nine activities were selected 

from each of the six recreation centres (see Appendix D). Al1 of the 

questionnaires were completed by the respondents at central locations 

within each of the facilities. The average time to complete a 

questionnaire was approximately 10 minutes. 

Following the data collection, the unrotated Factor Analysis of 

the 35 motivation statements resulted in seven factors with eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0 (see Appendix E, Table E-1). A varimax rotation of the 

factor loadings (see Appendix E, Table E-2), provided a clearer picture 

of the intercorrelations among the 35 motivation statements and 

provided justification for retention of the seven factors utilized in 

this study. The seven new factors consisted of the sums of the 

appropriate statements in the questionnaire that were designed to 

measure the various reasons for adult participation in urban public 

recreation. These factors which were used for all further analyses in 

this study were as follows: 

Factor 1 Family Contact 
Factor 2 Competition 
Factor 3 Socializing 
Factor 4 Enjoyment 
Factor 5 Achievement 
Factor 6 Exercise 
Factor 7 Stress Relief 
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Further data analyses addressed the various research quest i ans 

and hypotheses that were outlined in the previous chapter. 

The list of motivation factors produced more differences between 

the sex of the participants than any of the other independent 

vari ab 1 es. It is therefore apparent from this study that ma 1 es and 

females participated in public recreation for different reasons. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (Table 1) revealed that the 

motivation factors were significant overall in differentiating between 

males and females, (F = 8.22, p<.01). The univariate F-tests produced 

significant differences between the sexes on Exercise, Socializing, 

Stress · Re 1 i ef, Achievement, and Competition. Non-significant 

differences were found on both Enjoyment and Family Contact suggesting 

that relatively equal value was placed on these factors by the males 

and females in this study. 

Application of One-way Analysis of Variance to compare the mean 

scores of males and females on the motivation factors resulted in the 

following significant differences. Females valued Exercise, 

Socializing, Stress Relief, and Achievement higher than males, while 

males valued Competition higher than females. These results would 

therefote tend to support the first two hypotheses that stated females 

would tend to value the motivational factor of Socializing higher than 

males, and males would value Competition higher than females. Some of 

these results concur with those found in previous studies. Hendon 

(1981) reported that females preferred the Social aspect of recreation 

through group activities more than males, while Hirshman (1984) stated 

that males valued Competition higher than females as a motive for 

leisure pursuit. 



Table 1 
Mult i var ia t e Analysis of Variance of Sex by Moti vati on Fact~s 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socia l ize Fami ly Contact Stress Rel i ef Ach i evement Competit i on 

- - - - - - -
X S X s X s X s X s X s X s 

I 

Male 70 21. 5 3.8 21. 3 4.0 15. 7 5.9 13.6 7.3 17 .0 5.2 16.9 5. 6 12. 6 6.6 

Female 171 22. 4 3.0 23.0 3.0 17 .6 5. 4 13. 8 6.9 19.0 4.9 19. l 4. 7 9. 5 5.5 

F prob . .06 , .00 .02 . 79 . 01 .00 .00 

Note. n = 241 

-x = mean 

s = standard deviat i on 

w ..... 
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Another important independent vari ab 1 e in this study was the 

employment status of the recreation participants. The first root of the 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance test was significant (F = 2.39, 

p(.01). The univariate F-tests (Table 2) revealed that Socializing, 

Family Contact, and Competition were significant discriminators among 

the four levels of employment status. 

The Tukey procedure for pairwise comparisons among the levels of 

the independent variable established a number of additional significant 

differences. Adults whose main occupation was taking care of home and 

family valued both Socializing and Exercise more than those who were 

employed either full or part time. Those taking care of home and family 

also valued Family Contact more than those who were students. Those who 

were employed full or part time placed a higher priority on Competition 

than those taking care of home and family. 

Some of these results were more easily understood by 

cross-tabulating the sex of the participants with employment status. 

With the knowledge that females valued both Socializing and Exercise 

more than males it is interesting to note that 99% of those taking care 

of home and family were females. It is also interesting to note that 

83% of the adult males and only 37% of the adult females were 

classified as working either full or part-time. These results would 

therefore tend to support those reported earlier that females preferred 

Socializing and Exercise more than males, while males preferred 

Competition more than females. 

The motivation factors produced several differences among the six 

public recreation centres that were utilized in this study. The first 

three roots of the Multivariate Analysis of Variance test were 
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Table 2 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Employment Status by Motivation Factors 

r - - - -

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize ( Family Contact 

X s X s X s X s 

Employed 
Full or 
Part Time 122 22. 1 3.0 22.0 3.9 16.0 5.9 13.3 6.9 

Unemployed 15 22.5 3. 1 22.4 3.8 18.5 5.4 11. 4 

I 
6.3 

Student 12 22.3 2.5 23. 1 1. 4 17.3 4.7 10.2 6.4 

Taking Care 
of ltome 
and Family 92 22. 1 3.9 23.0 2.6 18.2 5. l 15.0 7.2 

F prob. .96 . 14 .02 .04 

Note. n = 241 --
-x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Stress Relief Achievement 
- -
X s X s 

18.6 5.0 18.5 5.3 

17. 1 4.9 18.4 4.8 

17.9 4.4 19.5 3.2 

18.5 5.3 18.4 5. l 

.76 .92 

Competition 

-
X s 

11. 7 6.4 

11. 1 ' 7.6 

10.7 6.6 

8.6 4.5 

.00 

w 
w 
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significant: (1. F = 2.22, p <..Ol, 2. F = 1.88, p <.01, 3. F = 1.66, 

p <. 05) . The first root accounted for the maxi mum amount of common 

variance between the independent and dependent vari ab 1 es. The 

subsequent roots accounted for smaller but significant amounts of 

shared variance between the variables. The three roots were all 

orthogonal. The univariate F-tests (Table 3) demonstrated that 

Enjoyment, Exercise, and Family Contact were all significant 

discriminators among the six recreation centres. 

The Tukey procedure determined these additional significant 

differences among the levels of the independent variable. Adults who 

participated at Panorama valued Enjoyment more than those at Juan de 

Fuca, Gordon Head, or Oak Bay. Those at both Gordon Head and Cedar Hill 

p 1 aced a higher priority on Exercise than those at Panorama and Oak 

Bay-. This is perhaps explained by the nature of the activities at the 

respective centres. Four of the selected activities at Cedar Hill and 

five at Gordon Head were fitness classes, while only three of the 

selected activities at both Oak Bay and Panorama were fitness oriented. 

Respondents at Oak Bay valued Socializing less than those at all of the 

other rec re at ion centres in this study. Those at Oak Bay al so scored 

less on Family Contact than the respondents at Esquimalt, Gordon Head~ 

and Panorama. Adults at Gordon Head valued Stress Relief higher than 

those at Juan de Fuca and Esquimalt, while the participants at Panorama 

placed a higher priority on Competition than those at Juan de Fuca. 

Another key independent variable in this study was the number of 

hours of weekly participation at a recreation facility. The first root 

of the Multivariate analysis of Variance test was significant (F = 

_l.96, p<.01). The univariate F-tests {Table 4) indicated that Exercise, 



Table 3 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Recreation Centres by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize Family Contact 

- - - -
X s X s X s X s 

Panorama 40 23.4 1.6 21.6 3.8 17.8 4.3 15. 9 6.9 

Juan de 
Fuca 41 21.6 3.6 22.0 4. 2 17.7 5.4 13.3 7.2 

Gordon Head 41 21.6 4. l 23.5 1.6 17.5 6.0 15.9 6.6 

Cedar Hill 32 23 .0 l. 7 23.4 1.8 17 .8 5.1 13 . l 6.6 

Oak Bay 47 21.6 3.8 21.6 4.3 14.7 6. 1 10.6 6.8 

Esquimalt 40 22.0 3.4 23. l 2.6 17. l 5.8 13.8 7.0 

F prob. .04 .02 .06 .oo 

Note . n = 241 --
-x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Stress Relief 

-
X s 

\ 

19.6 4.4 

17.2 6. l 

19.9 4.8 

, 17.9 4.8 

18.5 4.7 

17.4 5.3 

.08 

Achievement 

-
X s 

19.0 4.7 

18. 3 6.2 

18.2 5.0 

18.2 4.9 

18.5 5.2 

18.6 4.7 

.98 

Competition 

-
X s 

12.0 5.9 

8.6 5.5 

10.5 5.9 

9.0 5.2 

l 0. 9 6.7 

11. 3 5.9 

.09 

w 
<.n 



Table 4 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Hours per Week by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize Family Contact 

- - - -
X s X s X s X s 

0 to 1 23 22. 1 2.4 19.8 4.7 17 . 3 5.2 14.8 6.3 

2 to 3 110 22. 1 3.0 23. 1 2.2 16 . 3 5.9 13.4 7. 1 

4 to 5 73 21.8 3.8 22.0 4. 1 17.5 5.4 13.0 7.0 

6 to 7 22 22.4 4.4 23 .5 2. 1 17.2 5.0 13. 1 6.8 

8 or more 13 23.5 1. 7 22 . 6 3.3 19.9 5.2 19.3 6.7 

F prob. .52 .00 .20 .04 

Note. n = 241 

-x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Stress Relief Achievement 

- -
X s X s 

17.0 4. 2 18. 1 4.4 

19.0 5.0 18.3 5.6 

17.3 5.2 18.3 5.0 

21.0 4. 1 19.6 3.8 

18. 1 6.0 19.2 5. 1 

.01 .83 

Competition 
-
X s 

10.0 5.5 

9.6 5.8 

11. 0 6.2 

11.0 5.3 

13.5 7. 5 

• 17 

w 
O'I 
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Family Contact and Stress Relief were all significant discriminators 

among the five levels of the independent variable. 

