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ABSTRACT
This study was based upon a model of leisure constraints, originally proposed
by Crawford and Godbey (1987) and elaborated on by Crawford, Jackson, and
Godbey (1991), and more recently by Raymore, Godbey, and Crawford (1994)
The study sought to determine whether a relationship existed between leisure
constraints and leisure programmers’ participation The sample consisted of 27
leisure programmers in the public sector from the four-core municipalities
(Victoria, Saanich, Oak Bay, and Esquimalt) of Victoria, British Columbia An
mstrument adapted from Bradshaw and Jackson (1979) was used to measure
the personal participation of leisure programmers in their programs Leisure
constramts were found to be negatively related to leisure programmers’
participation  The results of the study suggest that the Raymore et al (1994)
model 1s useful 1n assessing the constraints on leisure for leisure programmers
m their work setting Methodological and practical implications of the study

are discussed, and directions for subsequent research are proposed
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Facilitating leisure activities for clients through designed leisure programs and
services 1s complex as many factors influence the programmer Parkhouse
(1991, p 138) referred to the following factors, which could ultimately influence
leisure programmers the available resources (material and human), the restrictions
mmposed by governments, and the values and expectations of those being served Less
obvious, but potentially as significant as those factors listed above, could be those
leisure constraints acting on leisure programmers, which could prevent their
participation in the very programs and services they would provide Leisure
constraints could, 1n turn, prevent leisure providers from gaining potentially valuable
experience through their participation in their programs (“their” 1s used generically, as
others could also have ownership of these programs), which could otherwise aid in
program development and evaluation as part of their programming role

By participating, programmers could be provided with a more accurate
assessment of the development for their programs, and could be more effective 1n their
programming efforts Rossman (1989, p 186) related the effectiveness of programmer
participation by noting

The programmer needs to model the program and anticipate 1ts episodes step

by step This 1s what successful programmers do Their programs operate

smoothly because, when they operate the program in 'real time/, 1t 1s actually

the second or third time they have operated it They have experienced the

program before actually operating 1t



Other nstances of effectiveness gained through participative management are stated
below (infra, p 8-9) Hence, information gained through research on the topic of
letsure constraints and leisure programmer participation could have significance for the
leisure organization

Much of the literature on leisure focused on the general population of those
who participated 1n leisure programs with, perhaps understandably, little emphasis

placed on research surrounding leisure practitioners and their personal participation in
the programs they had developed One could conclude that this omission could be
explained by the absence of research in the area However, through the study of the
topic, a greater understanding could be gained on one aspect of leisure programming
Rossman (1989) noted the complexity of programming by stating
Programmers of leisure services must understand how people are socialized
mto specific forms of leisure and how they structure and interpret their
mteractions 1n order to experience leisure or satisfy leisure needs Moreover,
to be effective, programmers must understand human development and how to
manipulate and create program environments to accommodate individual
differences 1n general background and previous experience with an activity,
event, or service (p 4)
Hence, leisure programmers needed to be intimately involved with their programs n
order to provide effective programming for their chients If leisure programmers
distanced themselves from their clientele and the programs they provided, the

programming process could potentially become superficial, and their effectiveness



could thereby be reduced within the leisure organization they represented

In conclusion then, as information on the relationship of leisure constraints and
programmer participation could potentially affect leisure organizations, a need existed
for exploratory research on the topic This study, then, was directed at the relationship
of levels of participation (independent variable) in programs by leisure programmers in
Greater Victoria, and the leisure constraints (dependent variable) which acted on their
opportunities for particrpation With the information derived from this particular area
of leisure constraints research, 1t became possible to understand if leisure constraints

mnfluenced levels of leisure programmer participation

Statement of the Problem

The purposes of this study were threefold (a) to determine to what degree
selected leisure programmers participated in their leisure programs, (b) to determine to
what extent leisure constramnts influenced leisure programmers who provided programs
for their clients, and (c) to determine whether or not levels of personal participation by
leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure constraints

The study was delimited to leisure programmers from the four-core public
municipal lewsure and recreation departments m Greater Victoria, British Columbia
Structured mterviews were utilized by the principal mvestigator with a sample from
the selected population of leisure programmers, m order to identify the programmers’
levels of participation 1n the leisure programs they provided Moreover, the interview
also 1dentified levels of leisure programmers’ leisure constraints It was hypothesized

that leisure constramnts would measurably relate to the participation of leisure



programmers

Definitions

Lewsure ” refers to time that 1s not commutted for work or for mundane life-
preserving activity, 1t may also refer to a ‘free’ state of mind, or a combunation of these
two nterpretations of the concept” (Jackson, 1984, p 4) Moreover, "It involves
freedom, but in the sense of action rather than lack of constraint It includes decision,
but always 1n a social as well as time and space context It 1s focused on the
experience, but with a history and future orientation It 1s motivated intrinsically, but
not without long-term meanings and intentions It 1s existential and social, immediate

and processual, personal and political” (Kelly, 1989, p 416)

A leisure program 1s “ an opportunity for individuals to experience leisure
Program 1s an elastic concept used to describe activities, events, or services conducted

by leisure service organizations” (Rossman, 1989, p 3-4)

Leisure programmung 1s “ the development of leisure opportunities by
manipulating and creating environments to maximuze the probability that participants

will find the satisfaction they seek” (Rossman, 1989, p 4)

Program development “ 1s the overall process in which one assesses needs,
designs programs for specific groups, and operates and evaluates them” (Rossman,

1989, p 4)

Recreation means recovery from, or restoration of something (Arnold, 1991)



Furthermore, recreation occurs as one form of expression during leisure (Searle and
Brayley, 1993) Lastly, ” recreation 1s defined as voluntary nonwork activity that
1s organized for the attainment of personal and social benefits including restoration

and social cohesion” (Kelly, 1989, p 27)

Participation 1s to engage n an activity that he or she desires or expresses a

preference for (Crawford, Jackson, & Godbey, 1991)

A leisure constraint 1s anything that inhibits people’s ability to participate in
leisure activities, to spend more time 1n participation, to take advantage of leisure

services, or to achieve a desired level of satisfaction (Jackson, 1988, p 203)

Theoretical Frame of Reference

In this section, a framework was developed through which the phenomena
being investigated could be analyzed The research perspective, dependent, and
mndependent variables were conceptually outlined

As was stated (supra, p 2), while much research 1n leisure had recently
focused on constraints and their effects on users from the general public, there
appeared to be no research on constraints acting on leisure programmers Moreover,
as Rossman (1995, p x1) claimed, much of leisure programming was done without
reference to the literature available on the subject of leisure programming (Edginton,
Hanson, & Edginton, 1992, Carpenter & Howe, 1985, Farrell & Lundegren, 1991,
Russell, 1982), and many of the recommended practices of leisure programming had

not been logically derived from current knowledge about experiencing leisure



Rossman went on to state, “Consequently, practice has not been tied to theory, and
techniques for successful programming have been somewhat nebulous How
programmers actually develop programs has not been documented, so programming
techniques remain somewhat mysterious” (p x1) Hence, there remained a strong need
for research nto the complexities of leisure programming Searle and Brayley
(1993, p 222) reported the importance for having research-based recreation
programming for these two reasons
First, an assumed or supposed knowledge of a constituency’s needs and
mterests 1s suspect because recreation as a profession [this remains to be
proven] does not have a systematic, historic measurement of the impact [sic] of
1its services on which to base such assumptions Second, given the era of
economic restramnt m which we live, public accountability 1s much greater and
1t 1s difficult to justify expenditures for recreation on the basis of emotional
appeals or based on what the recreation program planner just thinks the
community wants
As a result, 1f leisure programmers could obtain empirical information on
programming, then by utilizing that information, the result could conceivably be an
enhanced level of programming Hence, this study explored leisure constraints which
acted on leisure programmers 1n their programming role, 1 an effort to build on
empirical research surrounding leisure programming, and too, better inform the

practising leisure provider on ways of enhancing programming



Participation

After an extensive review of the literature, a focus of leisure constraints
research on the general public appeared to emerge, with no constraimnts research in the
context of the participation of the leisure programmer Shaw, Bonen, and McCabe
(1991, p 299) put forth a recommendation from their research concerning constraints
and participation measures from the perspective of the general public, that “Other
relevant factors, such as  type of occupation  also need to be considered in future
research ” Hence, the leisure programmer was selected 1n this study as a user of
leisure

Moreover, Gratton and Taylor (1992) provided an example of a “participation
rate’ as an effectiveness performance indicator for public sector leisure suppliers
"Users - Local authonty population”, and suggested ” better still if disaggregated
mto different types of user” (p 165) Gratton’s and Taylor’s rate of participation for
leisure suppliers provided a framework of analysis for effective performance, but they
indicated that other variables could be substituted mnstead Hence, by following the
participation framework provided by Gratton and Taylor, ‘programmer participation’
could be expressed as a function of the ‘leisure programs’ which programmers
supervised, thereby deriving a conceptual measure integral to this study

The mmportance of programmers gaining further msights into leisure constraints
acting on therr clients was highlighted by Searle and Brayley (1993) who related,
“Recreation programmers must seek ways to reduce the effects of these constramnts [on

their clientele]” (p 213) Again however, the perspective of those constramnts acting



on the general public garnered the attention of leisure constraints research So, while
the perspective of those constraints acting on the general public was important, the
study of those constraints which acted on the leisure programmer warranted attention
as well This study then examined the influence of leisure constraints on the personal
participation of leisure programmers

Much had been written relating leisure programming, and the concept of
participation by the programmer contributing to the enhancement of leisure
programming and program development Bannon (1985) referred to the “hands-on
practitioner” in describing attributes necessary for successful leisure administrators
(p 173) Rossman verified this concept of programmer participation as well
(supra, p 2) In addition, Howe (1993) relayed the importance of program evaluation
as a method of enhancing leisure programming, and noted that when observing, the
programmer functioned in any one of the following modes passive, covert observer,
an active, participant-observer, or an overt, full participant Each of these modes
provided a variety of depths of mvolvement and access to the actual experience of
participants Kraus and Curtis (1990) commented, ” 1t will be important for
recreation professionals to use themselves as models of how leisure should be
perceived and used--rather than as people who too often sacrifice their own leisure to
serve others” (p 473) In addition, Little (1993) related that a programmer’s previous
experience with programs, and a knowledge of leisure behaviour that was directly
applicable to the current programs, were both necessary 1n the leisure programming

function Kraus and Curtis (1986), distinguished the outstanding leisure service
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professional as being “  creative, open, and responsive to the crucial social challenges
of the present day” (p 415) Peters and Waterman (1982) spoke of “hands-on, value
driven management” and [being] “close to the customer” (pp 13-16) Much of the
literature on management (Aguilar, 1967, Bourgeois, 1980, Dess, 1987, Fahey &
Narayanan, 1986, Jackson & Dutton, 1988, Morrison & Metcalfe, 1996, Smircich &
Stubbart, 1985) reported this notion of enhancement to the organization and
management through experiential intervention (e g , scanning and forecasting) into
their prospective environments Hence, through an experiential process such as their
own personal participation 1n their programs, leisure programmers could contribute
towards the process of program development
However, as was stated (supra, p 1), programming leisure for clients was
considered complex Rossman (1995) exposed the complexities facing the leisure
programmer through the following
Different individuals find different activities intrinsically satisfymg because of
factors such as their own skill levels 1n an activity, their socialization mto 1t,
and the previous opportunities and experiences they have had with 1t
Although these factors mfluence their likelthood of mmitially participating, their
mterpretation of the interactions i an activity on a given day will determine
whether or not 1t 1s a leisure experience for them
With this 1n mind, 1t appeared that individuals experienced leisure from various
perspectives, according to their differing pre-conceived notions Programmers were no

different 1n this regard, and needed to experience the very programs they facilitated, m
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an effort to mamtam a high degree of representation (to the clients they served) and
programming effectiveness

Thus, by establishing the link that participation could influence leisure
programming, a model was then required 1n order to examine the former variable
Bradshaw and Jackson (1979), i light of Burton's (1971) mvestigation of
frequency of participation, developed a five-pomt Likert-type frequency scale to
examine leisure participation among high-school students 1n Victoria, British
Columbia In therr (Bradshaw & Jackson) research, frequencies of participation
ranged through the following scale (1) daily, (2) three times a week, (3) every week,
(4) once every two or three weeks, and (5) greater than once per month (p 106) In
addition, therr study classified the first three of five categories listed above, as "active”
participation (p 99) Moreover, subjects were requested to indicate how often they
participated 1n activities “in season” (p 99) This study adapted the Bradshaw and
Jackson (1979) scale as an established normative base, for use in order to investigate
the relationship between leisure constraints and participation

As well, an additional model was needed relating categories of program areas,
in combination with the Bradshaw and Jackson frequencies of participation model
Rossman (1995, p 426) developed an evaluation model for leisure programming
which contamed eleven sections of information, mcluding the section of “program
areas” Within the program area section, Rossman classified the following twelve
program area groupings (1) arts and crafts, (2) athletics, (3) dance, (4) drama,

(5) hobbues and clubs, (6) language arts, (7) music, (8) science and nature, (9) social
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recreation, (10) volunteer services, (11) special populations, and (12) other (p 426)
Rossman encouraged adaptation of the model and shared, “The variables on which the
data are to be collected can be chosen by the agency The varnables included in these
example forms are for 1llustration purposes only, although they are considered by most
administrators to be very important” (p 427) Thus, while not considered empirical,
the representative development of the scale towards leisure programmers, served as a
starting point 1n this exploratory study

Although no research appeared to exist which examined the two variables
together, namely leisure constramnts and leisure programmers’ participation, the
problem within this study could be examined by way of extending other related
studies Iso-Ahola (1986), discussed the importance of study replications and
extensions and noted, “There 1s very little systematic pursuing of specific problems
Rather we tend to do piecemeal studies” (p viu) Iso-Ahola also went on to relate
that in addition to replication studies 1n the field, there was a need for constructive
replication studies mvolving ” replicating the main variables of the first study and
adding some other variables to the second study or otherwise changing the original
design somewhat Such studies are more than replications, they are extensions”
(p x) To ths end, there was a resulting paucity of empirical models (Edgimnton,
Hanson, & Edginton, 1992, Godbey, 1989, Jackson & Witt, 1994) 1n leisure
constraints research In relating leisure constraimnts to the participation of leisure
programmers, the model, soon to follow by Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey (1991),

along with Bradshaw’s and Jackson’s (1979), and Rossman’s (1995) model, was
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adapted m order to pursue this line of research

Constraints

Studies 1n leisure constramts produced numerous models and methods for
analysts, but as had been previously stated, most of them were non-empurical
Moreover, there did not appear to be any research on constraints from the perspective
of the leisure programmer Hence, selection of a leisure constraints model for this
study was somewhat complex, as a research model examining leisure programmer
participation needed to be chosen, even though the models used in leisure constraints
research examined participation of the general public Moreover, selection of a model
for this study was from an array of interrelated, empirical research models on leisure
constraints

For example, Crawford and Godbey (1987) and Henderson, Stalnaker, and
Taylor (1988) contributed to the understanding 1n the field of leisure constraints
through their elaboration of the importance of differentiating between antecedent and
mtervening constraints Antecedent constraints were those which shaped a person’s
preferences about leisure, whereas mtervening constramnts were those which provided
mfluence only after preferences had been formed

Recent studies 1n leisure constramnts indicated that constraints did not work mn
1solation, but appeared to be imterrelated Thus, they could be evaluated in the context
of underlying dimensions, as 1t appeared that leisure was not mitigated by a single
constraint or even by a single set of constraints (Backman, 1991, Backman &

Crompton, 1990, Henderson, Stalnaker, & Taylor, 1988, McGuire, 1984, Wright &
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Goodale, 1991) Jackson (1993) identified six common dimensions from the above
five studies These dimensions were social 1solation, accessibility, personal reasons,
costs, time commitments, and facilities, and are described briefly below

Social 1solation was considered an mterpersonal dimension according to
Hultzman (1995) 1n that 1t was based on characteristics which involved nteraction
among/between people Iso-Ahola (1980) relayed the importance of socialization
within the leisure experience, hence the inclusion of this dimension

Accessibility was the dimension referring to a lack of, or having Iimited access
to transportation This constramnt was often cited across the life span (Jackson, 1991,
Jackson, 1994, Kay & Jackson, 1991)

Hultzman classified personal reasons as an intrapersonal dimension as each of
the items 1t comprised related directly to an individual’'s motivations or abilities This
dimension tended to show a high correlation of its elements with those in other
dimensions as 1t appeared to be affected by a host of situational variables

The cost dimension related to the outlay of money It assumed a dimensional
characteristic upon consideration of either long-term or short-term, consumptive value
For example, the cost of equipment, sometimes necessary for participation in leisure
carried with 1t a long-term value along with ownership Conversely, admission or
rental fees implied a short-term value as a dimension of cost

Time as a dimension represented a collection of items often referred to as
reasons that affected levels and intensity of participation among adults It was

important to note however, that ttme commitments did not necessarily mmply an
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mability to participate in leisure Kay and Jackson (1991), Shaw, Bonen and McCabe
(1991), and Willits and Willits (1986) showed that time constraints may have actually
mcreased mndividuals’ levels of participation

The final dimension constituted the facility and related to leisure settings and
individuals’ perceptions For example, overcrowding 1n a facility may at times have
had a direct effect on the psychological experience of individuals (Andereck and
Becker, 1993, Westover, 1989) In those situations, crowding may have been
perceived as an interpersonal barrier arising from too much interaction with others

For all 1ts value as an orgamizational and conceptual tool, classification was
Iimited 1n the insights and benefits 1t could provide, as Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey
(1991) stated, “Classification schemes can describe the phenomena of interest but are
unable to explain their occurrence” (p 311) Hence, another way 1n which some
researchers challenged the problem of conceptualizing constraints was through the
construction of models which attempted to explain the phenomenon These models
however, had one related characteristic, 1n that all had been static, as opposed to being
process-oriented A model which exemplified this notion of being process-oriented
was developed by Crawford et al (1991) With their model, the dimensions identified
by Jackson (1993) could be mcorporated as well as other potential dimensions, as the
Crawford et al model identified three categories of constraints--intrapersonal,
mterpersonal, and structural, and indicated the dynamic process of how individuals
could negotiate a hierarchical series of constraints through to participation and beyond

Crawford and Godbey (1987) described each of the three categories as follows
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Structural barriers represent constraints as they are commonly conceptualized,
as intervening factors between leisure preference and participation Examples
of structural barriers include family life-cycle stage, family financial resources,
season, climate, the scheduling of work time, availability of opportunity (and
knowledge of such availability), and reference group attitudes concerning the
appropriateness of certain activities (p 124)

Intrapersonal barriers involve mdividual psychological states and attributes
which mteract with leisure preferences rather than intervening between
preferences and participation Examples of intrapersonal barriers include stress,
depression, anxiety, religiosity, kin and non-kin reference, group attitudes, prior
socialization 1nto specific leisure activities, percetved self-skill, and subjective
evaluations of the appropriateness and availability of various leisure activities
® 122)

Interpersonal barriers are the result of the interpersonal interaction or the
relationship between individuals’ characteristics These barriers are either the
product of the intrapersonal barriers which accompany spouses nto the marital
relationship, thus affecting joint preference for specific leisure activities, or
those barriers which arise as the result of spousal interaction Barners of this
sort may interact with both preference for, and subsequent participation i,
companionate leisure activities  In addition, the concept of interpersonal
barriers 1s applicable to interpersonal relations mn general ~ An individual may

experience an interpersonal leisure barrier 1f he or she 1s unable to locate a
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suitable partner with which to engage n a particular activity (p 123)

Crawford et al (1991), Raymore, Godbey, Crawford, and von Eye (1993), and
more recently, Raymore, Godbey, and Crawford (1994) verfied that constramnts on
participation were encountered hierarchically Leisure preferences were formed when
mitially, mtrapersonal constraints had been successfully confronted, or were absent
Following this, as per the type of activity, an individual could experience constraints at
the interpersonal level (less relevant with solitary leisure activities) Only when this
type of constraint had been overcome could an individual encounter structural
constramnts If these structural constraints were sufficiently strong, the result would be
nonparticipation Hence, participation would result with the negotiation or absence of,
structural constraints

From this model, Raymore et al (1993, p 107) developed the following leisure
constramnt statement topics, to be utilized to further examine the nature and process of
leisure constraints
A Intrapersonal
(1) too shy, (2) all nght with famuly, (3) uncomfortable, (4) all right with friends,

(5) keeping with religion, (6) self-conscious, and (7) skill

B Interpersonal

(1) people's transportation, (2) people’s skills, (3) people know activities, (4) people’s
family obligations, (5) people’s money, (6) people’s time, and (7) people too far

C Structural

(1) money, (2) time, (3) facilities convenient, (4) know what 1s available,
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(5) transportation, (6) other commitments, and (7) facilities are not crowded
Raymore et al (1993) commented ” further research should be aimed at identifying a
larger number of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints on leisure
Furthermore, different approaches to the same model should be used” (p 111) Thus,
by utilizing the model by Crawford et al (1991) in this study with some recommended
adaptations, 1t was expected that the constraints variable would measurably correlate
with programmer’s levels of personal participation

Lastly, 1n helping to understand how, within the confines of a job function
(such as leisure programming), leisure could be experienced, Kelly (1983), Parker
(1971), and Neulinger (1991), each developed a paradigm of leisure According to
Farina (1985, p 31), m order for an individual to have experienced leisure i a
working environment, the individual’s perceived absence of necessity or obligation to
labour would have to have been present

Kelly (1983, p 13) provided a paradigm which identified the followng four
cells (1) unconditional or pure leisure, which was clearly distinguished from the
required activity of work, (2) compensatory or recuperative leisure, which was
determined by and related to work, (3) relational leisure, which was determined by the
social factors of work, but associated with a high degree of freedom, and (4) role-
determined leisure, which was determined by the structural factors of work, and
associated with a low degree of freedom In Kelly’s paradigm, two dichotomies were
present The first dichotomy explored meaning, whereby cells one and two, were

considered to be trinsic, and the last two cells were considered to be social
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Moreover, the other dichotomy considered freedom, with cells one and three
considered to be high in freedom, whereas cells two and four were low 1
freedom In short, Kelly’s paradigm showed that leisure could be either
independent of work, or dependent on the meaning given 1t by work

The next paradigm of leisure was a two-dimensional scheme of time and
activity, developed by Parker (1971, p 28) In Parker’s paradigm, one dimension,
time, was compared with the other dimension, activity, to determine whether the latter
was work or non-work In Parker’s paradigm, work (as opposed to non-work)
activities ranged from constraint to freedom, and were respectively, work
(employment), work obligations (connected with employment), and lastly ‘leisure n
work’ In the other half of Parker’s paradigm, non-work activities ranged agan from
constraint to freedom, and were respectively, physiological needs, non-work
obligations, and leisure From his paradigm, Parker related the following “The
position of leisure 1s rather special It 1s clearly at the ‘freedom’ end of the
constraint-freedom scale, but 1t need not be restricted to non-working time” (p 28)

The last paradigm of leisure here was developed by Neulinger (1991)
Neulinger attempted to categorize states of mind which produced leisure, and states of
mind which produced non-leisure conditions, based on two variables perceived
freedom and motivation Neulinger posited six levels within his paradigm,
dichotomizing leisure (perceived freedom) and nonleisure (perceived constramt) The
first of three levels contamed m the leisure (perceived freedom) dichotomy from the

paradigm were (1) pure leisure, (2) leisure-work, (3) leisure-job The other three



19

levels, classified within the nonleisure (perceived constraint) dichotomy from the
paradigm were (4) pure work, (5) work-job, and (6) pure job According to Witt and
Ellis (1985), Neulinger's paradigm of leisure was a major contribution towards
identifying the conditions 1n which leisure could occur They went on to note that 1t
fell short, however, in describing the characteristics of the actual experiential state
which was associated with each major combination of perceived freedom and
motivation Witt and Ellis (1985) suggested that further research was needed to
delineate the specific qualities of these experiential states With reference to the six
levels stated above then, much of this study would revolve around the leisure-work
and lewsure-job classifications, which were contamned 1n the perceived freedom
dichotomy

Thus, 1t was possible to experience leisure within a work-job function,
according to Farma (1985), Kelly (1983), Neulinger (1991), and Parker (1971)
In operational terms, this study would utilize Kelly’s definition of leisure then
(supra, pp 4-5), to provide a viewpomnt for the problem. However, this study would
be open to critical analysis then, as leisure was difficult to define (infra, p 25) But,
m the end, 1t should be recogmized that no study was complete Rather, each revealed
a particular viewpoint, and some of the limitations of the others

To conclude this mtroduction then, the conceptual models used 1n the study
required adaptations for the precision upon which to build further empirical study As
had been stated (supra, p 9), individuals participated (or were constrained) in leisure

for differing reasons, and perceived leisure from varying perspectives and experiences



20

Moreover, the structures which acted upon the mndividuals who participated 1n leisure,
may have been further complicated and differed accordingly for providers of leisure,
who participated 1n their own leisure programs they had developed As a result, the
social structures examined here were necessarily complex

The problems of this study will be expanded upon, from an empirical

perspective, 1n the following section
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature concerning leisure and management was extensive, and offered
numerous models and studies for review This chapter presented related literature
drawn from two main sources firstly from leisure theory, which revealed findings
specific to leisure constraints, and secondly from management theory

While reasons for including leisure theory in this review may have been
obvious, the reasons for inclusion of management theory may not have been One of
the reasons for mcluding management theory in this review was to show why the
leisure programmer would be the most appropriate focal point of research, for this
study The other reason was to expose the complex social structures and differing
leadership roles which existed within an organization A rationale will follow then,
upon which both reasons are premised

To begin, a leadership dichotomy existed between management and
admuinistration within many organizations (infra, p 39-40) For public leisure
organizations, leadership roles ranged from the level of programmer through to
director, with each role represented to some degree within the management-
administration dichotomy With reference to the management-administration
dichotomy, as a manager, the leisure programmer was selected for the purposes of this
study, as opposed to an administrative leader Moreover, leisure programmers
functioned mainly as managers, as opposed to administrators (infra, pp 39-40) Also,

both managers and administrators had complex social structures associated with either
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role (infra, pp 40-44) It followed then, because leisure programmers as managers
had inherent complex social structures acting on them, further understanding would be
required Hence, management theory was included in this review to explain how
leisure programmers became the focal group for this study, as well as for the purposes

of understanding the social structures acting upon them

Leisure

The English word ‘leisure’ seemed to be derived from the Latin licere, ‘to be
free’ or ‘to be permutted’, according to Torkildsen (1992, p 25) He went on to note
that the French word lowsir, meant ‘free time’ (p 25) Hence, the word ‘leisure’ was
associated with a complexity of meanings in language In general, leisure could be
defined 1n terms of ‘free time after work’, ‘opportunity to choose' or as ‘freedom from
constraint’