The Tukey procedure indicated additional significant differences 

among the 1 evel s of the independent vari ab 1 e. Respondents who 

participated 0-1 hour per week valued Exercise less than all of those 

who attended more than one hour per week. Adults who participated more 

than seven hours per week placed a higher priority on Socializing than 

those who attended 2-3 hours per week. Family Contact was more 

important for those who attended more than seven hours per week than 

for those who participated from 2-7 hours per week. Adults who 

participated 6-7 hours per week scored higher on the motivating factor 

of Stress Re 1 i ef than those who attended from 0-1 hour per week. 

Competition was pref erred more by those who participated more than 

seven hours per week than by those who attended for 2-3 hours per week. 

From these results it would therefore appear that frequent 

participation was characterized by preferences for Exercise, 

Socializing, Family Contact, Stress Relief, and Competition. Adults who 

participated primarily for Enjoyment or Achievement indicated no 

pattern of participation as measured by hours per week. 

The motivation factors produced some notable differences among 

the ages of the participants. The first root of the Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance test was significant (F = 1.77, p<.01). The 

univariate F-tests (Table 5) indicated that Enjoyment and Family 

Contact were significant discriminators among the five age groups. 

The Tukey procedure est ab 1 i shed a number of addi ti ona 1 

si gni fi cant differences among the age categories. Younger and middle 

aged adults in the range of 19-44 years va 1 ued Enjoyment more than 



Table 5 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Age by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize 
- - -
X s X s X s 

19-24 27 22.4 1.8 22.8 1.8 18.4 4.4 

25-34 89 22.3 2.4 22.0 3.7 17.2 5.0 

35-44 78 22.7 2.5 22.7 3.0 17. l 5.4 

45-54 18 19.9 5.7 21. 5 5.9 14. l 7. 1 

55-64 29 21.3 5.6 23.6 1. 6 16.8 7.2 

F prob. .01 . 12 .14 

Note. n = 241 

-
X· = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Family Contact Stress Relief 

X s x s 

12.3 6.2 17.7 4.9 

15.0 7.2 18.4 4.7 

14.9 7.0 19. l 5.0 

9.9 6.5 16.6 6.6 

10.4 6. 1 18.4 5.4 

.00 .35 

Achievement 

x s 

20.4 3. l 

17.8 4.9 

18. 9 5.2 

17.7 6.0 

18. 2 6.2 

. l 6 

Competition 

x s 

11. 2 6.2 

10.7 5.3 

10.7 6.8 

9. 1 6.0 

8.9 5.2 

.49 

w 
co 
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those aged 45-54 years. Older adults in the age range of 55-64 years 

valued the Exercise component of public recreation more than those aged 

25-34 years. Younger adults in the range of 19-34 years valued 

Socializing higher than those aged 45-54 years. Family Contact was a 

higher priority among those aged 25-44 years than for those slightly 

older in the range of 45-64 years. Achievement was valued more by those 

in the age range of 19-24 years than by those in the next age group of 

25-34 years. These results suggest that younger adults preferred 

Enjoyment, Socializing, Family Contact and Achievement. Middle aged 

adults scored high on Enjoyment and Family Contact, and older adults 

participated more for Exercise than for the other reasons. The Tukey 

procedure did not identify any significant differences among the age 

categories for the motivation factors of either Stress Relief or 

Competition. 

The number of children of the recreation participants in this 

study was another important independent variable. The first root of the 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance test was significant (F = 2.17, 

p(.01). The other roots were not significant. The univariate F-tests 

(Table 6) indicated that Enjoyment and Family Contact were significant 

discriminators among the five categories of the independent variable. 

The Tukey procedure produced these additional significant 

differences among the levels of the independent variable. Adults with 

0-3 children valued Enjoyment more than those with four or more 

children. Those with three children valued Exercise more than those 

with two children. People with 1-3 children valued Family Contact more 

than those with no children. Those with two children va 1 ued Family 

Contact more than those with four or more children. In consideration of 



Table 6 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance by Number of Children by Motivation Factors 

n · Enjoyment Exercise Socialize Family Contact 

- -
X s X s X s X s 

Zero 64 22.0 2.3 22.3 3.4 16.6 5.5 10.3 5.6 

One 38 22.6 2.0 22.2 3.0 17.3 5.0 16.0 6.9 

Two 89 22.2 3.4 22.2 3.8 16. 7 5.6 15.3 7.2 

Three 35 22.9 3.0 23.7 2.2 18.9 5.3 14.2 7.2 

Four 
or 

More 15 19.3 6.9 22.5 3.5 15.7 7.8 11. 4 6.4 

F prob. . 01 . 21 .23 .00 

Note. n = 241 

x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Stress Relief 

x s 

17. 7 4.8 

18. 1 5. 1 

18.7 5.3 

19.3 4.7 

18.6 5. 1 

.55 

Achievement 

x s 

18.6 4.8 

17.4 5.3 

18.6 5.0 

19.3 5.5 

17.5 5.7 

.50 

Competition 

x s 

11. 4 5.8 

10.0 6. 1 

10.0 5.9 

10.3 6.2 

10.3 6. 7 

.68 

~ 
0 
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previous results from this study regarding the age of the respondents, 

it would therefore appear that younger adults with small families 

participated mainly for Enjoyment and Family Contact, while older 

adults with larger families preferred the Exercise component of public 

recreation. 

The only other independent variable that produced overall 

significant results with the motivation factors as reflected by the 

first root of the Multivariate Analysis of Variance test, was times per 

week of participation at a recreation facility (F = 2.32, p.<.01). The 

subsequent roots were not significant. The univariate F-tests (Table 7) 

determined that Exercise was the only significant discriminating 

dependent variable among the five levels of weekly participation. 

The Tu key procedure produced these additi ona 1 si gni fi cant 

differences among the levels of the independent variable. Adults who 

participated four times per week valued Enjoyment more than those who 

participated two or three times per week. Those who participated two or 

more times per week placed a higher priority on Exercise than those who 

attended only once per week. Respondents who participated five or more 

times per week valued Family Contact more than those who attended three 

times per week. 

These results would tend to suggest that the respondents who 

participated most frequently, as measured by times per week, were those 

who preferred Enjoyment, Exercise and Family Contact. Comparing these 

results with those reported earlier in this study, in measuring 

frequency of participation by number of hours per week, Exercise and 

Family Contact were the only two dependent variables that _were 

significant discriminators for both independent variables. In assessing 



Table 7 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Times per Week of Participc1Li on by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize Family Contact Stress Relief 

x s x s x s x s X s 

One 28 22.7 1.8 19.7 4.4 17.4 5. 1 15. 4 6.3 17. l 4.7 

Two 69 22.0 3.2 21. 9 4.0 17. 1 5.5 13 .0 7.0 18.8 4.8 

Three 96 21.8 3,8 23.2 2.3 16.3 5.9 12.6 7.0 17.9 5.2 

Four 22 23.7 1. 5 23.3 2.5 18.3 5.5 15.4 6.9 20.2 4.0 

Five or 
More 26 21. 9 3.7 23.4 2.7 18.2 5. 1 16.3 7.8 19. l 5.9 

F prob. . 14 .00 .37 .06 . 16 

Note. n = 241 

-x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

Achievement 

X s 

17.3 5.5 

18.5 4.9 

18.5 5.2 

19.9 4.6 

18.4 5. 1 

.52 

Competition 

-
X s 

9.3 5.4 

11. 4 6.8 

10.0 5.6 

12. 1 6.4 

9.0 4.5 

. 16 

~ 
l'\J 
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overall frequency of participation, it would therefore seem that these 

would be the two most important factors for recreation professionals to 

consider in encouraging increased participation from the public. 