Most theories concerning leisure were developed in the 20th century Many
were derived from the troubles of the Industrial Revolution, as hundreds of theories
and descriptions of leisure had been written from then until now

The earlier studies and books on leisure conceptualized 1t as the residual
time, be 1t at the end of the day, work week, or year (Brightbill, 1960, Giddens, 1964,
Gross, 1961, Soule, 1957)

In opposition to the narrow view of leisure as only the time after work,
Neulinger (1981) held that leisure was “not not-work” He maintained that leisure was
a state of mind that reflected one’s perception of freedom or constraint and mntrinsic or

extrinsic motivations According to Neulinger, “Leisure, then, has one and only one
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essential criterion, and that 1s the condition of perceived freedom  To leisure implies
being engaged 1n an activity as a free agent and of one's own choice” De Grazia
(1964) noted that “Work 1s the antonym of free ttme But not leisure Leisure and
free time live in two different worlds We have got 1n the habit of thinking them the
same Leisure refers to a state of being, a condition of man, which few desire and
fewer achieve” (p 5)

Similarly, Goodale and Godbey (1988) noted that the defimition of leisure as
free time told us little about what free time was Rather, 1t described what 1t was
not--free time was not devoted to work or other related obligations The mmplied
meaning was that leisure represented an absence of impediments or that free time was
earned In contrast, leisure could be the time that one used as one chose, hence the
focus shifted to “freedom to” from “freedom from”

In looking at leisure from a holistic viewpoint, Csikszentmihaly1 (1975)
commented that leisure was a state of “flow” or playfulness that was achieved
whenever a person was m optimal interaction with the environment According to that
author, flow occurred with the simultaneous presence of four conditions (1) the
mdividual was free from obligation, (2) the activity pursued was a voluntary choice,
(3) the participation was pleasurable, and (4) the activity pursued was culturally
recognized as leisure Also, Tinsley and Tinsley (1982) held that the leisure state,
which referred to a continuum of expernience, resided 1n the individual, as opposed to
the activity They stated that leisure could occur 1n all aspects of life, including work

and other functions As a result, these same authors found that leisure mvolved the
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following (1) absorbtion or concentration on the ongoing experience, (2) lessening of
focus on the self, (3) feelings of freedom or lack of constraint, (4) enriched perception
of objects and events, (5) increased intensity of emotions, (6) increased sensitivity to
feelings, and (7) decreased awareness of the passage of time
Another scholar 1n leisure, Kaplan (1960, p 22), derived an elaborate,
multivariate definition, and listed seven essential elements that comprised leisure
(1) an antithesis to work as an economic function, (2) a pleasant expectation and
recollection, (3) a mimimum of mnvoluntary social-role obligations, (4) a psychological
perception of freedom, (5) a close relation to values of the culture, (6) the inclusion of
an entire range from inconsequence and nsignificance to weightiness and mmportance,
and (7) often, but not necessarily, an activity characterized by the element of play
This apparent disagreement about leisure definitions prompted Dumazedier to
write about the “quarrel over definitions” 1n one of his influential works, Soctology of
Leisure (1974) Smuth and Ng (1982, p 9) also referred to this problem and offered
the following
The core of leisure studies, if there 1s one at all, 1s an entanglement of
concepts, phenomena, variables, questions, [and] observations To achieve
understanding of this entanglement 1s the task of leisure studies We seek to
create a periplokoscience (from the Greek, intricacy + knowledge) A
periplokoscience 1s a new conception of scientific inquiry It 1s based on the
recognition that some aspects of reality, such as leisure, are especially

entangled and inter-dependent sets of problems and methods The core of the
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periplokoscience 1s a community of researchers with mdependent visions and

methods but mutually supportive interests
Recently, a multidimensional approach was seen to be accepted as a more functional
conceptualization of leisure, as reported by Horna (1994) and Torkildsen (1992)
Although Torkildsen reported of the more recent multidimensional approach, he still
noted that five discernable, though overlapping approaches were still evident in the
leisure literature (1) leisure as time, (2) leisure as activity, (3) leisure as a state of
being, (4) lewsure as an all-pervading, "holistic” concept, and (5) leisure as a way of
Iife (p 25-26) This complexity of definition was 1llustrated by Kaplan (1975) who,
from a sociological viewpoint noted, “Nothing 1s definable as leisure per se and almost
anything 1s definable as leisure, given a synthesis of elements” (p 19) Hence, leisure
could mean many things depending on different interpretations, the way leisure was
seen functioning for an individual, and on the orientation towards leisure

As a further complication, the question was often raised regarding the
difference 1n meaning between leisure and recreation? The root of the difference
could be found 1n the Latin derivative for recreation, which was recreatio and meant
recovery from, or restoration of something (Amold, 1991) Cheek and Burch (1976)
argued that leisure was a human phenomenon, but recreation was a social one because
recreation was characteristic of a particular culture, but not all cultures However,
this distinction still appeared to lack precision Gray and Greben (1974) noted that
recreation was “ 1independent of activity, leisure or social acceptance” (p 49) Searle

and Brayley (1993) added that recreation occurred as one form of expression during
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leisure Farina (1985, p 31) stated the following to help untangle the
musunderstanding of terminology

Leisure, as opposed to recreation, does not describe activities and as opposed to

free time 1s not time [sic] The term ‘leisure time’ as differing from ‘leisure’

describes a particular type of time On this basis, leisure should perhaps be

more logically compared with freedom, 1e the two modifiers in the terms ‘free

time’ and ‘leisure time’ warrant comparison
Hence, recreation was different than leisure, 1n that recreation was but one aspect of
leisure Moreover, to simplify, while recreation implied to re-create, leisure implied
(adopting one definition) to be free from work Thus, while both recreation and
leisure commonly were used 1n the same context, each differed conceptually

Closely associated with leisure was the concept of play, which helped to further
describe the distinguishing factors of the former term Kaplan (1991) commented that
“Play 1s a reflection of freedom” (p 57) Huzinga (1950) added that play was
freedom, an mdependent order of things Ibrahim (1991) related that “In its simplest
form, play refers to an activity participated in for its own sake, not for survival and
not for the purpose of achieving collectivity” (p 4) Hence, as with leisure, play
incorporated the notion of freedom

In describing play as a leisure related phenomenon, three lines of inquiry were
noted, as each featured a conceptualization of leisure and a measurement component
First, Ellis (1973), who became known for the development of the arousal seeking

theory for play, held that play was caused by a constant, physiological need for
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individuals to maintain an optimal level of arousal or mterest The application of
this theory was significant to the study of play, as arousal was a measurable,
physiological phenomenon Second, Csikszentmahaly1 (1975) developed a “flow”
model describing individuals’ peak experiences, whereby a “flow state” would result
from a balance between the challenges of an activity and the skills of the participant
Lastly, was Neulinger (1981), who, from his paradigm of leisure (supra, pp 18-19),
considered perceived freedom to be the “one and only” criterion, essential for a leisure
experience to occur (p 14) Once agamn, the notion of freedom was associated with
play, and paralleled the concepts of play and leisure

Another concept which was referred to in the literature on leisure, was time
Many leisure researchers examined leisure from the context of time (Cosper & Shaw,
1985, Ibrahim, Mouti, & Touhami, 1981, Robinson, 1977, Szalai, 1972) Farina
(1985) noted that time had several dimensions, including duration, intensity, extensity,
quantity, and quality Farma stated that time was bound with activity, change, or
process Moore (1963) believed that time was considered to be a scarce resource to
human beings, and was a mode for ordering life Farina related leisure and time, in
that “Leisure 1s that time when one 1s free from the necessity of fulfilling primary role
expectations This means time not restricted by the demands of occupation and fanuly
duties and obligations” (p 33) Ibrahim (1991) related, as compared to the other two
components of leisure (activity and state of mind), the concept of time appeared to be
more submissible to objective scrutiny (than activity and state of mind as measurable

pomts of reference) Thus, while clearly related to the concept of leisure, the concept



28

of time served as another basis upon which to measure and relate leisure

Another set of observable phenomena 1n leisure were the orientations of
engagement, or sources of leisure style Three basic approaches to the “how” of
leisure engagement emerged from the literature, namely the stereotype model, the
balance model, and the core model (Kelly, 1985) Furst, the stereotype model
presupposed that individuals were essentially monothematic 1n their leisure However,
certamn difficulties with this model emerged relating to the factor analytic procedures
used 1n the research, and scoring misinterpretations Next, the balance model implied
that leisure style may not have been a perfect balance According to this model, style
was multi-dimensioned and changed among individuals, with contrast and complexity
These changes appeared to reflect the diversity of leisure to most individuals, and the
multiplicity of meanings that they found in therr activities, rather than a monothematic
stereotype The last model, or core model added the element of commonality to the
balance model Put simply, there were a number of activities that people did
frequently (1, watching television, reading, gardening, etc ), which appeared to cross
social lines, and were readily available and resource-free (to a degree) These core
activities continued 1n some form through most of an individual’s life course

The literature also reported, over time, different philosophies came to be
adopted by various leisure scholars as part of the basis for their actions and research
The major areas of phlosophical thought which influenced conceptualizations of
leisure and leisure services were (1) pragmatism, (2) idealism, (3) realism,

(4) humanism, and (5) existentialism (Searle & Brayley, 1993)
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The first, pragmatism, sought to resolve questions by tracing the practical
consequences In leisure, pragmatism raised the question why adopt any particular
view of leisure? Of what practical use would 1t be to understand leisure behaviour,
measure leisure, or provide leisure services by adopting one conceptual position as
opposed to another? According to the pragmatic stance, by taking any one conceptual
position, one could automatically become Iimited 1n focus, as a result of this stance
Dewey (1916) and James (1963) mnspired leisure practitioners through subscribing to
the pragmatic philosophy

Idealism, the second philosophical thought, held that an eternal set of goals or
1deals governed human behaviour, and that one should seek to understand these truths
and strive towards perfection Idealists believed that with a goal-directed mdividual,
the means were as 1mportant as the ends, and the ends did not necessarily justify the
means This philosophy became the cornerstone for the work of leisure theorist Nash
(1953), who argued there was a hierarchical order to the quality of leisure experiences
Moreover, Nash held that leisure service providers had an obligation to provide a
range of leisure experiences and encourage individuals to move their participation to
the highest levels

The third philosophy which mnfluenced leisure was realism, which reflected the
emergence of the scientific method, and was seen as a more contemporary alternative
to idealism The realism philosophy suggested that things did not just happen, but
mstead happened as a result of a set of interrelated forces which created the observed

result (Zeigler, 1964) Searle and Jackson (1985), and Wilkinson (1985), could have
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been considered realists for their establishment of standards and its applications to the
orderly development of leisure services

Next, humanism recognized the interaction between the mdividual and the
environment Humanists believed that the growth of individuals was a function of the
ability to overcome oppressive environments Humanism stressed higher functioning,
purposeful living, and social consciousness Humanists believed 1n the potential of
individuals and strove to provide leisure programs which facilitated the realization of
that potential Murphy (1975) exemplified this philosophy with his “Action Plan for
the Recreation and Park Movement”

The last of the five philosophical positions, existentialism, regarded a person’s
freedom as essential An individual was to be responsible to oneself, creating one’s
own values and 1deals Basically, humankind was said to exist, then to develop an
essence, which contrasted with humanism and idealism In existentialism, leisure
could only be determined subjectively with varation from individual to individual and
from moment to moment Mobily (1975) provided an example of the existentialist
view through providing leisure services 1n clinical settings, thereby helping individuals
develop or reclaim their existence

Leisure research had not only been associated with philosophy 1n the literature,
as leisure and ethics were connected as well Contributions to this line of enquiry
were numerous (Bedin1 & Henderson, 1991, Dare, Welton, & Coe, 1987, Fain, 1991,
Rancourt, 1991, Riggins, 1988, Wolff, 1988) As questions of values and judgements

entered into the sociological realm of leisure, a need was thereby created for ethical
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mquiry relating to the concept of leisure Kaplan (1991) commented on three views
of ethics relating to leisure, namely morality, power, and rationality Kaplan stated
that each of these three views was absorbed within leisure The first, morality,
revolved around the moral imperative--or providing the highest quality of leisure
service to society The second, power, was related to leisure whereby leisure was
provided to those with the least power (1 e research on leisure resources and equity)
The last form of ethics, based on rationality was exemplified with leisure research,
whereby attempts were made to enhance the line of inquiry through rational process
and methodology De Grazia (1964), in the face of modern leisure which almost
seemed synonymous with any free time activity, explained society had lost sight of
leisure as an ideal In the place of leisure, society had “ an 1deal of free time or of
the good life  The good life consists in the people’s enjoyment of whatever industry

produces, advertisers sell, and the government orders” (p 279)

Leisure Constraints

According to Jackson (1991), leisure constraints research aimed to
investigate and understand the factors that were assumed by researchers and
perceived by individuals to inhibit or prohibit participation and enjoyment of
leisure A constramt referred to any relative and/or relevant factor that
mitigated between some potential activity and preference or participation in that
experience (Jackson, 1988) Jackson went on to note a constraint to leisure
then, was anything that inhibited people’s ability to participate 1n leisure

activities, to take advantage of leisure services, to spend more time mn
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participation, or to achieve a desired level of satisfaction

Jackson (1991, p 279) noted that research on leisure constramts could
fulfill three important functions within leisure studies, namely

First, 1t enhances our understanding of a phenomenon--the complex

ways in which leisure 1s constrained

Second, insights derived from leisure constraints research have the

potential to shed new light on aspects of leisure, such as participation,

motivations, and satisfaction, that were previously thought to have been

fairly well understood

Third, the concept of constraints can serve as a device to assist 1n

percelving new connections among apparently discrete facets of leisure,

and therefore as a vehicle to facilitate communication among

researchers with diverse topical interests and methodological

orientations

After reviewing the literature, several noteworthy advancements 1n the
field of leisure constraints research were detected Constraints research evolved
to feature more complex data collection techniques, more comprehensive
scales and statistical analyses, increased diversity of populations studied, new
developed hypotheses based on previous research, and reviews of numerous
studies

First, leisure constraints research evolved towards increased plurality

and complexity of data collection techniques Examples of this were seen from
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Mannell and Zuzanek's (1991) modification of the Experience Sampling
Method In addition, qualitative research, advocated by Henderson (1991) and
Searle (1991) and also shown by McCormick (1991) and Scott (1991), had
been produced to complement large sized quantitative questionnaire surveys

The second area of change had to do with the statistical analysis and
measurement of leisure constraints Numerous researchers (e g Backman,
1991, Henderson et al, 1988, McGuire, 1984, Wright & Goodale, 1991)
developed more comprehensive scales made up of several items as opposed to
just a few items, as well as data analysis now rejected the item-by-item
approach, but mnstead used empirical classification techmques such as factor
analysis More recently, constraints research evolved to include the
conceptualization of the multidimensional scaling technique, which 1n turn
produced visual maps to aid 1n analysis, as exemplified by Hultsman, 1995

The third development related to the diversity in the aspects of
constramed leisure that had been mvestigated For instance, much of
McGuire's research (McGuire, 1980, 1982, 1984) had focused on constraints
affecting older adults, while recently, some attention had been given towards
adolescent groups, as was shown by Hultsman (1990), and Raymore, Godbey,
& Crawford (1994) Others chose to examine constraints on women's leisure,
as was seen by Deem (1986), Wimbush and Talbot (1988), and more recently
by Henderson and her colleagues (Henderson, Stalnaker, & Taylor, 1988,

Henderson, Bialeschki, Shaw, & Freysinger, 1989, Henderson, 1991,
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Henderson & Bialeschki, 1991), as well as Bialeschki (1994) and Shaw (1994)
Specific activities were being examined n constraints research including bridge
players (Scott, 1991), trail users and non-users (Bialeschki & Henderson,
1988), campers (Dunn, 1990), golfers and tennis players (Backman &
Crompton, 1989, 1990, Backman, 1991), and pool players (Chick & Roberts,
1989, Chick, Roberts, & Romney, 1991) Other aspects of leisure that
researchers 1dentified as beimng associated with constraints included the
msufficient enjoyment of current activities (e g , Francken & van Rauj, 1981,
Witt & Goodale, 1981), the desire, but mnability, to participate m new activities
(e g, Jackson & Searle, 1983, Searle & Jackson, 1985, Jackson, 1990a, Jackson
& Dunn, 1991), the ability to maintain participation at or increase it to
desired levels (e g , McGuure, Dottavio, & O'Leary, 1986, Shaw, Bonen, &
McCabe, 1991), ceasing participation in former activities (e g , McGuire et al ,
1986, Jackson & Dunn, 1988, 1991, McGuire, O'Leary, Yeh, & Dottavio, 1989,
Backman & Crompton, 1989, 1990, Dunn, 1990), and the non-use of public
leisure services (e g, Howard & Crompton, 1984, Godbey, 1985)

The fourth advancement was that new hypotheses continued to be
developed, as researchers incorporated into leisure constraints research, theories
developed elsewhere 1n the social sciences and leisure studies This was seen
m McGuire et al (1989) with their work on interpreting the patterns of ceasing
participation m former leisure activities and starting new ones through the life

cycle, and 1 the context of Iso-Ahola’s (1980) model of age-based changes in
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the relative roles of stability and novelty An additional example of this was
found from Searle’s (1991) proposal of social exchange theory as a source of
propositions for understanding ceasing participation 1n leisure activities, and
Henderson's (1991) essay on femimism as a framework for understanding
constraints on women's leisure As well, Backman and Crompton (1990)
incorporated marketing concepts 1n their study of active and passive
discontinuers from leisure activities, and Chick and his colleagues (Chick &
Roberts, 1989, Chick, Roberts, & Romney, 1991) used the approach-avoidance
concept 1n their research on pool players One final example of incorporated
research from other areas of imnquiry was the “psychohistorical” perspective,
found in the study of leisure participation, specifically relating to sport
rejection, from Jackson and O'Sullivan (1981, p 35)

The last noted advancement 1n constramnts research represented attempts
by more recent researchers to address limitations from earlier studies, which
resulted in reviews which synthesized these findings (Jackson, 1991, Wade,
1985) As a result, 1t became possible to assess the extent to which
contradictions between empirical studies occurred as a result of variations 1n
terms of methods, the constraints-related behaviours selected as criterion
variables, or the basic assumptions upon which the investigations rested As
well, reviews of research consolidated what had been learned up to now,
enabled researchers to assess the emerging body of knowledge against the

broader context of the developments in social sciences and leisure studies, and
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provided comparison against the backdrop of social and environmental change

Recent research along with mcreasingly sophisticated interpretation of
empirical data were beginning to challenge previously-held assumptions about
leisure constraints This was seen both in Kay and Jackson (1991), and Shaw,
Bonen, and McCabe (1991), who concluded that more constraints do not
necessarily lead to less leisure

Leisure constraints research had not only experienced advancements as
noted above, but the terminology had shifted as well These shifts were much
more than just semantic differences, but rather represented three changes in
focus and conceptualization

The first shift was the use of the more mclusive term “constraints” to
the word “barriers”, as the latter fell short in representing the entire range of
reasons for, or explanations of, constrained leisure behaviour Crawford and
Godbey (1987) pointed out that “barrier” moved researchers towards only one
type of constraint, that which intervened between preference and participation
More recently however, a much more complex and comprehensive range of
constraints was now being examined than when "barriers” was the dominant
terminology (Henderson et al , 1988, Jackson, 1990a, 1990b, Jackson &
Godbey, 1991)

The second change in terminology was the replacement of the word
“recreation” with the term “leisure” This shift brought about both a

broadening of the focus of investigation and a closer forge of links than before
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with the mainstream of thinking in leisure studies As a result, leisure
constraints research contiued to benefit from the mcorporation of new
concepts and frameworks from the larger field of which 1t was a part

The last shift was a departure from the use of the word “participation”,
based on the understanding that constraints could influence far more than just
the choice to participate or not, but many other aspects of leisure such as
preferences and satisfaction This was also consistent with the evolution of
definitions of leisure, which departed from time- and activity-based
conceptualizations and shifted more towards the concept of leisure as
experience and meaning (Samdahl, 1991)

The final contribution within leisure constraints research related to that
of classification and conceptualization Enhanced conceptualization of leisure
constraints was 1nitially achieved through classification of both individuals and
the constraints they experienced Research distinguished between participants
and nonparticipants, subdividing the latter into those who expressed no desire
to participate in a new activity and those who would like to but were limited
due to the effects of constramnts (Searle & Jackson, 1985) Other distinctions
which focused on people that were featured n the literature included users
and nonusers of specific leisure services (Howard & Crompton, 1984),
continuing participants versus people who ceased participating n an activity
(Boothby, Tungatt, & Townsend, 1981), people who ceased participation

completely versus those who took up another (replacement) activity (Jackson &
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Dunn, 1988, McGuire, O'Leary, Yeh, & Dottavio, 1989), active versus passive
discontinuers (Backman & Crompton, 1990), and people who wished to but
were unable to increase the range or frequency of their recreational
participation and those who did not (McGuire, Dottavio, and O'Leary, 1986)
Classtifications of leisure constramnts included motivational versus
physical barriers (Howard & Crompton, 1984), blocking versus inhibiting
barriers (Jackson & Searle, 1985), absolute versus relative barriers (Boothby
et al, 1981), temporary versus permanent constraints (Iso-Ahola & Mannell,
1985), the external-internal dichotomy (Jackson & Searle, 1985), and more
recently, the intrapersonal versus interpersonal versus structural model of

constraints (Raymore et al , 1993, 1994)

Management

As was stated (supra, p 21) a literature review on management theory
was required to explain the complex social structures relating to management,
as well as provide an understanding as to why the leisure programmer was
selected for this study To begin, this review defined the concepts of
management, as well as organizations, because ” management 1s integrally
linked to organizations “ (Parkhouse, 1991, p 136) Sofer (1977) defined
organizations as “ purposive bodies which get a pay off from multiple
contributions by coordinating them toward a common end” (p 6) Etziom
(1964, p 3) stated that organizations were characterized by

(1) divisions of labour, power, and communication responsibilities
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(2) the presence of one or more power centres which control the
concerted effort of the organization and direct them towards its goals
(3) substitution of personnel, 1 e unsatisfactory persons can be removed
and others assigned their tasks
Hence, organizations, as social groupings, were considered to be mn control of
their destiny In describing organizations, the term “bureaucracy” was used,
and could take on a dual meaning According to Jackson (1988), “[the term]
‘bureaucracy’ was sometimes regarded as an efficient organization and
sometimes an nefficient organization” (p 49) Max Weber, although he “never
defined bureaucracy” (Albrow, 1970 40-41), provided "the single most
important statement on the subject 1n the social sciences, its influence has been
mmmense “ Thus, Weber’s 1deal, pure, and rational type of bureaucracy helped
to serve researchers with a utopian comparison
Hodgkinson (1983) provided the following description of management
"Adminstration’ refers then to the more thinking, qualitative, humane and
strategic aspects of the comprehensive executive function, while ‘management’
refers to the more doing, quantitative, material and technical aspects” (p 2)
Jackson (1984, p 4) referred to Hodgkinson’s dichotomy and related
Management refers to aspects of organizational behaviour that are more
routine, definite, programmatic, and susceptible to quantitative methods
Therefore, 1t may be more scientific than administration, but there 1s no

approximation to purity at either end of the administration-management
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spectrum
In providing a definition which represented the opposing end of this spectrum,
Simon (1976, p 72) revealed, “* [administration was] the art of getting things
done,” and administrative organizations were considered “systems of
cooperative behaviour ” Moreover, Jackson (1981) pointed out,
“Administration 1s carried out 1n organizations by people who have values that
are bound to influence their decisions” (p 29) Barnard (1976) did not like the
terms “administration” or “management”, but preferred instead to use
“executive” Barnard (1976) also related that administrators, regardless of the
organization, ” have common problems and adopt similar strategies to meet
them They understand each other easily outside of technical discussion”
(p xxvi1) Hence, admiistration could be seen as more art like, or as
Hodgkinson (1978, p 3) stated, “Admunistration 1s philosophy 1n action “
Whereas, in a dichotomous comparison with administration, management could
be classified more as technical and scientific 1n its application Hence,
although the terms administration and management appeared to be related,
subtle differences became apparent in definition

Next, from definition, significant contributions were made n the
Iiterature regarding management theory In looking at management,
Frederick Taylor argued for the methods of science and the logic of
engineering to be applied (to management) Brown (1990) noted that Taylor

"

introduced measurement and planning n an attempt to develop a science of
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work” (p 71) Taylor (1947) enjoined workers to “make every minute count ”
(p 132) Taylor's systematic methodology earned his approach the title
‘Scientific Management’ or ‘“Taylorism’ Taylorism was associated with
workforce de-skilling, according to Braverman (1974) Drummond (1995)
explained, “De-skilling mvolves simplifying tasks in order to minimize the
amount of skilled labour required to produce goods and services” (p 70)
Taylorism, although criticized (Braverman, 1974, Brown, 1990), did serve as a
standard or 1deal for comparison in management

Related to Taylorism, but critical of the 1solationist assumptions found
in Scientific Management, came a group of sociological researchers, who were
subsequently titled, the 'Human Relations Movement’ The Human Relations
Movement achieved academic respect, partly due to the publicity efforts of
Elton Mayo, who eventually became mnvolved m the famed 'Hawthorne
Experiments’, reported fully by Roethlisberger and Dickson (1964) These
studies, through Mayo, were credited with discovering ‘Social Man’ as the more
developed varant on Scientific Management's ‘Economic Man’ Mayo
abstracted the ‘social’ factor from the results and argued that good managers
were those who were socially skilled in counselling and leadership Moreover,
the Hawthorne studies gave rise to the concept of informal organizations
Informal organizations could be described as social groupings without
governance by any formal orgamization Hence, informal organizations could

promote personal agendas, and allow or withhold, free communication within
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them In addition, once a formal organization became established, in turn, an
mformal organization could be created Turning back to the Human Relations
Movement, that management could be successful by facilitating social harmony
among workers was perhaps the most significant contribution from the
movement However, the movement was an 1deology of management which
still could not eliminate workplace conflicts between management and workers,
and spawned the group known as ‘Motivation Theorists'