The motivation factors did not produce any other overall 

significant Multivariate Analysis of Variance test results with the 

remainder of the independent variables including marital status, (see 

Appendix F, Table F-1), education, (see Appendix F, Table F-2), and 

income, ( see Appendix F, Tab 1 e F-3). There were however, some 

significant results from One-way Analysis of Variance tests on this 

data. 

The univariate F-tests on the motivation factors and marital 

status revealed that Family Contact was the only significant 

discriminator between the married and non-married participants. In a 

result that could have been predicted before this study, married people 

valued Family Contact significantly higher than non-married people. 

These results would therefore be similar to those reported by Haskell 

and Blair (1980) who stated that marital status was not related to 

leisure time activity. 

The univariate F-tests on the motivation factors and education 

level established that Enjoyment and Socializing were significant 

discriminators among the six levels of education. 

The Tukey procedure determined these additional significant 

differences among the levels of the independent variable. Those adults 

with high school education and those with community college training 

valued Enjoyment more than those with a university degree. Those who 

did not complete high school and those with corrnnunity college training 

valued Socializing higher than those with a university post graduate 
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degree. Also, those with community college training valued Socializing 

and Family Contact more than those with some university education. The 

indication from these results was that Enjoyment, Socializing and 

F ami 1 y Contact were pref erred more by those with 1 ower 1 eve 1 s of 

education and that there was no definite motivational preference for 

the participants with higher education. 

This understanding of the education level and preference of the 

participants helps to understand a result that was reported earlier in 

this study. Respondents at Oak Bay scored lower on the motivational 

factor of Socializing than the participants at all of the other 

recreation centres. A cross tabulation of education level by recreation 

centre revea 1 ed that 74% of the respondents at Oak Bay had at 1 east 

some university education. All other recreation centres in this study 

had less than 50% of their respondents at this level of educational 

training. With the knowledge that Socializing was preferred more by 

those with 1 ower 1 eve 1 s of education, it was easier to interpret the 

lower scores for Socializing at Oak Bay in comparison to those at other 

recreation centres on this motivational factor. 

While the Tukey test did indicate some significant differences 

between the level of education and the motivation factors, the overall 

results of the Multivariate Analysis of Variance test indicate some 

disagreement between this study compared to previous research. The 

Canada Fitness Survey (1983), Hendon (1981) and Settle et. al. (1978), 

all reported that education was an i mportant variable in adult leisure 

activity. However, unlike this study, none of this previous research 

focussed exclusively on adult recreation participation at urban 

community facilities. All of t hese previous studies included both 
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traditional outdoor as well as indoor activities in urban and/or rural 

settings. 

The least significant independent variable in this study was the 

income 1 eve 1 of the participants. The univariate F-tests yi e 1 ded no 

i ndi vi dua 1 s i gni fi cant di scri mi nators among the six 1 eve 1 s of income, 

and the Tukey procedure also produced no significant differences among 

the six income levels with the motivation factors. This study clearly 

indicated that motivation for participation in urban public recreation 

was not related to the income level of the respondents. 

These results therefore differ again from those reported by 

Hendon (1981), who stated that income was the most important 

socio-economic variable in adult recreational behavior. Perhaps public 

recreation has not only become affordab 1 e and attractive for 1 ower 

income earners who are unable to participate in expensive leisure 

activities, but also varied enough in the programs and activities that 

are offered, to be interesting and appealing to high income earners. 

The fourth research question examined the relationships between 

the average weekly vi sits to a recreation facility and the number of 

hours of participation per week at a facility with the various 

socio-economic and demographic characteristics of adult participants. 

There were no significant roots in the Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance tests across either weekly visits to a facility (see Appendix 

G, Table G-1), or hours per week of participation, (see Appendix G, 

Table G-2) with any of the socio-economic or demographic measures. 

The Tukey procedure yielded no additional significant differences 

among the socio-economic and demographic measures on the l eve 1 of 

participation. This study would therefore seem to indicate that there 
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were no significant relationships between the socio-economic and 

demographic characteristics of adult participants and the average 

weekly visits or number of hours per week that an individual 

participates at a public recreation facility. 

Multiple Regression analyses were performed to determine the 

combined relationships of the independent variables with each of the 

dependent variables, and confirm the findings from the Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance. The independent variables included: sex, age, 

marital status, number of children, education, employment status, gross 

income, weekly participation at a recreation facility and hours per 

week of participation at a recreation facil i ty. The dependent variab les 

included: Enjoyment, Exercise, Socializing, Family Contact, Stress 

Relief, Achievement and Competition. 

This procedure demonstrated that Exercise was the most 

discriminating dependent variable with an adjusted R square of .13, 

indicating that approximately 13% of the variance in Exercise was 

explained by its relationship with the group of independent variables. 

The overall regression equation was significant (see Appendix H, Table 

H-1). The individual significant predictors of Exercise included 

education, sex, and times per week of participation. The positive 

regression coefficients of sex (males = 0, females= 1) and times per 

week of participation suggested that females valued Exercise more than 

males, and that importance placed on Exercise increased with times per 

week of participation. The negative regression coefficient for 

education suggested that participants with lower levels of education 

placed more value on Exercise than those with higher education. 

The prediction of the scores on Family Contact yielded an 
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adjusted R square of . 10 and the overall regression equation was 

significant (see Appendix H, Table H-2). The significant individual 

predictors of Family Contact included marital status, number of 

children and age. The positive regression coefficients for marital 

status (0 = non married, 1 = married) and number of children indicated 

that the importance placed on Family Contact was greater for married 

than for non-married participants and that the importance increased 

with the number of children of the respondents. The negative regression 

coefficient for age suggested that younger adults valued Family Contact 

more than older adults. 

The prediction of Competition also produced an adjusted R square 

of .10 and the overall regression equation was significant (see 

Appendix H, Table H-3). The individual significant predictors of 

Competition were sex, employment status and hours per week of 

participation at a recreation facility. The negative regression 

coefficients for sex and employment status (0 = working, 1 = not 

working) suggested that males valued Competition higher than females 

and that those respondents who were emp 1 oyed p 1 aced a higher priority 

on Competition than those who were not employed. The positive 

regression coefficient for hours per week of participation indicated 

that the importance placed on Competition increased with the number of 

hours per week of participation at a recreation facility. 

The only other dependent variable to produce an overall 

significant regression equation with the list of independent variables 

was Socializing, with an adjusted R square of .06 (see Appendix H, 

Table H-4}. The individual significant predictors of Socializing were 

employment status and education. The positive regression coefficient 

' -



48 

for emp 1 oyment status suggested that those participants who were not 

working either full or part time, placed a higher priority on 

Socializing than those who were employed. The negative regression 

coefficient for education indicated that those with lower levels of 

education valued Socializing more than those with higher education. 

The prediction of Achievement yielded an adjusted R square of .03 

and the overall regression equation was not significant (see Appendix 

H, Table H-5). The only individual significant predictor of Achievement 

was sex and the positive regression coefficient indicated that females 

valued Achievement higher than males. 

The prediction of Stress Relief produced an adjusted R square of 

.02 and the overall regression equation was not significant (see 

Appendix H, Table H-6). The only individual significant predictor of 

Stress Relief was sex. The positive regression coefficient suggested 

that females valued Stress Relief more than males. 

The prediction of Enjoyment yielded an adjusted R square of only 

.01 and the overall regression equation was not significant (see 

Appendix H, Table H-7). Sex was again, the only significant independent 

variable in predicting Enjoyment. The positive value of the regression 

coefficient suggested that females valued Enjoyment higher than males. 

In previous research, Enjoyment has been cited as the most 

important reason for participating in recreation activities (Rossman, 

1982; Jackson & Williams, 1979; and Statistics Canada, 1976). It was 

therefore interesting to note the order of importance that the 

respondents placed on the motivat i on factors identified in this study. 

The design for the questionnaire utilized in this research did not 

include a provision for the res pondents to include a rank order of 
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preference for the various motivation factors. It was possible however, 

to achieve an approximate rank order of the motivation factors by 

calculating the mean scores on each of the seven factors (minimum= 5, 

maximum= 25) from the results of the questionnaires. The mean scores 

and the standard errors of the mean scores were used to construct a 95% 

confidence interval around each mean. These results appear in Table 8. 

Using this ranking method just described, the factors of Exercise 

and Enjoyment were considered the most important by the respondents in 

this study. Achievement, Stress Relief, and Socializing were also 

considered to be important by the participants, while Family Contact 

and Competition were judged as being the least important by the 

respondents in this study. 



50 

Table 8. 