Following the Scientific Management and Human Relations
contributions, the Motivation Theorists focused the attention of managers on a
modern day question of how to motivate one’s employees? The most
significant of the early theorists was Abraham Maslow, who formulated a
hierarchy of human needs, where individuals experienced needs in order This
hierarchy started with physiological needs, followed by security, social, self-
esteem, and finally self-actualization needs were at the top of his pyranudal
model Maslow’s hierarchy served as a useful management training concept
over the years, but the theory was criticized as 1t had not been validated
empirically, as evidenced by studies from Porter (1961 and 1964) and Porter
and Mitchell (1967)

Maslow's theory argued that once a need was satisfied, the individual
ceased to be motivated Herzberg (1966) concluded there were two distinct
sets of factors influencing employee motivation, namely ‘hygiene factors’ and

‘motivators’ Hygiene factors, such as increased pay, car-parking, and so forth,
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merely served to reduce dissatisfaction, but did not contribute to motivated
performance ‘Motivators’ included factors such as greater autonomy, increased
responsibility, enhanced decision-making power, and were labelled as such, as
they were necessary for employee effort and motivation Herzberg's Two-
Factor Theory of Motivation, although developed from empirical research, was
criticized by Cooper and Makin (1984) due to the ambiguity of the foundation
of data (stmular population samples, and designs requiring self-reporting of
attitudes and performance, which could be suspect of accuracy) Whatever the
validity of Hertzberg's research, his conclusions on the nature of the motivating
factors brought attention towards modifying job designs to enable more
discretion and responsibility

Douglas McGregor (1960) was often credited with having extended
Maslow’s theory by linking his needs to reality McGregor maintained that
people were motivated by theirr own needs to a much greater extent than those
mfluences brought about by management He presented his ‘Theory X and
Theory Y’ model of motivation, which were two contrasting theories of
humankind to which managers could subscribe in adopting a managenal style
Theory X assumed that human beings naturally disliked work and needed to be
coerced 1to putting 1n a satisfactory effort Moreover, the theory also assumed
that people would avoid responsibility when possible, and they wanted security
above all Conversely, Theory Y made the following six assumptions (1) The

expenditure of physical and mental work was natural, and could be a source of
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satisfaction or punishment, (2) Self-direction and self-control would be
exercised towards committed objectives, (3) Commitment to objectives was
related to the rewards provided with achievement, (4) Humans could learn to
accept and seek responsibility, (5) Exercising imagination, ingenuity, and
creativity 1n organizational problem solving was widely, not narrowly,
distributed to the population, and (6) In modern industrial life, intellectual
potential was only partially utilized

More recently, theorists used different approaches in describing
management Katz (1974) described management 1n terms of three skills
techmical, human, and conceptual skills Zeigler (1979) added two more skills
to the above list, namely conjomed and personal Mintzberg (1975), after
observing the activities of chief executive officers, developed ten managerial
roles, which he further grouped into three broader sets interpersonal roles,
informational roles, and decisional roles

A more enduring approach to describing management came from the
“classical school”, whereby writers would outline the functions managers
performed, according to Mintzberg (1973, p 8) Henr Fayol (1949) was
credited as the father of this school, as he introduced five basic managerial
functions planning, organizing, coordmating, commanding, and controlling
(pp 43-110) Mintzberg (1973, p 9) went on to report that, based on Fayol's
work, Luther Gulick gave managers one of their early acronyms, POSDCORB,

which meant the following



45

Planning, that 1s working out 1n broad outline the things that need to be
done and the methods for doing them to accomplish the purpose set for
the enterprise,

Orgamnizing, that 1s the establishment of the formal structure of authority
through which work subdivisions are arranged, defined and coordinated
for the defined objective,

Staffing, that 1s the whole personnel function of bringing in and traiming
the staff and maintaining favourable conditions of work,

Drirecnng, that 1s the continuous task of making decisions and
embodying them 1n specific and general orders and nstruction and
serving as the leader of their enterprise,

Coordinaning, that 1s the all important duty of interrelating the various
parts of the work,

Reporning, that 1s keeping those to whom the executive 1s responsible
informed as to what 1s going on, which thus includes keeping himself
[or herself] and his [or her] subordinates informed through records,
research and 1nspection,

Budgening, with all that goes with budgeting 1n the form of fiscal

planning, accounting and control

Summary

This review began by noting the difficulty faced by academics in

delineating one embraced definition of leisure Depending on the way leisure
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functioned for an individual, his or her orientation, and interpretation of leisure,
could ultimately influence and change the meaning of leisure for each
mdividual

After reviewing leisure terminology, many concepts appeared to be
synonymous Recreation was found to imply that of re-creating the individual,
and was associated with activity, whereas leisure, adopting one definition,
meant freedom from work Play was also commonly used 1n the same context
with leisure, and was related to the quality of freedom Time was used to
describe leisure, as 1n free time, and provided a form of measurement for
comparison

Leisure was further reviewed according to styles, philosophies, and
ethics Leisure styles proposed a combined balance-core viewpoint in
exploring lesure, as the two styles explained leisure 1n terms of diversity and
commonalities Searle and Bradley (1993) examined five differing philosophies
of leisure pragmatism, idealism, realism, humanism, and existentialism Each
philosophy provided a unique view of leisure and helped to pave the way for
future analysis In addition, a context of ethics arose, as questions of value and
judgement became apparent within the study of leisure

As a subset of leisure, leisure constraints looked at those factors
perceived to mhibit or prohibit participation and the enjoyment of leisure
Many developments occurred in the study of leisure constraints, including

more complex data collection techniques, diversity in statistical analysis,
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variety 1n topics of investigation, new hypotheses and theories being developed,
limitations being addressed from earlier studies, and enhanced classification
and conceptualization

In addition, shifts in terminology occurred within leisure constraints
research Use of the term “barrier” was replaced with “constraint” as a more
inclusive viewpoint As well, the term “leisure” was used to replace the term
“recreation” 1n order to broaden the field of study Lastly, inclusion of the
concepts of preferences and satisfaction were added to the mnquiries around
"participation”, 1 an effort towards increased sophistication of leisure analysis

Turning to management, a link was made with organmzations, as
management was a subset of organizations Moreover, similar to management,
organizations were seen as functioning to coordinate individuals toward a
common end (Sofer, 1977) Weber's bureaucracy, which was seen as an ideal
and efficient organization, served as a comparison for management, as a
utopian construct In addition, a dichotomy was seen to exist between
management, which was described as technical and scientific 1n process, as
compared to administration, which was more art like and philosophical in
orientation

There were many contributions to the study of management Taylorism
was credited with the science of management, which looked to mcrease the
efficiencies of the worker The Human Relations Movement looked to

facilitate social harmony among workers, again in an effort towards enhanced
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production In the same effort, Motivation Theorists such as Maslow,
Herzberg, and McGregor sought to motivate employees, which was lacking 1n
the Human Relations Movement Still, others such as Katz, Zeigler, and
Mintzberg, attempted to classify the concept of management by way of skills
In a more enduring approach, management functions such as Fayol’s planning,
organizing, coordinating, commanding, and controlling were looked at, as well

as POSDCORB, m the study of management

Significance of the Study

It was hoped that the study, although exploratory, would begin to
expose some of the relevant social and practical constramts acting on leisure
programmers As well, 1t was hoped that the study would further the diversity
of constraint research by examimning the providers of leisure It would also be
useful to determine the appropriateness of extending models from other studies
within this line of enquiry Of equal relevance was a need for related model
construction, and 1t was hoped that this study would stimulate researchers to
mvestigate the phenomena further

From a pragmatic perspective, 1t was hoped that the study could provide
both leisure administrators and programmers, with some nsights into the
relationship of programmer participation and leisure constraints An increased
understanding of the relationship could lead to a more effective use of limited

programming resources
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY
After an extensive review of the literature, there appeared to be little 1f
any research directly related to the study (supra, p 2) This section describes
the selection of leisure organizations from which the selection of subjects 1s
made, the method of identifying leisure constraints and programmers’
participation, the validity and reliability of the instrumentation, the utilization
of a structured interview with the selected subjects (N=27), how the data are

gathered, and the analysis of data

Leisure Organizations

In Greater Victoria, at the time of the study, there were 27 organizations
which could be defined as public leisure organizations within the four-core
municipalities of Saanich, Victoria, Oak Bay, and Esquimalt (see Appendix A)
However, for consistency with classification, only those organizations listed
within the particular leisure guide for that municipality were selected (many
other leisure organizations could exist within each municipality that were not
listed 1n the leisure guide for that municipality, or were omutted for various
reasons) Moreover, the majornty of “leisure” organizations listed in each
municipality’s leisure guide could be more appropriately classified as
"recreation” organizations or providers These last two notes are of

significance for those interested in the pursuit of this problem within this line
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of research The term public leisure organization, as used here, referred to
those groupings which were publicly funded and represented the provision of
leisure services Moreover, this study was delimited to those individuals,
employed by the public leisure organizations, whose roles were designated
(among other roles) for the purpose of programming and program development
Public leisure organizations in Canadian municipalities, possessed
characteristics which differentiated them from other leisure organizations
According to Searle and Brayley (1993), the public recreation sector
functioned under the broad mandate to enrich life and promote well-being,
required that services and programs be available to all, provided a wide range
of programs and services directly to citizens, and exercised control over the
ability of other sectors to offer such services within 1ts jurisdictional confines
Areas and facilities maintained by the public leisure system included fields,
zoos, parks, beaches, commumty halls, arenas, sport and fitness complexes, and

libraries

Selection of Subjects

From the 27 organizations listed in Appendix A, only the 14 marked
with an asterisk were selected for this investigation as potential organizations
employing programmers, as this study only examined those organizations
which employed programmers for their programs This number represented
approximately 50 percent of the total number of organizations, as Rossman

(1995) suggested, “A general rule of thumb 1s that for populations under 500
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[as was the case with this study] a sample of 50 percent of the population
should be drawn ” (p 398-399) From the 14 organizations, all of those
subjects were selected Those subjects numbered 27 1n total, and made up the
sample for this study from the selected population The total sample of 27
subjects included four programmers from Victoria, seven programmers from
Oak Bay, thirteen programmers from Saanich, and three programmers from

Esquimalt

Programmer Participation

As was stated (supra, p 2), leisure programmers could enhance their
efforts through personal participation 1 their programs Such levels of
participation could differ according to the particular program area of that
programmer Therefore, the data gathering, and analysis, was 1n terms of
participation as seen through a particular, or group of particular program areas

Each reported level of participation was measured by a eight-point
nominal scale, adapted from Bradshaw and Jackson's (1979) five-point scale

0 1 2 3 4 e 6 &
zero <once every 3-6 every 1-2 every 2-3 weekly 3x/week daily

per 6 mos months  months weeks

The reported levels of participation could exist simultaneously among
any, or all of the following twelve program area categories (Rossman, 1995)

(1) Arts and crafts
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(2) Athletics

(3) Dance

(4) Drama

(5) Hobbies and clubs
(6) Language arts

(7) Music

(8) Science and nature
(9) Social recreation
(10) Volunteer services
(11) Special populations

(12) Other

Leisure Constraints

The formation of a hypothesis concerning the relationship of leisure
constraints and participation was challenging, due to the exploratory nature of
the study, in the context of leisure programmers Moreover, previous research
in the context of the general public showed that leisure constraints led to
decreases, and 1n some cases, increases 1n their participation (supra, p 36) As
a result, the 1mtial focus of the problem was to determne 1f a relationship
existed between the variables (constraints and participation), as opposed to
finding causality

The model used here was adapted to include the following 30

constraint statements, mtermixed and presented 1n alternating positive and
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negative order (in an effort to reduce response bias), from the original twenty-
one statements proposed by Crawford et al (1991), and later verified by

Raymore et al (1993)

INTRAPERSONAL

1 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that my family would think 1s
all nght

2 1 am unlikely to do a leisure activity that makes me feel uncomfortable

3 1 am more likely to do a leisure activity that my friends thought was
all right

4 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity that my co-workers did not think was
all rnight

5 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that does not make me feel self-
conscious

6 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I am feeling stressed

7 T am more likely to do a leisure activity that does not require a lot of skill

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f I am disorganized

9 I am likely to do a leisure activity 1f I am feeling motivated

10 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I perceive that my gender would

make me feel uncomfortable participating

INTERPERSONAL

1 The people I know live too far away to participate 1n a leisure activity with
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me

The people I know usually do not have time to participate 1n a leisure
activity with me

The people I know usually are organized to participate m a leisure

activity with me

The people I know usually have too many family obligations to participate
m a lewsure activity with me

The people I know usually know what leisure activities they could do with
me

The people I know usually don't have transportation to get to a leisure
activity with me

The people I know usually are healthy enough to participate in a leisure
activity with me

The people I know usually don't have enough skills to participate n a
leisure activity with me

The people I know usually are motivated to participate 1n a leisure activity
with me