Respondent Ranking of Motivational Factors 

Variables X sd se 95% Confidence Interval 

Exercise 22.4 3.4 .2 22.0 - 22.8 

Enjoyment 22. l 3.3 .2 21. 7 - 22.5 

Achievement 18. 5 5. l .3 17.9 - 19. l 

Stress Relief 18. 4 5. l .3 17.8 - 19.0 

Socializing 17.0 5.6 .4 16.2 - 17.8 

Family Contact 13. 7 7. 1 .5 12.7 - 14.7 

Competition 10.4 6.0 .4 9.6 - 11. 2 

Note. n = 241 

X = mean 
sd = standard deviation 
se = standard error of the mean 

se = sd/v'n 
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I 
\_ Chapter V 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to identify the important 

motivational factors that underlie adult participation in public 

recreation, and to investigate the relationships between those factors 

and the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the 

participants. With the understanding of why various different groups of 

adults participate, recreation professionals would be more capable of 

meeting the needs and interests of the community, in programming and 

scheduling at public facilities. 

A review of the relevant literature provided a foundation from 

which to develop an instrument that could extract the various 

motivational factors for participation, and also provide the necessary 

socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the participants 

( Beard & Ragheb, 1983; Ragheb & Beard, 1982; Rossman, 1982; Beard & 

Ragheb, 1980; and Crandall, 1980). Factor analysis confirmed that 

motivation for participation at urban public facilities could be best 

explained by these following factors that were selected for this 

research project: 

1. Family Contact 
2. Competition 
3. Socializing 
4. Enjoyment 
5. Achievement 
6. Exercise 
7. Stress Relief. 

While a few other reasons for participation appeared on some of the 

questionnaires, the above list represented the key motivational factors 

that were identified by the respondents in this study. 
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An approximate rank order of importance of these seven motivation 

factors was determined by calculating the mean scores of each of the 

factors, and constructing 95% confidence intervals. This procedure 

established that Exercise and Enjoyment were the most important factors 

in this study, followed by Achievement, Stress Relief, and Socializing. 

The motivation factors of Family Contact and Competition were judged as 

being the least important in this study. 

The results from this study emphasized that there were 

significant differences among the adult users of public recreation 

facilities, in determining motivation for participation. The most 

important conclusion was that males participated for different reasons 

than females. Females preferred Exercising, Socializing, Stress Relief, 

and Achievement more than males, and males enjoyed Competition more 

than females. These results would therefore support the findings of 

previous research. Hendon ( 1981 ) , stated that females pref erred 

Socializing more than males, and Hirshman (1984), reported that males 

enjoyed Competition more than females. 

The employment status of the respondents produced some 

significant relationships with the motivational factors, but these 

results appeared to be corre 1 ated with the differences attributed to 

the sex of the respondents. Those who described their occupation as 

taking care of home and family, showed a greater preference for the 

factors of Socializing and Exercise than those who were employed either 

full or part time. Those who were employed, enjoyed Competition more 

than those taking care of home and family. These results were more 

clearly understood with the knowledge that 99% of those taking care of 

home and family were female, while 83% of the males and only 37% of the 
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females were classified as working either full or part-time. 

The motivational factors also produced a number of significant 

differences among the ages of the respondents in this study. Younger 

adults appeared to participate mainly for Enjoyment, Socializing, 

Family Contact, and Achievement. Middle aged adults scored high on 

Enjoyment and Family Contact, and older adults preferred the Exercise 

component of public recreation. 

These results appeared to be related to those found in examining 

the relationships between the motivation factors and the number of 

children of the respondents. Younger adults with small families 

participated mainly for Enjoyment and Family Contact, while older 

adults with larger families preferred the factor of Exercise. 

Although there were no over a 11 si gni fi cant re 1 ati onshi ps between 

the motivation factors and the independent variables of marital status, 

education, and income, multiple pairwise comparisons did determine some 

significant differences on the levels of education with the motivation 

factors. Those with lower levels of education preferred the factors of 

Enjoyment, Socia 1 i zing, and Family Contact, and there were no 

motivational preferences for the participants with higher education. 

These results differ from those reported in earlier studies. The 

Canada Fitness Survey ( 1983), Hendon ( 1981), and Settle et. al., a 11 

reported that education was an important variable in adult leisure 

behavior. Hendon (1981), also reported that income was the most 

important socio-economic variable in adult leisure activity. 

Participants with higher incomes had a much wider variety of recreation 

choices than those earning lower incomes. 

The lack of significance on the factor of income in this study 
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may be a reflection of a deficiency of quality private recreation 

facilities in Victoria. Many Canadian cities have a number of both 

public and private recreation facilities. The paucity of quality 

private recreation facilities in Victoria has perhaps resulted in 

adults from higher income levels choosing to participate at public 

centres. 

This study also demonstrated that participants varied in their 

motivational preferences, depending on the location of their recreation 

activity. The respondents at both Gordon Head and Cedar Hi 11 scored 

higher on the factor of Exercise than those at Oak Bay and Panorama. 

This may be explained in part however, by the fact that a greater 

proportion of the activities at Gordon Head and Cedar Hill were fitness 

oriented than at Oak Bay and Panorama. The participants at Oak Bay 

scored lower on the Socializing factor than those at all of the other 

recreation centres. This was perhaps due to the fact that 74% of the 

respondents at Oak Bay had at least some university education, and that 

the Socializing factor was more important to those with lower levels of 

education. The respondents at Oak Bay also scored lower on the factor 

of Family Contact than those at Esquimalt, Gordon Head, and Panorama. 

The results from this research indicated that frequency of 

participation as measured by the number of hours per week increased for 

those who preferred the factors of Exercise, Socializing, Family 

Contact, Stress Relief, and Competition. The respondents who 

participated the most frequently as measured by the number of times per 

week were those who preferred the factors of Enjoyment, Exercise, and 

Family Contact. In consideration therefore, of both hours per week and 

times per week of participation, Exercise and Family Contact were the 
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two most important motivationa 1 factors to consider for encouraging 

increased participation. 

This study also demonstrated that there were no significant 

relationships between either the number of hours or the number of times 

per week of participation and the socio-economic and demographic 

characteristics of the respondents. 

The statistical procedures indicated a number of significant 

differences among the various relationships between the independent and 

dependent variables, but these results should be considered possible 

trends as opposed to industry phenomena. Some of the analyses produced 

statistically significant relationships, whereas the actual differences 

between the groups was quite small. With respect to this consideration, 

the most important conclusion from this research is that people 

participate in their leisure activities for a variety of reasons. Males 

participate for different reasons than females. Younger adults enjoy 

certain aspects of public recreation that are distinct from the 

preferences of older adults. 

It appears that the motivational factors of Exercise and Family 

Contact should be stressed by program managers who are concerned with 

increasing participation. Overall, the motivational factors of Exercise 

and Enjoyment appeared to be the most important concerns among 

recreation participants, and Competition was the least important. 

An important consideration regarding this study was that the 

generalizability of the results was limited due to the nature of the 

sampling techniques. All of the surveys were conducted on Wednesdays, 

so the results could at best, only be generalized to mid-week 

participation. Specific interest in motivation for participation at 

r ' 
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other times during the week would necessitate data collection to 

correspond with those days. 

Another limitation of the study was that the results could have 

been biased due to the nature and capacity of the participating 

recreation centres. The variety of the activities was not consistent at 

all facilities. While the programming objectives may have been 

consistent in attempting to offer a wide scope of activities to serve 

the needs of the respective communities, the recreation centres were 

unique in size, staffing, and overall facilities. These centres were 

a 1 so unique therefore, in their de 1 i very of programs and services. 

These consequent 1 i mi tat ions made it i mposs i b 1 e to obtain a 

representative sample of all of the activities that were selected for 

this study. 

One question not addressed in this study and one which would 

provide an interesting topic for future research is to compare 

motivational preferences for participation to the types of activities 

offered at a facility or several facilities. Do those who attend 

fitness classes participate for the same reasons as those who swim, 

skate, or enroll in a craft workshop? The information contained in this 

study provides an important first step. The results from this research 

demonstrate that we know why adults participate at urban public 

recreation facilities. The next logical progression would be to examine 

the motivational differences among the various activities that are 

offered. In order to provide more definitive information for the 

recreation professional to aid program planning, future research must 

also address the limitations imposed on this study. 

Motivation for participation is an important concept in the study 
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of recreation behavior. This study has shown that individuals were 

driven to engage in leisure activities for different reasons. The study 

of these reasons, their origins and etiology, is central to the 

understanding of recreation behavior and to the conduct of effective 

public recreation management. By considering the results of this study 

as they apply to rec re at ion program planning, administrators may be 

better able to meet the needs and interests of the participants in 

community recreation programs. 
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Survey Questionnaire 



UN( V ERS[T.-( O f V[CTOR L-\ 
f' .t ) !HIX 1; ou . ,; ,c·:·o i{: . .\ . clKIT {'.",H COi. i ." \ lijL \ . C:\S .\l) _. \ \ "."i\.\··.:,·'.! 
TEl.El'HO." 1:-~ t0 11--t; 7'.! l .i'.: ! ! . T f::L. i :\. tM~,.;- :,::; :; 

Dear Respondent, 

Thank you for volunteering fot' th.is 9u:JLic receat:on user stuc!.y. r a.".!l :::-Jing :o 

determine the reasons why ?-=O?le 9a..-tic:;iatc at 9u~ lic r'?c:::-ea!:ion cenc:::-es. Volun• 

tee:::-s fort.his study ;v:l! re~ain anony~ous. so plea-,e do not wnte ::our na:ne or any 

ocher idencif.cation on chis ques~ionnaire. You ....,i ll need a99;orimately 10- L5 min­

utes to comp lete che questionnaire and please remember to pick up your courtesy 

pass to this facility when you return the completed questionnaire. 