10 The people I know usually are too stressed to participate n a leisure

activity with me

STRUCTURAL

1 I am more likely to do a leisure activity 1f the facilities are not crowded

where I need to do the activity
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\]

I am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f I have other commitments
3 I am more likely to do a leisure activity 1if [ have transportation
4 T am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f the facilities are not convenient

where I need to do the activity

W

I am likely to do a leisure activity 1f 1t 1s congruent with my work role

6 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I do not have time

7 1 am more likely to do a leisure activity if I have money

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I have work commitments

9 I am likely to do a letsure activity 1f I do not have a conflicting schedule
10 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f I perceive that I will become too

mvolved with participant 1ssues

The relative importance of each of the above statements was indicated by using
the following nominal scale, again adopted from the previous authors
1 2 3 4

not important ~ somewhat important important very important

Procedures
Thus far, the selection of subjects as well as the measures used, were
described Next, the instrument’s validity, the instrument’s reliability, the
sources of data, and the procedures which were followed in gathering the data,

will be described
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Validity

In order to determine validity, or the degree to which the
mstrumentation used n this study, measured what 1t purported to measure,
three views were discussed

The first view examined causality In other words, 1n order to
determine whether constraints experienced by leisure programmers would lead
to a certain outcome (less participation), cause and effect needed to be
established Denzin (1979) related that establishing cause and effect was one
of the most difficult social science problems He went on to note that
establishing cause and effect required that three propositions be dealt with
simultaneously--time-order, covariation, and control of rival causal factors The
first proposition, time-order, demonstrated that the cause (constraints) came
before the effect (participation) This study would not examine time-order
Covariation showed that for every change in the cause, there was corresponding
change 1 the effect If the presumed cause led to an msignificant change in
the effect, a cause-and-effect relationship could not then be asserted This
study examined covanation The final proposition, controlling for rival causal
factors, demonstrated that the cause--not some other possible explanation--was
what led to the observed change 1n the effect This study did not control for
rival causal factors These three propositions were best controlled through the
use of a good research design The findings from this study could have an

empirical base for future enquiries 1n this area, through the implementation of a
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strong research design, although not necessarily concerned with causality

The second view examined the role of “experts” In an effort to reduce
uncertainty, the “nominal group method” as developed by Zalatan (1994,
p 23-24), was employed to extend the number and context of statements used
in the study (see statements from Raymore et al , 1993 model, supra, p 17)
Briefly, “experts” considered knowledgeable within the leisure field, were
brought together in this qualitative method These “experts” were assembled 1n
a rnigorously structured meeting where direct communication was excluded
The members of the group (Zalatan recommended 7-10 members) suggested
1deas and then voted as to the selection of the ideas Each member of the
group then prioritized the 1deas and voted by secret ballot The 1deas which
received the most points were adopted

For the purposes of this study, seven leisure practitioners were selected
to generate four additional statements from each of three constraint categories
to be added to the original statements, 1n addition to altering the context to be
suitable for use with leisure programmers It should also be noted that the
structured format of the nominal group method and the adoption of the highest
score could convey the 1mage of a quantitative method and that of precision
This 1mage of precision may have been lacking, as communication among the
“experts” could effectively be reduced, and the generation of 1deas could be
Iimited as a result However, this lack of generated ideas did not seem to

become problematic by the implementation of this method
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The last view examined the use of correlation to establish construct
validity According to Thomas and Nelson (1990), “Correlation 1s also used
when the tester wishes to examine relationships between constructs “ (p 347)
In this study, correlations were used to examine the relationships between
leisure constraints and the frequency and breadth of programmers’ participation
As a result (infra, p 68), through construct validity, 1t was determined that
frequency of mean scores of programmers’ participation (as opposed to breadth
of programmers’ participation or programmers’ number of program area[s] they
oversaw) yielded higher correlations with leisure constraints

In summary then, through covarnation, utilization of the nominal group
method, and the use of correlation to establish construct validity, this study

established a foundation of validity

Reliability

In order to test for instrument reliability, several options existed, and
could be chosen according to whether testing was to be done more than once,
or testing only once According to Traub (1994, p 70), one type of
reliability test involved collecting repeated measurements from the
administration of only one test admimistered only once This mternal
consistency reliability test was utilized 1n this study, and used Cronbach'’s
Alpha (Traub goes mnto more detail regarding the derivation of this method--see
pages 75-94) to estimate the reliability of test data To simplify, correlates of

test scores were subjected to the Cronbach Coefficient Alpha using the
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following formula

n

Yy 8y
N L 5 N
Mool !

According to Traub (1994, p 86), in the formula, coefficient Alpha (A) was
the index pertaining to reliability, n was the number of parts of the test, &
squared Yz was the variance of the observed-score random variable for the ith
part of the test, and & squared X was the variance of the observed-score
random variable for the total test (A subject’s total test score was the sum of
his or her scores on all the parts of the constraints test) Cronbach’s Alpha
held an advantage over other internal consistency tests of rehiability 1n that the
test components were not restricted to being dichotomously scored items as
was the case with other procedures Hence, Cronbach’s Alpha could measure
items ndividually as opposed to having to group items into two subgroups
before testing for reliability Measures of at least 0 7 to 0 8 were considered
sufficient to indicate reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha The instrumentation
used 1n this study was found to be reliable, with Cronbach’s Alpha computed to

be 085 (see Appendix C, Table C5)

Sources of Data

As this study examined the problem of constramts and participation,
qualitative data were gathered, based on the perceptions of 27 leisure

programmers from the four-core mumnicipalities of Greater Victonia Through a
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structured interview process (infra, pp 60-61), 1t was hoped that the
perceptions of individual programmers could provide a greater understanding of
their leisure constraints and levels of participation Moreover, Thomas and
Nelson (1990) related by comparing the interview process to that of the use of
a questionnarre, that, ” the interview has certain advantages over the
questionnaire 1n that the researcher can rephrase questions and ask additional
ones to clarify responses and secure more valid results” (p 21) Hence,
mterviews provided the opportunity for in-depth mvestigation, and by way of
structuring interviews, allowed for data to be gathered in an accurate manner,

which could not be obtained 1n other ways

Gathering the Data

Once an orgamzation had been chosen, the related programmer(s) was
contacted Contact was made by the investigator by telephone, to seek
pernussion to send the programmer information pertaining to the study The
package of information which was sent, included a letter of invitation to
explain the purpose of the study and request a meeting, and an informed
consent form Once the consent form was completed by the programmer and
sent back to the investigator, a meeting was arranged Assurance was made so
that the selected subject would not be mnconvemenced, and a mutually
convenient location was established An mmportant factor in arranging the
iterview was the comfort of the subject--he or she needed to feel at ease and

be willing to impart information
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In developing an interview structure, three criteria noted by Tuckman
(1978, p 197), would be heeded constantly (1) To what degree might a
question nfluence subjects to provide responses 1n a positive context, but not
necessarily reflect a true representation of the issue 1n question? (2) To what
degree might a question influence subjects to be unduly helpful by attempting
to anticipate what the researcher wanted to hear or discover? (3) To what
extent might a question ask for information about subjects that they were not
certain, and possibly not likely, to know about themselves?

The mterview featured 30 structured questions, along with two 1nitial
structured questions on programming information (see Appendix B) to enable
the subject to respond to a less complex group of questions at the beginning, in
order to help “break the ice” The provision of structured questions helped to
obtamn background information, to specify or narrow the focus, and to ornent
the respondent to the questions along with their aims (Cunningham, 1996 15)
Moreover, structured mnterviews, as compared with unstructured interviews,
were more reliable (Carlson, Thayer, Mayfield, & Peterson, 1971, Jantz,
Hellervik, & Gilmour, 1986, Mayfield, Brown, & Hamstra, 1980)

There were many advantages to using the mterview technique 1n
comparison to, for example, a questionnaire, but a possible corresponding
experimental effect could pose a certain disadvantage Schemn (1969, p 97)
related that by asking questions, the respondent could be exposed to new 1deas,

which 1n turn affect accuracy This experimental effect was well recognized by
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sociologists and psychologists (Sanford, 1970) Other possible disadvantages
of using an iterview method could include sources of error in the interviewer,
mstrument and coding responses, and the overall reliability

Appendix B contains relevant interview statements, anecdotal record

cards, and numerical data record cards

Analysis of the Data

Thus section describes the method that 1s utilized n analyzing the
data, as well as previous methods of analysis derived from earlier studies
(Crawford et al , 1991, Raymore et al, 1993, 1994) Each part of the problem
1s given below, along with the procedures used 1n the analysis 1n sequence
For examples of each step, using the obtained data, see Appendix C

Although the previously mentioned studies (Crawford et al , 1991,
Raymore et al , 1993) focused on a hierarchy of constrants, they produced a
useful model for further research, as some of their problems were studied and
verified later (Raymore et al, 1994) Hence, what will follow 1s a brief
description of their methods of analysis, and then the methods utilized for
this study From Crawford et al , and Raymore et al, the main part of their
problem was to establish the three types of constraints--intrapersonal,
mterpersonal, and structural--as separate classes of constraimts on leisure To
do this, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed With the factor analysis,
the three types of constraints (or factors) and individual constraint statements

(or indicator variables), were reported by the following three methods (a) the
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mtercorrelations between factors, (b) the correlations (or path coefficients) that
linked factors and indicator varniables, and (c¢) indicator variable
mtercorrelations  Evaluation of this analysis then proceeded through the
overall-fit indices and chi-squared values being inspected, to test for statistical
significance The confirmatory factor analysis verified that the three
subcategories of the construct, constramnts on leisure, did in fact, exist

As a result of the findings from Crawford et al, 1991, and Raymore et
al, 1993, 1994, concerning the three distinct categories of leisure constraints
which significantly affected the participation of the general public, this study
then utilized an extension of their research This study examined the leisure
constramts affecting both the frequencies and number of program area(s) of
participation among leisure programmers First, the raw participation and
constraint data were arranged mto numerical record charts (Appendix C, Tables
C 1 through C4) In the second step, the reliability of the leisure constraints
mstrumentation used for this exploratory line of research was measured using
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha As was stated (supra, p 59), measures of at
least 0 7 to 0 8 were considered sufficient to indicate internal consistency
among test items (perceived measures of leisure constraints among leisure
programmers) being examined for reliability (Appendix C, Table C 5)

The last part of the problem was to determune the relationship between
leisure constraints acting on the leisure programmers and their levels of

personal participation  After completing the second step (reliability of the
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mstrumentation), a Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was
performed on the sets (intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural) of summed
leisure constraint statement scores, and both sets of programmers’ participation
measures By performing a comparison of the correlations between
programmers’ perceived leisure constraints and both participation measures
(mean frequency scores and number of program area[s]), to determine which
yielded the highest correlational value, the best relationship between each
variable (leisure constraints and programmers’ participation) could be obtained
Specifically, step 3A related the sets of mean frequency scores for levels of
programmers’ participation (Appendix C, Table C 6), with each of the three
categories of leisure constraints (Appendix C, Tables C2 to C4) to yield a
correlation matrix (Appendix C, Table C7) Moreover, programmers’
participation based on mean frequency scores was correlated with total leisure
constraints (Appendix C, Table C 8) Similarly, step 3B related the sets of
programmers’ participation based on number of program area(s) (Appendix C,
Table C9) with each of the three categories of leisure constraints to yield a
correlation matrix (Appendix C, Table C 10) In addition, programmers’
participation based on number of program area(s) was correlated with total
leisure constraints (Appendix C, Table C 11) Lastly, this study examined the
correlation between both participation measures (Appendix C, Table C 12) On
the basis of the results from steps 3A and 3B, the highest correlated

relationship would be yielded between leisure constramnts and programmers’
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participation Based on the highest correlation, the relationship of leisure
constraints and programmers’ participation, could be determined

However, 1t should be noted that this would only depict a
relationship, not causality, as this test dealt only with whether a relationship
existed, and not with the cause of that relationship To rule out the possibility
that leisure programmers would participate less in their leisure programs for
some other reason other than leisure constramts, an experimental group and a

control group that was not given any special treatment would be needed
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In this section, the results of the three research questions (supra, p 3)
for this study are discussed
The first research question was to determine to what degree selected
leisure programmers participated 1n their leisure programs As participation
could be measured based on the frequency (mean frequency scores), or based
on the breadth (number of program areas), each required analysts Table 1

showed both measures of programmers’ participation

Table 1

Sums, Means and Standard Deviations for Total Programmers’ Participation

(Mean Scores) and Total Programmers’ Participation (Number of Program
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Areals])

Leisure Programmers (N=27)
Varnable Sum Mean STD
Participation (Mean Freq Scores) 9333 346 187
Participation (# of Prog Area[s]) 138 00 511 311