Sincerely 

(- I 
4 ,-r . ,...___,t.___ C ~,uti/,lcN. 

'J Joe Stephenson 

:'--I.A. student 

UNl\il;;RSITY OF VICTORIA 
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Th" foUowinl{ !.is cco n"idt" of .. ,,..,.on" .,.,ople have ru.- ;Jlll"ticipucin" in 1"ec.-et1cl!!n unu leisu.-e prn""am,;. 
?'.~""" ,niiic t1ce how impon:ant etlch .itutem.,nt i" fo.- you by plt1cinl( tl d1.,ck 'id in ch., uppropriuce box. 

Checi< one bo :c fo r -,,.ch ~,,.ce:n.,nt. 5 4 3 2 
( ?.'\R7!CI PXrE ,N ?l..' 3UC RS C!l.E.-\TWIS Ve;R Y OF SOM£ ,1 1-~ '...:rTLI::: 

l 
l)F' '.~ 0 

.-\..'IOIOR c.z:st:RE ?~uGR.. ... . 'rlS : IMl"JRT.\,-,T tl4PORT,\:-U:e UNO~c:o~.o l~PORTANC£ { ~IPOtc·.\..1,H;£ 

To :l:.1vi, :'.!n . . .. , .... . . ............ . ...• 

?or ;h.r~ic:il -!..'Ci;:rc:.'.it! ..... . . . . ........ ... .. ..•. . . .. . ... 

:.l To ~ .vtc..;, ::-:~~r.3 ...... .. .. ........... .... .... .. ..... . 
4 To :ft! 'N\th. :I:~::la~:-3 ,}c° :T:Y iamily ....... . . ... . ..... .. . . 

.5 To ~~ ::Om :h·tt J ~it :Ji my ioO . ... ... ....... . . . . ... . 

ii !o '. t!~-::: :1 ::tt:w Jd ... . . , .. ... .. ..... ........ . .... . .. . . 

3 T:.> i!!ljuy '1l1 ac..-=:. •ri.C"/ ••• ••.•• • .••• • •••... •• •.••••••••••• 

9 Lo ::ai:lt.'lin ~ :lt!:l.it.,_y ;Jie:1:yi1 ..••. . .........••.• •. •.• 

tl Lil ~:ibie •l\U' ;'ac.ily :.a ?e tol{~th.er .•.....•.••••..••.••. 

t~ To ~~ioy ?0.Y~ical ~h1..--:atioa ..... . .•...... •.. ... . .• .• . . 

l:J T'> :i:r-..!::er dev~lo p ::y ,kilt.. Jc ;il,i!ities . .. .. . . .... .. . .. . 

~..\ To ·:om~~.t ..t.i:.tl.'1:it -,c:~=rs ............ .. .. ... ......... . 

t5 To JHk 0•1er:,.:I ;,t~.>u:e .......•• . ..... . ...... .. . . .- .... . 

ti Lo ..:occ:-l'li ::t !I weii:"..c .. •• . ••• . .••...••...... . .. . ...• .. . 

L7 To~ ·.V::h ~o;:,t~ .,.,ho :lave Jimitar int~re:;t.1 :o mine ... 

t3 Tll tnaOle our fa:-:.i!y :o :lave fun togeth-tr • . .. .......... 

19 To get away from my family (or a while . ..... .... .•.... 

20 To ohlRin a (c.,!ing o( achievement ..• . .. . . ...•.... . ..•. 

21 To join a com petitive league .. . ........ .. .............. . 

22 To enjoy more from life . . . . .. .. . . . .. .. ................ . 

23 To become more physically fit ... ..... .. . . . .. ...... .. .. . 

24 To enjoy group ac!iviti•:s .... . ....... .................. . 

'.?5 To enjoy family activitie• .. ............... .... . ...... . 

26 To relax mentally ...• ... •• ... . •...............•........ 

Z7 To acce;,t a ne'A· chu!lenise . .. . .. ... . .... ... ... . ... . . .. . 

2S To enjoy the Hu-it! of competit ion . .. ... . ......... . ..... . 

29 To ha•·• a gooo t ime . .... . . . ..... . ..... . .. . ........ . . . . 

30 To :nain:ain rny dr,ily eneqcy le,·el .. ..... .•.•... . .... . . 

31 To •ociulize . ............ ... .. . ...... ........ . . . ....... . 

32 To b• c!ose io my far:1ily ........•.. . ............ . ...... 

J..1 To recuperate from my busy lift::1t:;1e .. . .. .. .. ....... .. . 

3~ To •et and achie..-e ::ew i;oals ..... . ..... .. .. ... .. . . . . . . 

35 To improve my skill• throuKh competition .. . .. .. .. ... . . 

D 
0 
C 
0 ,1 
0 
! ! 

L.J 
C 
n 
0 
□ 
0 
n 
~ 
~ 

L..: 
n 
0 
□ 
0 
□ 
□ 
0 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
D 
D 
D 
D 
□ 
D 
D 

C C n 
C C 0 
0 □ □ 
C L r; 

'--

u I' I-.! 0 
Q n 0 '-

C 0 r. 
'-

0 □ □ 
0 C □ 
u 0 □ 
□ [J □ 
C 0 0 
□ □ 0 
u 0 C 
0 0 C 
0 u 0 
r, 0 0 l...2 

0 n 0 LJ 

D D 0 
D D D 
0 0 0 
0 D D 
□ D D 
□ D D 
D □ D 
0 D D 
0 D 0 
□ D 0 
D D D 
D D D 
□ D D 
□ 0 D 
D D D 
D 0 D 
D D D 

36. Please ¥.Tite<lown any other renson(.s) you mny have that are not included in the abo,..·e list, but whii:h yl)uconsidcr import.:,nt 
for your partici;,a~ion in public rccrealion. 

(7 

r " ·--L. 
,-, 
I_; 

' ,_ 

L 
C 
0 
C 
r, 
l...2 

D 
C 
r-: 
'--' 
~ 
~ 

I : 

C 
D 
D 
D 
0 
D 
□ 
D 
0 
D 
0 
□ 
0 
0 
□ 
D 
D 
□ 
D 
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The uns,ver!t to the followin\{ :.en que~cinn~ ure nece~dary to muke compt1ri~on.::t h~t"N~t-:~ ..cri1uo ."t r,f 
pt!Opit! ,,n th~ir rewton:f for par~iciputin'( i n c-ec:-et1tiu1t .•1nt.i ~ei~urt! ~ ctivitl~!j. Y•J1J.r :.1n~.....,~C"!t -...., d l ~~ 
kept :ttrictly conri d.,n: iu.l. (n uny uf ch" "" por~:t re,rn!t:nf: from chi" qu.,,.tionnuir-e. c.h -, Jucu w ill 
u!wuy:t b" aver-1.1.,:;,d Lln<l individuu.:.,i w ill not b" idenc::illille. 

37 You tu~"!: 

U '.,tai• 

2 LJ ,=:a!e 

38 How old are )'IJu'.' 

LJ !9 W ·!~ years 

!! 0 ·!5 to J4 }'!!I.N 

3 0 J.5 "' ~4 , • .....,, 

4 0 .;5 co .)4 year• 

5 0 55 to 6-1 y~a.rs 

39 Whl!t ta y<>ur aurital ~tatu•'.' 

40 

LJ Sinir!• 

2 0 Ma:.i~d or iivinii ~<,eet..'ier 

3 0 Se;,arncf.'1! or divorced 

~ 0 Widowed 

Bow mRny children do you httvc? 

0 0 None 

1 0 One 

2 □ Two 

3 □ Three 

~ 0 Four 

5 0 Five or more 

~& l \Vhnt wn~ the hi,:-hcs t lc,·cl of cducnti(,n tht.tt you renchcd? 

0 I did not comp!~,~ hii::h school 

2 0 flil(h school ~'l'adu a tiun 

3 0 Curnmunicy Col!e~e Diplomn or Tl'd::-. ic:il School Certificate 

4 0 Son1t• uni vcrsi:y 

5 0 Uni,,crsity d'!grl"\! 