The mean for total programmer participation was 3 46 (the equivalent of

participating m a range of once every 1-2 months, to once every 2-3 weeks),
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based on the scale of 0-7 (supra, p 51) used in the study This value could be

considered by a leisure practitioner, to be a somewhat low level of
participation, but programmers perform other duties as well (1 e staffing,
keeping records, and budgeting), which could limit their involvement As well,
i Appendix C, Tables C 7 and C 8 showed relatively good correlational values
of leisure constraints and programmers’ participation (mean frequency scores)
Specifically, Table C 7 showed correlations of programmers’ participation
(mean frequency scores) along with the following intrapersonal -0 38,
mterpersonal -0 28, and structural leisure constraints -0 45, respectively
Moreover, Table C 8 mndicated that a correlation of -0 45 existed between
leisure constraints and programmers’ participation (mean frequency scores) A
limitation of the mean of the participation scores (as opposed to the sum of the
scores) was the restriction of variance Put differently, if programmers’
frequencies of participation scores were summed (as opposed to averaged out),
a greater difference would exist between the range of high and low scores
Then, a more pronounced difference 1n the range of scores would yield a more
effective statistical analysis However, as the reported levels of programmers’
participation could exist simultaneously among any, or all of twelve program
area categories, the mean of the scores was selected as one measure of
programmers’ participation (in spite of the limitation of the restriction of
variance) The other measure of participation was the total number of program

area(s) each programmer oversaw, yielding a mean of 5 1, based on the twelve
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program area option(s) (supra, pp 51-52) used 1n the study Moreover, in
Appendix C, Tables C 10 and C 11 both showed very low correlation
coefficient values of leisure constraints and programmers’ participation (number
of program area[s]) In addition, Appendix C, Table C 12 showed an extremely
low correlation of -0 003 between both measures of programmers’ participation
(mean frequency scores and number of program area[s]) It could be concluded
therefore, that programmers’ participation mean frequency scores produced
higher correlations with leisure constraints, and proved to be a more
representative measure i this study

The second research question was to determine to what extent leisure
constramts influenced leisure programmers who provided programs for their
chients From Table 2, work commitments, schedule, and transport were
percerved among programmers to be the most important leisure constraints, and
others’ transport, others’ family obligations, and others too far away were the
least important
Table 2

Sums, Means, Standard Dewviations and Ranking of Leisure Constraints as

Perceived by Leisure Programmers

Leisure Programmers (N=27)

Leisure Constraint Sum Mean STD Rank
IA1 All night with famuly 39 144 051 21
IA2 Uncomfortable 63 233 107 11

(table continues)
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Sums, Means, Standard Deviations and Ranking of Leisure Constraints as

Perceived by Leisure Programmers

Leisure Programmers (N=27)

Leisure Constraint Sum Mean STD Rank
IA3 All nght with friends 37 137 049 22
IA4 Co-workers disapprove 53 196 076 15
IAS Self-conscious 61 226 102 12
IA6 Stress 56 207 100 14
IA7 Skill 42 156 075 19
JIA8 Disorganized 76 282 092 6
IA9 Motivation 75 278 109 7
IA10 Gender discrimination 47 174 106 17
IR1 Others too far 32 119 048 28
IR2 Others' time 34 126 059 26
IR3 Others organized 36 133 073 23
IR4 Others’' family obligations 31 115 046 29
IR5 Others know activities 36 133 056 24
IR6 Others’ transport 28 104 019 30
IR7 Others’ health 42 156 097 20
IR8 Others’ skills 33 122 051 27
IR9 Others’ motivation 44 163 084 18
IR10 Others’ stress 35 130 061 25
ST1 Not crowded 64 237 118 10
ST2 Other commitments 77 2 85 095 4
ST3 Transport 82 304 109 3
ST4 Convenient 69 256 101 9
ST5 Work role 61 226 113 13
ST6 Time 76 2 82 104 5
ST7 Money 69 2 56 093 8
ST8 Work commitments 86 319 092 1
ST9 Schedule 85 315 077 2
ST10 Participant 1ssues 50 185 099 16

According to Crawford et al (1991) and Raymore et al (1993, 1994), leisure
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preferences were formed upon successful confrontation of leisure constraints in
a hierarchical order (supra, p 16) The same authors indicated the leisure
constramnts hierarchy was found to be mitially mtrapersonal constraints,
followed by mterpersonal, and finally structural, respectively Although similar
instrumentation and categories of leisure constraints were utilized m this study,
the exploration of a hierarchy of leisure constraints among programmers here
was premature The question of whether a relationship existed between leisure
constraints and programmers’ participation, required analysis initially

However, from Table 3, structural constraints were perceived by the leisure
programmers (N=27) to be the most important (M=26 74), followed by

mtrapersonal (M=20 15), and lastly mterpersonal constraints (M=13 00)

Table 3

Sums, Means and Standard Dewviations for Totals of Each Category of Leisure

Constraints

Leisure Programmers (N=27)
Variable Sum Mean STD
Intrapersonal Constraints 544 00 2015 419
Interpersonal Constraints 35100 1300 433
Structural Constraints 722 00 26 74 597

It should be noted that a limitation of this study was the ability of leisure

programmers to 1dentify that they were 1n a state of leisure Although the
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mstrument (measured the perceived importance of programmers’ leisure
constraints) clearly 1dentified the term leisure throughout, no empirical
measurement of the programmers’ leisure states was made As scholars
continue to be challenged with a unified definition of leisure, programmers
could also be unable to clearly identify what leisure 1s, or when they would be
experiencing 1t However, at no time during the interviews did programmers
express their mability to comprehend the use of the term leisure, or challenge
the implied use of the term for this study, in relation to their work

The last research question was to determine whether or not levels of
personal participation by leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure
constramts A significant relationship existed between leisure constraints and
programmers’ participation (mean frequency scores) With N=27 (27 subjects),
and 25 df with a two-tailed test (df = N-2), the critical value of the correlation
coefficient was 0 38, with p @ 005 (level of significance) Pearson's r = -0 45
(obtamed correlation coefficient), was greater than the critical value of 0 38 (at
005 level) Therefore, the correlation coefficient of -0 45 was significant at
the 005 level This meant that if 20 simular studies were conducted, the null
hypothests (that there 1s no relationship) would be rejected incorrectly, just by
chance, on 1 of the 20 occasions As a result, if the study were repeated, there
would be a significant probability of obtaining a stmilar finding

It was also useful to note that the correlation needed for significance

decreased with increased numbers of subjects (df) In this instance, if there
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were only 15 subjects (or pairs of scores), then there would be 13 df, and the
correlation required for significance at the 0 05 level for 13 df would be 0 51
However, 1f five more subjects had been 1n the sample (N=20), then there
would be 18 df, and the correlation required for significance at the 0 05 level
for 18 df would be 044 The correlation of -0 45 (leisure constraints and
programmers’ participation [mean frequency scores]) met that test of
significance But, a higher correlation would be required for significance at the
001 level than at the 0 05 level At the 001 level, if 100 studies were
conducted, the null hypothesis (that there 1s no relationship) would be rejected
mcorrectly, just by chance, on one of the 100 occasions Therefore, the test of
significance at the 0 01 level was more stringent than at the 0 05 level, and a
higher correlation was required for significance at the 001 level In this study,
there was 25 df, which yielded a critical correlation coefficient value of 0 49
The correlation of -0 45 did not meet that test of significance However, 1f
N=32, then there would be 30 df, and at the 0 01 level of significance, a
critical value of 0 45 would be needed In that case, the obtained value of
-0 45 would then be significant at the 0 O1 level Hence, as subject numbers
mcreased, lower correlation values were required As this was an exploratory
study, the significance of correlation obtained at the 0 05 level was considered
appropriate

The mterpretation of a correlation for statistical significance was

important, but, because of the vast influence of sample size, this criterion was
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not always meanmgful The most commonly used criterion for interpreting the
correlation coefficient as to meaningfulness was the coefficient of
determination (r?) In this method, the portion of common association of the
factors that influence the two variables would be determined Put differently,
the coefficient of determination would indicate the portion of the total variance
1n one measure (1e programmers’ participation mean frequency scores) that
could be explained, or accounted for, by variance in the other measure

(1 e leisure constraints) For a correlation of -0 45, the coefficient of
determination was 20% (r* = -045 x -045 = 02 x 100 = 20%), which would
usually be expressed as percent of varation Hence, 1f r = -0 45, then 20% of
the influence from one measure (1e programmers’ participation mean
frequency scores) was associated with, or explained by, the factors imnvolved
from the influences of the other measure (1 e leisure constraints) As a result,
there was 20% common (explained) variance and 80%, error (unexplained)
variance The 20% common (explained) variance could be based on
commonalities such as both measures examined programmers’ work functions,
and both measures mnvolved programmers’ perceptions Although the 80% error
(unexplained) variance could not be fully explained, one unique factor to each
measure could be the number of times each concept was measured The
concept of participation was measured once, and could vary in meaning for
each programmer (1 e ranging from observing the program through to full overt

participation), whereas the concept of leisure constraimnts mvolved multiple
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measures (perceptions based on 30 different constraints statements) The
foregomng was not intended to be a mechanical analysis of the two measures
Rather, they were possible factors of common association, or explained
variance, and one factor that could be unexplained or unique to each measure
Moreover, mterpreting the correlation coefficient would be further complicated
depending on the purpose For example, the reliability of a test would require
a much higher correlation, than determining whether a relationship existed
between two variables

Lastly, Figures 1-4 below, all show the negative relationship between
leisure constraints and programmers’ participation (mean frequency scores) on

the X-Y Scatterplot Graphs
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Figure 1
X-Y Plot of Intrapersonal Leisure Constraints

and Programmers’ Participation (Mean Frequency Scores)
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X-Y Plot of Structural Leisure Constraints
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Figure 4

X-Y Plot of Leisure Constraints (Summation of Intrapersonal, Interpersonal,

(Mean Frequency Scores)

and Structural Constraints) and Programmers’ Participation

In each Figure, the negative relationship indicated that as leisure constraints

measures increased, there was a corresponding decrease in programmers’

participation mean frequency scores However, Figures 5, 7 and 8 all show a
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regression line with almost no slope, indicating almost no correlation between

the vanables
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Figure 5
X-Y Plot of Intrapersonal Leisure Constramts

and Programmers’ Participation (Number of Program Area(s])
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X-Y Plot of Structural Leisure Constraints
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and Structural Constraints) and Programmers’ Participation

(Number of Program Areal[s])

From the last set of Figures 5-8, only Figure 6 showed a negatively sloping
regression line, but the slope was minimal, and indicated a small correlation
between the two variables As a result, because Figures 1-4 all had clearly

negatively sloping regression lines, programmers’ participation (mean frequency
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scores) produced better correlations with leisure constraints than was evidenced

in Figures 5-8 (programmers’ participation number of program area[s])
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Thus final chapter summarizes the findings of this study, and provides
recommendations for further study These recommendations will suggest how
these findings could be used to develop further, the study of leisure constraints

which influence programmers’ participation

Conclusions

Research Question One To what degree do selected leisure
programmers participate mn their leisure programs? A participation scale (0-7)
for up to twelve program area options was responded to by leisure
programmers (N=27), 1n a structured interview format Means were computed
to show leisure programmers participate, on the average, a range of once every
1-2 months, to once every 2-3 weeks, in their programs As well, leisure
programmers participate, on the average, in five program areas, out of a
possible 12 Programmers’ participation mean frequency scores produced
higher correlations with leisure constraints than programmers’ participation
number of program area(s)

Research Question Two To what extent do leisure constraints influence
leisure programmers 1n their participation in their programs? An importance
scale (1-4) for 30 leisure constraints statements was responded to by

programmers Sums, means, standard deviations and rankings were computed
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The most important leisure constraints perceived by programmers were work
commutments, schedule, and transport The category of structural constraints
was computed to be perceived by programmers as the most important of the
other (intrapersonal and interpersonal) leisure constraints categories Put
differently, of the three categories of leisure constramnts (intrapersonal,
interpersonal, and structural), leisure programmers perceived that structural
constraints (situations which affect leisure preferences) were the most
important, or influencing

Research Question Three Whether or not levels of personal
participation by leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure constraints?
A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed, and yielded a negative
relationship (with programmers’ participation mean frequency scores) that was
significant (p @ 005) In other words, as leisure constraints for programmers
increased, or became more pronounced, programmers participated less
frequently 1n their programs Moreover, this finding would reoccur 19 of 20
times, with similar research

Based on the findings, practical uses of this research can be made The
findings from this research could be used by leisure administrators and
programmers to gamn awareness of programmers’ levels of participation in
their programs, as well as the leisure constraints they perceived to be the most
important Awareness could be an imtial step towards change 1f desired

Programmers could desire increased participation due to an awareness of a



86

level that they considered, personally or professionally, to be unsatisfactorily
low Programmers’ awareness of their level(s) of participation, along with an
awareness of the leisure constraints they perceived to be most important, could

prompt them to increase their participation frequency in their programs

Recommendations

1 Future research m this area could mvolve collecting data from other
geographical locations to see 1f there 1s a difference between regions of the
country, or even other municipalities Community biases may influence how

important different criteria are to the leisure programmer

2 Examine the problem with further categories for participation In
addition to frequency of participation as a function of program area(s), the type
of participation as a function of program area(s), may also warrant
investigation An vestigation mnto differing types of participation could
provide the researcher with a more complete analysis of the variable Possible
types of participation could mnclude administrative (record keeping and
attendance), cursory (attend program to visually scan, and/or be seen by

others), and overt (full participation 1n program)