6 0 University post a:raduat~ <le~ret! 

,12 Which Or lhc folluwin,: best deftcrihl·» "'· hut you urc doing now? Check one. 

0 Employcd full -time 

2 0 1-:rnploy<-.I po1rt-limc 

J O Unempl11y(:d 

4 0 Studt!nl 

5 0 Tnkin..: car~ of home undlor fan,ily 

fi O Other, vim•• •1-.:ci(y: 
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•;J ·Alhuc :.:t y nur lporn .'< :muce -1. nnual ..,rrn~ft :n,:om~ ! Plt!tl-"tt:! include yo ur p u.rmt:r' :t incnm~ i f you 1lrt! mu.rrie<l or 
livir.~ -; ,>" ecner tnd .,uu:·:.:i ~ ~ .'(.~n:,~:,. 

~ \Vh~~ -iit.i :,--uu ,1b i:ui.n ~.:1.i.:1 .,u~~c.u n:::.J.i:~? 

I" ?lr.un:::a ::._-=~~ uc~ Cc!n ::-~ 

5 CJ :-iv~ :imes or .nore 

46 On a,·erage, how many hours per week would you estimate that you participate at this facility? 

0 0 to l 

1O2to3 

3 □ ~:o5 
~ LJ o:o7 

5 0 .'-lore t.han 7 

'/'lwnh you for you co-operation in completing this questionnaire. 
I hope you e11joy your f rec pass, courtesy of this facility! 

65 



66 

APPENDIX B 

Letters of Permission to Conduct Survey 

j 



Mr. Monty Holding, 
Manager, 
Peninsula Recreation Centre, 
1885 Forest Park Drive, 
Sidney, B.C. 
V8L 4A3. 

Dear Mr. Holding: 

1228 Crown Crescent, 
Victoria, B.C. 
V8P 1M6. 
August 22, 1985. 

ql 

As I indicated in a recent convers~ti6n, I am planning 
to conduct a survey of adult public recreation participants 
in Victoria, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the completion of a Master of Arts degree in Physical Education 
at the University of Victoria. I am writing to request 
permission to include the Peninsula Recreation Centre in my 
study. 

I would like to administer a questionnaire to a rahdomly 
selected group of adult users to determine the important 
motivational reasons for participation and also to collect 
relevant socioeconomic and demographic information. In order 
to conduct my study, I need written confirmation to include the 
Peninsula Recreation Centre. Would you please sign at the 
appropriate location below indicating that permission has been 
granted, and then return this letter to me at your earliest possible 
convenience. 

Permission is hereby granted to Joe Stephenson to 
conduct a recreation user study at the Peninsula 
Recreation Centre during 
of 1985-86. 

the fall and/or winter 

X W11-/4vL A ~ 

Mr. Monty;~~ 

Date 4z .78 k. 
I 

Manager 
Peninsula Recreation Centre 

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
this request and I look forward to sharing the results with 
you. 

Sincerely, 

: l: .--- Iv ,-/r~ ✓- . , 

/ ' - /Le / I ,t '{-./, ' I 

/ Joe Stephenson 



1228 Crown Crescent, 
Victoria, B.C., ~ d u._0[2 f 
V8P 1M6. 
August 22, 1985. _:,3 \985 .' 

. ... 5'C':3 L:J uD-rsl 
Ms. Agnes Szilos, 
Superintendent, 
Recreation Oak Bay, 
1975 Bee Street, 
Victoria, B.C., 
V8R SE6. 

Dear Ms. Szilos: 

As I indicated in a recent conversation, I am planning 
to conduct a survey of adult public recreation participants 
in Victoria, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the completion of a Master of Arts degree in Physical Education 
at the University of Victoria. I am writing to request 
permission to include the Oak Bay Recreation Centre in my 
study. 

I would like to administer a questionnaire to a randomly 
selected group of adult users to determine the important 
motivational reasons for participation and also to collect 
relevant socioeconomic and demographic information. In order 
to conduct my study, I need written confirmation to include the 
Oak Bay Recreation Centre. Would you please sign at the 
appropriate location below indicating that permission has been 
granted, and then return this letter to me at your earliest 
possible convenience. 

Permission is hereby granted to Joe Stephenson to 
conduct a recreation user study at the Oak Bay 
Recreation Centre during the fall and/or winter 
of 1985-86. 

X 

Ms. Agnes Szilos 
Superintendent 
Recreation Oak Bay 

Date__.fl..__..6_..,,+_1_1_/a_s:._. 

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
this request and I look forward to sharing the results with 
you. 

Sincerely, 

l · .. · /,/,,/~ '('/;'--\ 
,- -- .,-_ I j · . t, ' . . . . 

· e Stephenson 
I 



Mr. Bill Young, 

1228 Crown Crescent, 
Victoria, B.C. 
V8P 1M6. 
August 22, 1985. 

Director of Parks & Recreation, 
Municipality of Saanich, 

69 

770 Vernon Avenue, 
Victoria, B.C. 
vax 2w1. 

SAANICi-1 PARKS ANO 
RECREATION DEPT. 

Dear Mr. Young: 

As I indicated in a recent conversation, I am planning 
to conduct a survey of adult pubiic recreation participants 
in Victoria, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the completion of a Master of Arts degree in Physical Education 
at the University of Victoria. I am writing to request 
permission to include the Gordon Head Recreation Centre and 
the Cedar Hill Recreation Centre in my study. 

I would like to administer a questionnaire to a randomly 
selected group of adult users to determine the important 
motivational reasons for participation and also to collect 
relevant socioeconomic and demographic information. In order 
to conduct my study, I need written confirmation to include 
these facilities. Would you please sign at the appropriate 
location below indicating that permission has been granted, 
and then return this letter to me at your earliest possible 
convenience. 

Permission is hereby granted to Joe Stephenson to 
conduct a recreation user study at the Gordon Head 
Recreation Centre and Cedar Hill Recreation Centre 
during the fa and/or winter of 1985-86. 

Mr. Bill Young 
Director of Parks and Recreation 
Municipality of Saanich. 

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
this request and I look forward to sharing the results with 
you. 



1228 Crown Crescent, 
Victoria, B.C., 
VSP 1M6. 
August 22, 1985. 

70-

. .· :"- ·· 
.. .I ·c ~ ::.\ 

Mr. Brian Starrier, 
Administrator, 

~: D-- --~)) 
r" . l • ~ ! 

Juan de Fuca Parks & Recreation 
1767 Island Highway, 
Victoria, B.C. 
V9B lJl. 

Dear Mr. Storrier: 

As I indicated in a recent conversation, I am planning 
to conduct a survey of adult public recreation participants 
in Victoria, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 

. \ 

the completion of a Master of Arts degree in Physical Education 
at the University of Victoria. I am writing to request 
permission to include the Juan de Fuca Recreation Centre in 
my study. 

I would like to administer a questionnaire to a randomly 
selected group of adult users to determine the important 
motivational reasons for participation and also to collect 
relevant socioeconomic and demographic information. In order 
to conduct my study, I need written confirmation to include the 
Juan de Fuca Recreation Centre. Would you please sign at the 
appropriate location below indicating that permission has been 
granted, and then return this letter to me at your earliest 
possible convenience. 

Permission is hereby granted to Joe Stephenson to 
conduct a recreation user study at the Juan de 
Puca Recreation Centre during the fall and/or 

ter f---.19 8 5-8 6. 

-~r. ian Storrier 
Administrator 
Juan de Fuca Parks & Recreation 

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
this request and I look forward to sharing the results with 
you. 

Sincerely, 

)
. 1/ ' _j 
,. - I I I . • 

L< _,_./ft/-/~ I /J(I \ 

f oe Stephenson 
/ 

,./ :) 
. ;/ 

. _.,,· 



Mr. Jack Boutilier, 

1228 Crown Crescent, 
Victoria, B.C., 
V8P 1M6; 
August 22, 1985. 

Manager of Parks & Recreation, 
1149 A Esquimalt Road, 
Victoria, B.C., 
V9A 3N6. 

Dear Mr. Boutilier: 

As I indicated in a recent conversation, I am planning 
to conduct a survey of adult public recreation participants 
in Victoria, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
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the completion of a Master of Arts degree in Physical Education 
at the University of Victoria. I am writing to request 
permission to include the Esquirnalt Recreation Centre in my 
study. 

I would like to administer a questionnaire to a randomly 
selected group of adult users to determine the important 
motivational reasons for participation and also to collect 
relevant socioeconomic and demographic information. In order 
to conduct my study, I need written confirmation to include the 
Esquirnalt Recreation Centre. Would you please sign at the 
appropriate location below indicating that permission has been 
granted, and then return this letter to me at your earliest 
possible convenience. 

Permission is hereby granted to Joe Stephenson to 
conduct a recreation user study at the Esquimalt 
Recreation Cent7a during the fall and/or winter 
of 1985-86. 
~ 7 

~~I X Date 
\ o I '-..,_ 

M. Jae~ Boutilier 
Manager, of Parks & Recreation 
Mutiici"pality of Esquimalt 

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding 
this request and I look forward to sharing the results with 
you. 

Sincerely, 
! ( ,. I 

,. J-,-- </ ~-;,'/, ,' / {)-' ' ! \ /!·' / .,j fi~ f , .. L • - L 

./ Joe Sterihenson 
_/ / . 
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APPENDIX C 

Total Responses by Recreation Centres 

. ' 



Total Reseonses by Recreation Centres 

Recreation Centre Date Approached 

Panorama 25-09-85 47 

Oak Bay 09-10-85 62 

Cedar Hill 16-10-85 37 

Juan de Fuca 23-10-85 51 

Gordon Head 30- 10=85 49 

Esquimalt 06-11-85 48 

Totals 294 

Note. x = mean 

Refusals Spoiled 

5 2 

14 0 

6 l 

8 l 

6 3 

8 0 

46 7 

Completed 

40 

48 

31 

42 

40 

40 

241 

Per Cent Response Rate 

89.4 

77 .4 

86.5 

84.3 

87.8 

83.3 

x = 84.3 

-....J 
w 
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APPENDIX D 

Strata Times and Activities by Recreation Centres 



S~rata Times and Activities bt Recreation Centres 

Panorama Oak Bay Cedar tli11 

6:00 A.M. Parent & Tot Ladies mild Pre-Post natal 
to swim fitness fitness 
12:00 Noon 

Shinney hockey Introduction Moderate 
to computers fitness 

Intense fitness 
Early bird Tennis social 
swim 

12:00 Noon Aqua tykes Badminton Mother/ 
to drop-in Daughter jazz 
6:00 P.M. Rehab swim 

Coed Intense Moderate fitness 
Moderate to fitness 
Intense fitness Arts & Crafts 

Student/Adult 
strength 
training 

6:00 P. M. Learn to skate Introduction Yoga 
to to computers 
12:00 Badminton Moderate to 
Midnight Family swim Intense fitness 

Mild fitness 
Men's tennis Drop-in 
social Volleyball 

·, 

Juan de Fuca Gordon Head 

Post natal Moderate fitness 
fitness 

Intense fitness 
Moderate to 
Intense fitness Ladies water 

exercises 
Adult skate 

~later Classical 
exercises interlude 

Diaper dive Noon swim 

Adult lunch- ladies swimfit 
time swim 

Computers and Bridge club 
accounting 

Tai Chi 
Shiatsu 

Adult swim 
Conversational 
French 

Esquiina 1t 

Water 
exercises 

Parent & tot 
gym 

Moderate 
fitness 

Noon adult 
swim 

Shinney 
hockey 

Public 
skating 

Family swim 

Moderate to 
Intense 
fitness 

Intense fitness 

. "' • u, 



76 

APPENDIX E 

Factor Analysis of Motivational Statements 
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Tab 1 e E-1 

Factor Loadin9s of Motivational Statements {Unrotated) 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Q17 .683 .368 
QlO .615 -.343 .421 
Q24 .604 -.356 .363 
Q31 .588 -.324 .415 
Q22 .579 -.356 -.350 
Q03 .560 -.348 .430 
Q26 .555 -.300 
Q33 .551 .363 -.338 
Q29 .527 -.420 -.462 
Q08 .492 -.351 -.469 
Ql5 .487 - . 341 -.449 
Q27 .483 .322 -.405 
Q20 .479 .315 .385 -.327 
Q19 .445 -.379 
Qll .411 -.768 
Q32 .463 -.748 
Q04 .453 -.742 
Q18 .460 -.738 .303 
Q25 .482 -.703 .301 
Q30 .330 .527 
Q23 .444 .427 .383 .303 
Ql6 .431 .356 . 310 
Q28 .495 -.692 
Ql4 .508 -.684 .329 
Q35 .509 -.654 
Q21 . 517 -.654 .302 
Q07 .477 -.639 
Q09 .328 .338 .507 .481 
QOl .481 -.514 -.399 
Q13 .392 .483 -.431 
Ql2 .403 .422 
Q02 .400 .424 .551 
Q06 .392 .437 -.479 
Q34 .407 .398 -.456 
Q05 .442 .391 -.449 

Eigenvalues: 

8.02 4.63 3.75 3.32 2. 77 2.25 1.36 . 
·' I .-



Table E-2 

Fac~or Loadings of Motivational Statements (Vari max) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 
Family Contact Competition Socializing Enjoyment Achievement Exercise Stress Relief 

Ql8 .945 
Q32 .938 
Qll .933 
Q4 .930 
Q25 .912 
Q14 .934 
Q28 .913 
Q21 .906 
Q35 .899 
Ql .854 
QlO .889 
Q31 .858 
Q3 .831 
Q17 .797 
Q24 .754 
Ql .821 
QB .820 
Q29 .816 
Q15 .799 
Q22 .734 
Q34 .841 
Ql3 .800 
Q27 . 779 
Q6 . 759 
Q20 .736 
Q2 .875 
Q23 .874 
Q9 .854 
Q16 .670 
Q30 .666 
Q5 .833 
Q33 . 760 
Q26 .740 
Q12 .651 
Q19 .619 

Sums of Squares 

4.3~0 4.064 3.421 3. 189 3.072 3. 151 2. 626 
-...,I 

. CXl 



APPENDIX F 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of 
Marital Status, Education and Income 

by Motivation Factors 

79 
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Table F-1 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Marital Status by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment 

Not 
Married 

Married 

F prob. 

-
X 

55 22.2 

186 22. l 

Note. n = 241 

x = mean 

s = standard deviation 

.85 

s 

2. l 

3.6 

Exercise 

X s 

22.0 3.8 

22.6 3. 3 

. 20 

Socialize 
-
X s 

16.9 5.7 

17.l 5. 6 

.82 

Family Contact 

X 

11. 5 

14.3 

.01 

s 

6.0 

7.2 

Stress Relief 

X 

19.9 

18 . 6 

. 39 

s 

4.3 

5.3 

Achievement 

X 

19.0 

18 . 3 

.4 2 

s 

4.3 

5.3 

Competition 

X 

10.5 

10. 4 

.85 

s 

5.9 

6. 0 

co 
0 



Table F-2 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Education by Motivat ion Factors 

n Enjoymen t Exercise Soc i al ize Famil y Contact Stress Re l ief Achievement Compel it ion 

x s x s x s x s X s X s X s 

Di d Not 
Finish High 
School 14 13 .0 1.9 23.6 1.8 19.0 6.4 14.0 6. 3 17.8 6. l 19 . 5 5.8 12 . 7 7. 4 

High 
School 
Gradu-
ation 69 22. 3 3.0 22. 7 3. 4 17.2 5. l 14.0 7. 1 18. l 5.4 18.5 5.4 10 . 7 6.0 

Corrmunity 
Col lege 
Di pl oma 49 23.0 1.8 22. 5 2. 6 18. 6 4. 6 15 . 7 7. 3 18 .8 5.2 18. 6 5.0 11. l 5.8 

Some 
Un i versity 47 21. 7 4. l 22. 7 3.0 16. l 6.0 12.3 6.6 18.4 4. 7 18 . 3 4. 7 10.3 5. 6 

Universi t y 
Degree 41 20.9 4.7 21.9 4.6 16.4 5.9 12 . 7 7. l 18 . 4 4.6 19.0 4.4 9. 1 5.6 

University 
Post 
Graduat e 
Degree 21 22 . 6 2.0 21. 6 3.8 14.5 6.1 12 . 9 7.2 18.9 5.0 16.7 6. l 9.2 6.7 

F prob . .04 .45 . 03 .21 .96 . 61 .36 

Note. n = 241 

x = mean 

s - st andard deviation 

CX) 
..J 



Table F-3 

Multivariante Analysis of Variance of Gross Income by Motivation Factors 

n Enjoyment Exercise Socialize Family Contact Stress Relief Achievement Competition 

x s x s x s x s x s x s x s 

$12,999 
or 
Less 35 22.4 2.0 22.5 3.0 18.2 4.6 11. 5 6.0 17.7 4.6 20.0 4.3 10.0 5.8 

$13,000 
to 
$24,999 51 22 . 0 3.8 22.9 3.0 17.4 5.6 14.8 7. 1 18.4 5.1 18.3 5. 2 10.4 6. 0 

$25 ,000 
t o 
$36,999 86 21. 9 3.5 22.3 3.4 16.4 5.9 14.3 7.4 18.5 5.2 17.8 5.0 10.8 5.7 

$37,000 
to 
$48,999 40 23.0 1.8 22.4 3.0 17.4 5. l 13.7 6.3 18.7 5.4 18.7 4.7 l 0. 2 5.9 

$49,000 
to 
$60,999 17 21.2 5.5 22.9 4.8 16.2 6.8 12.0 7.7 18.0 5.9 19.3 6.4 11. l 7.8 

$61,000 
or 
More 12 22. 1 2.5 21. 6 4.8 16.2 5.8 14.4 8.4 19.4 3. 2 17.8 6.2 9. 1 6.9 

F prob. .50 .84 .57 . 27 .93 . 39 . 94 

Note. n = 241 

x = mean 

s = standard deviation 
00 
N 
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Table G-1 

Number of Times per Week of Participation by Socio-economic and 

Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

n X s F prob 

Sex 

Male 70 2.7 1. 2 .59 
Female 171 2.8 1. l 

Age 

19-24 27 2.7 1. 2 
25-34 89 2.7 1. l 
35-44 78 2.8 1.2 .65 
45-54 18 2.8 .9 
55-64 29 3. 1 l. 1 

Marital Status 

Non married 55 2.7 l. 1 .46 
Married 186 2.8 1. l 

Number of Children 

0 64 2.6 1. l 
l 38 2.6 1.0 
2 89 2.8 1. l .25 
3 35 3. l 1.2 
4 or more 15 3. l 1. 1 

Education 

Did not finish high school 14 2.6 1.3 
High school graduation 69 2.8 1.0 
Community college diploma 49 2.8 1.0 .51 
Some University 47 3.0 1. 1 
University degree 41 2.8 1.2 
Post graduate degree 21 2.5 1.2 

Emeloyment Status 

Employed full or part time 122 2.7 l. l 
Unemployed 15 2.7 1.3 • 16 
Student 12 2.5 1.2 
Taking care home & family 92 3.0 l. 1 



Table G-1, cont'd. 

Number of Times per Week of Participation by Socio-economic and 

Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

-n X s 

Income 

Under $12,299 35 2.5 1.2 
$13,000 - $24,999 51 2.9 1. 1 
$25,000 - $36,999 86 2.9 1.2 
$37,000 - $48,999 40 2.8 1. 1 
$49,000 - $60,999 17 2.6 .7 
$61,000 or more 12 2.8 1.2 

Recreation Centre 

Panorama 40 3.0 1. 1 
Juan de Fuca 41 3.0 1. 1 
Gordon Head 41 2.9 1.3 
Cedar Hill 32 2.4 .9 
Oak Bay 47 2.6 1. 1 
Esquimalt 40 2.7 l. 1 

Note. n = 241 

x = mean 

s = standard deviation 
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Tab 1 e G-2 

Number of Hours per Week of Participation by Socio-economic and 

Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

-n X s F prob 

Sex 

Male 70 2.7 l. l .28 
Female 171 2.5 .9 

Age 

19-24 27 2.5 .9 
25-34 89 2.5 1.0 
35-44 78 2.6 1.0 .85 
45-54 18 2.4 .8 
55-64 29 2.6 .9 

Mari ta l Status 

Non married 55 2.5 .9 .71 
Married 186 2.6 1.0 

Number of Children 

0 64 2.4 .9 
l 38 2.3 .7 
2 89 2.6 1.0 .09 
3 35 2.8 1.2 
4 or more 15 2.8 .9 

Education 

Did not finish high school 14 2.4 l. l 
High school graduation 69 2.6 l. l 
Community college diploma 49 2.7 .9 .35 
Some University 47 2.7 1.0 
University degree 41 2.4 .8 
Post graduate degree 21 2.2 .9 

Employment Status , , 

Employed full or part time 122 2.5 1.0 
Unemployed 15 2.3 1.2 .48 
Student 12 2.3 .6 
Taking care home & family 92 2.6 1.0 



87 

Tab l e G-2, cont ' d. 

Number of Hours per Week of Participation by Socio-economic and 

Demograph i c Characteristics of Adult Participants 

-n X s F prob 

Income 

Under $12,299 35 2.5 1.0 
$13,000 - $24,999 51 2.7 .9 
$25,000 - $36,999 86 2.5 1.0 .71 
$37,000 - $48,999 40 2.7 1.2 
$49,000 - $60,999 17 2.6 . 9 
$61,000 or more 12 2.3 .7 

Recreation Centre 

Panorama 40 2.7 1.0 
Juan de Fuca 41 2.7 1.0 
Gordon Head 41 2.5 1.0 . 14 
Cedar Hi l l 32 2.2 .7 
Oak Bay 47 2.5 .8 
Esqu imalt 40 2.7 1.2 

Note. n = 241 
-x = mean 

s = standard deviation 
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Tab le H-1 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Exercise with Socio-economic and 
Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.40688 

. 16555 

. 13304 
3.15074 

B 

- . 452577 
.031587 
.276221 

-.319538 
.463308 

1. 554017 
-.069360 
-. 105233 
1. 092814 

19.815699 

F = 5.09211 

Sign i ficant F = .0000 

T SIG T 

-l.591 .1129 
.068 .9462 

1.207 .2286 
-2. l 08 .0361 

.757 .4496 
3.095 .0022 
-.343 .7323 
-.489 .6252 
4.431 .0000 

18. 677 .0000 
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Table H-2 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Family Contact with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.36744 

.13501 

.10131 
6.68389 

B 

-.209661 
.223958 

-2.345246 
- . 116313 
3.580482 
-.963834 
-.398940 
l. 605791 
.472223 

16. 108020 

F = 4.00607 

Significant F = .0001 

T SIG T 

-.347 . 7285 
.226 .8214 

-4.831 .0000 
-.362 .7179 
2.759 .0063 
-.905 .3665 
-.929 .3540 
3.519 .0005 

.903 .3677 
7. 157 .0000 
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Table H-3 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Competition with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Character1st1cs of Adult Part1c1pants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.36092 

. 13026 

.09637 
5.68322 

B 

1.306408 
-1.779262 
-.566399 
-.434308 

.798929 
-2.189705 
-.129017 
-.038607 
-.730191 

14.391873 

F = 3.84406 

Significant F = .0001 

T SIG T 

2.546 .0115 
-2. 111 .0358 
-1. 372 . 1713 
-1. 588 .1136 

. 724 .4697 
-2.417 .0164 
-.353 .7242 
-.099 .9208 

-1. 641 . l 021 
7.520 .0000 

91 

. 
,. / 



Table H-4 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Socializing with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.30819 

.09498 

.05972 
5.41088 

B 

.790471 
l.701855 
-.644361 
-.514121 

.094594 

.983975 
-.017374 

.384227 
-.309485 

17.188325 

F = 2.69367 

Significant F = .0054 

T SIG T 

1. 618 .1070 
2. 121 .0350 

-1.640 . 1024 
-1.975 .0495 

.090 .9283 
1. 141 .2550 
-.050 .9602 
1.040 .2994 
-.731 .4657 
9.434 .0000 



Tab 1 e H-5 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Achievement with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multip l e R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.24842 

.06171 

.02515 
5.03614 

B 

.205395 
-1.028847 
-.172600 
-.186152 
-.701554 
2.645839 
- . 022877 
.203321 
.200655 

17.408554 

F = 1.68810 

Significant F = .0927 

T SIG T 

.452 .6518 
-1.378 . 1696 
-.472 .6375 
-.768 . 4431 
-.718 .4738 
3.296 .0011 
-.071 .9437 

.591 .5551 

.509 .6112 
10.265 .0000 



Table H-6 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Stress Relief with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.24780 

.06141 

.02484 
5.00792 

B 

-.091581 
-1.360539 
-.255363 

• 149308 
.440598 

2.405791 
.034679 
.373733 
.436775 

15.537054 

F = 1.67917 

Significant F = .0949 

T SIG T 

-.203 .8396 
-1.832 .0682 
-.702 .4833 

.620 .5361 

.453 .6508 
3.014 .0029 

.108 .9143 
1.093 .2755 
1.114 .2664 
9.213 .0000 
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Table H-7 

Multiple Regression Analysis of Enjoyment with Socio-economic 
and Demographic Characteristics of Adult Participants 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable 

Hours per week 
Employment Status 
Age 
Education 
Marital status 
Sex 
Income 
Number of children 
Times per week 
(Constant) 

.22204 

.04930 

.01226 
3.28992 

B 

.312080 
-.130466 
-.256755 
-.265944 
-.039276 
l. 042620 
.203246 

-.148137 
-.135590 

23.320835 

F = 1.33108 

Significant F = .2216 

T SIG T 

1. 051 .2944 
-.267 .7894 

-1. 075 .2837 
-1.680 .0943 
-.061 .9510 
1. 988 .0479 

.961 .3374 
-.659 .5103 
-.527 .5990 

20.148 .0000 
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