3 Examine programmers’ personal leisure participation, separate from
their work-related participation, which this study focused on Programmers’
own personal leisure may nfluence their work-related participation and could

warrant study
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- Collect data from more types of leisure programmers (1e community
recreation, fitness and health and wellness, aquatic, arena and/or sports, and
other types) to see if there 1s a difference between programmers of different
areas Program biases may influence how important different criteria are to
each type of leisure programmer Moreover, job functions tend to be dynamic
among leisure programmers Changes may have occurred within the leisure
organization (1 e reorganizations and/or matermty leaves) and affected the
programmer’s job function(s), in staymng on with that organization through the
changes The programmer may have had to oversee various other program
areas during these changes, which could be a factor mn research and would

require consideration

5 Add more leisure constraint statements to each category, as this could
provide greater insight into the problem For example, an additional
mtrapersonal leisure constraint statement could ask the programmers’ perceived
mmportance of altered dynamics within the program, due to their participation
(1e stress to the nstructor, and altered interactions among/with participants)
Another example could be an additional interpersonal leisure constraint
statement, which could ask the programmers’ perceived importance of support
of co-workers and the organization, to encourage the programmer to participate

mn their program(s)

6 Examine whether a hierarchy of leisure constraints exists for
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programmers This study found a high level of internal consistency for the 30
leisure constraints among the three categories, derived from previous research
on lewsure constraints and participation levels of the general public Yet,
according to Crawford et al, (1991) and Raymore et al, (1993, 1994), they
verified previous research that found the three categories of leisure constraints
were distinct through factor analysis A factor analysis could be done using the
same three categories of leisure constraints to study ancther sample of

programmers, to verify that each category 1s distinct from the other
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LEISURE ORGANIZATIONS IN FOUR-CORE MUNICIPALITIES

Victoria

Greater Victoria Public Library

Recreation Integration

Victoria Festival Society

* Crystal Pool

* Memorial Arena

* Royal Athletic Park

Community Services

* Parks Department

Victoria Visitors Bureau

Victoria YM-YWCA (Not selected--classified as a semi-private organization)
Source City of Victoria Winter 1997 Active Living Guide, Parks and

Recreation Department of the City of Victoria

Oak Bay

* Oak Bay Recreation Centre
* Carnarvon Centre

* Monterey Centre

Oak Bay Parks Department

* Henderson Centre

Windsor Centre

Source Recreation Oak Bay Winter 1997 Leisure Guide, Parks and
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Recreation Department of the Corporation of the District of Oak Bay

Saanich

* Saanich Commonwealth Place

* G R Pearkes Recreation Centre

* Cedar Hill Recreation Centre

* Gordon Head Recreation Centre

Cedar Hill Golf Course

Community Services

Saanich Parks Operations

Source Saanich Parks and Recreation Winter ‘97 Active Living Guide, Parks
and Recreation Department of the Corporation of the District of

Saanich

Esquimalt

* Esquimalt Recreation Centre

* Archie Browning Sports Centre

Esquimalt Parks Department

Community Services

Source Esquimalt Parks and Recreation Winter ‘97 Be Active Guide, Parks
and Recreation Department of the Corporation of the District of
Esquimalt

* Orgamzations with leisure programmers
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APPENDIX B

SAMPLE SCHEDULE AND RELATED DATA RECORD CARDS



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Leisure organmization

Programmer’s name

Address

City/Province Postal code
Telephone Fax
Introduction

Explain the purpose of the study and encourage the subject to be candid and

open

Programming information

A) Program area(s)/Program(s)

What program area(s) and program(s) do you oversee? (choose any single or
combination of 12 categories)

1 = Arts and crafts

2 = Athletics
3 = Dance
4 = Drama

5 = Hobbues and clubs
6 = Language arts
7 = Music

8 = Science and nature
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9 = Social recreation
10= Volunteer services
11= Special populations

12= Other

B) Participation frequency

How often do you participate 1n your programs?
([7] daily, [6] three times a week, [S] every week, [4] once every two or
three weeks, [3] once every month or two months, [2] once every three to

six months, [1] less than once per six months, [0] not at all)

Leisure Constraint Statements

Instruct the subject to indicate the relative importance of each of the following
statements by using the following scale

1 (not important), 2 (somewhat important), 3 (important), 4 (very important)

INTRAPERSONAL
1 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that my family would think 1s
all right
2 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity that makes me feel uncomfortable
3 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that my friends thought was
all nght
4 T am unlikely to do a leisure activity that my co-workers did not think was

all right
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5 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that does not make me feel self-
conscious

6 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f I am feeling stressed

7 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that does not require a lot of skill

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity 1f I am disorganized

9 I am likely to do a leisure activity if I am feeling motivated

10 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I perceive that my gender would

make me feel uncomfortable participating

INTERPERSONAL

1 The people I know live too far away to participate in a leisure activity with
me

2 The people I know usually do not have time to participate in a leisure
activity with me

3 The people I know usually are organized to participate 1n a leisure
activity with me

4 The people I know usually have too many family obligations to participate
1n a leisure activity with me

5 The people I know usually know what leisure activities they could do with
me

6 The people I know usually don't have transportation to get to a leisure

activity with me
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7 The people I know usually are healthy enough to participate in a leisure
activity with me

8 The people I know usually don't have enough skills to participate 1n a
leisure activity with me

9 The people I know usually are motivated to participate 1n a leisure activity
with me

10 The people I know usually are too stressed to participate in a leisure

activity with me

STRUCTURAL

1 I am more likely to do a leisure activity if the facilities are not crowded
where I need to do the activity

2 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I have other commitments

3 I am more likely to do a leisure activity 1f I have transportation

N

I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if the facilities are not convenient

where I need to do the activity

W

I am likely to do a leisure activity 1f 1t 1s congruent with my work role
6 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I do not have time
7 I am more likely to do a leisure activity if I have money

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I have work commitments

\O

I am likely to do a leisure activity if I do not have a conflicting schedule
10 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I percetve that I will become too

mvolved with participant 1ssues



Closure

Thank you for participating in this study and for your candour I wish you
continued success 1n your work If you would like, I could provide you with a
copy of the final results, and you will not, of course, be mentioned by name

Thank you once again



ANECDOTAL RECORD CARD

Leisure or ganization

Programmer’s name

Address
City/Province Postal code
Telephone Fax

Programming information

A) Program area(s)/Program(s)

1 = Arts and crafts

2 = Athletics
3 = Dance
4 = Drama

5 = Hobbues and clubs
6 = Language arts

7 = Music

8 = Science and nature
9 = Social recreation
10= Volunteer services
11= Special populations

12= Other



B Participation frequency

(7) daily (6) 3x/week (5) weekly (4) every 2-3 weeks

(3) every 1-2 months (2) every 3-6 months (1) every 6+ months (0) 0

Program Area Participation
Frequency
0-7)

1) Arts and crafts

2) Athletics

3) Dance

4) Drama

5) Hobbies and clubs

6) Language arts

7) Music

8) Science and nature

9) Social recreation

10) Volunteer services

11) Special populations
12) Other




Leisure constraint statements scores

INTRAPERSONAL

1 IA1 = All nght with family
2 IA2 = Uncomfortable

3 IA3 = All nght with friends

4 JA4 = Co-workers disapprove

5 IAS = Self-conscious
6 IA6 = Stress

7 1A7 = Skill

8 IA8 = Disorganized
9 IA9 = Motivation

10 IA10= Gender discrimination
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INTERPERSONAL

1 IR1 = Others too far 1 2 3 4 -
2 IR2 = Others’ time 1 2 3 4 -
3 IR3 = Others organized 1 2 3 4 o
4 IR4 = Others' famuly obligations 1 2 3 4 -
5 IRS = Others know activities 1 2 3 4 -
6 IR6 = Others’ transport 1 2 3 4 ___
7 IR7 = Others’ health 1 2 3 4 o
8 IR8 = Others' skills 1 2 3 4 o
9 IR9 = Others’ motivation 1 2 3 4 o

10 IR10= Others’ stress 1 2 3 4



STRUCTURAL

1 ST1 = Not crowded

2 ST2 = Other commitments
3 ST3 = Transport

4 ST4 = Convenient

5 ST5 = Work role

6 ST6 = Time

7 ST7 = Money

8 ST8 = Work commitments
9 ST9 = Schedule

10 ST10= Participant 1ssues

121
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NUMERICAL DATA RECORD CARD

Program Participation Frequency (0-7)

Subject 1(213(4|5]6|7[8|9(1]|1]1|Totals |M
01112

Intrapersonal (1-4)

Subject | T (I |T|I|T|I|T|(I]|I|{I]|Tot
AlA[A|A|A|A|A|A|A|A
11213(4(5]6|7[|8]9]1

0

Totals <N




Interpersonal (1-4)

Subject [T |{I|T|T|T|T|I|T]|T|I]|Tot
RIR|R|IR|IR|R|R|R|R|R
112(3[415]6]|78]9]1

0

Totals

Structural (1-4)

Subject | S{S[S|{S[S|S|{S|S|S|S|Tot
T|(T|T|{T|T|T|T|[T|T|T
11213(415]16(7]18]9]1

0

Totals

123
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APPENDIX C

DATA
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Thus section included the analysis of data, and subjects’ levels of

participation and constraint scores

Step 1
Raw Data
Subject (1 (2 (3 (4 |5 (6 (Z |8 |2 (1 |1 |1 |Total#
0 {1 |2 |Program
Area(s)
1 2 |5 |5 |5 |5 51512 |5 |5 |6 |11
2 2 7 7 B
3 3 4 |2
4 0 1
5 6 2 0 3
6 1 0 1 0 |0 (3 (1 |0 [3 |9
7 0 |3 12 (0 ]0 3 (2 10 (4 |9
8 3 4 |1 |4 4
9 7 7 2
10 514 (5 |3 2 |5 |5 |5 8

Pk
—
[\
[

12 6 5 513
13 6 |3 [5 |3 |4 3 (2 |2 3 9
14 5 3 5 |3
15 1 7 3 (3
16 7 5 7T 14 |5 |7 |6
17 0 1 |0 |3
18 1 0 |0 |3
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19 3 (3 (1 |3 (1 |4 (1 |3 |4 7 |11
20 . 4 3 (1 |4
21 6 |5 [7 |6 |4
22 2 |12 |2 2 12 |1 |3 7 19
23 4 |3 |4 5 (2 (4 |7 |8
24 5 |4 3 3 4 |3 |7
25 7 6 7 |5 |5 |7 |6
26 7 1 2 3
27 6 |7 |2
Table C 1

Programmers’ Participation Frequency Scores

and Number of Program Area(s)
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IA7 | IA8 | IA9 |IALO

IAS | IA6

IA2 | IA3 | IA4

IA1

Subject

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23

24
25
26




128

127

Table C 2

Intrapersonal Constraints Statement Scores
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IR8 |IR9 |IRI10

IR6 | IR7

IR2 |IR3 |IR4 | IRS

IR1

Subject

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
al

22
23

24
25

26
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47

Table C 3

Interpersonal Constrant Statement Scores
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ST2 | ST3 | ST4 | STS | ST6 | ST7 | ST8 | ST9 | ST10

ST1

Subject

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23

24
25
26
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Table C 4

Structural Constramnt Statement Scores

Instrument Measured for Rehability Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient "

Leisure Constraints (Internal Consistency) | 08517 "

(Measures of at least 0 7 to 0 8 are required to mdicate reliability)
Table C5
Reliability Measure of Internal Consistency of Instrument

(Cronbach'’s Alpha Coefficient)

Step 3A

Subject | Mean Score | Rank Order
9 700 1
27 650 2
25 617 3
21 600 4




16 583 5
2 375 6
12 533 7
1 455 8
14 433 9
10 425 10
23 413 11
15 367 12
3 350 13
26 333 14
24 325 15
8 300 16
13 289 17
19 282 18
20 273 19
5 267 20
22 256 21
11 200 22
7 156 23
6 100 24
17 033 255
18 033 255
4 000 27

Subjects’ Participation (Mean Frequency Scores) and Rank Order

Table C 6

(Most Frequent to Least Frequent)

133
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Variable Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Intrapersonal | Interpersonal | Structural Participation
(Mean Freq )
Intrapersonal - 0438 0712 -0 381
Interpersonal - - 0470 -0 284
Structural - - - -0 446
Participation - - - -
(Mean Freq )
Table C7

Matrix of Correlation Coefficients for Leisure Constraints

and Programmers’ Participation (Mean Frequency Scores)

Correlated Variables

Correlation Coefficient

Leisure Constraints and

Participation (Mean Freq Scores)

-0451

Table C 8

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Leisure Constraints

and Programmers’ Participation (Mean Frequency Scores)




Step 3B
Subject | # of Program Area(s) | Rank Order
1 11 15
19 11 15
6 8 45
7 9 45
13 9 45
22 9 45
10 8 75
23 8 75
24 7 9
16 6 105
25 6 105
2 4 135
8 4 135
20 4 135
21 4 135
5 3 19
12 3 19
14 3 19
15 3 19
17 3 19
18 3 19
26 3 19
3 2 24
9 2 24
27 2 24
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|| 4 1 25 "
|11 1 265 |
Table C 9
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Subjects’ Participation (Number of Program Area[s]) and Rank Order

(Most Frequent to Least Frequent)

Variable Correlation Correlation | Correlation | Correlation
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient | Coefficient
Intrapersonal | Interpersonal | Structural Participation (# of
Prog Area[s])
Intrapersonal - 0438 0712 0040
Interpersonal - - 0470 -0 203
Structural - - - 0000
Participation (# of - - - -
Prog Areals])
Table C 10

Matrix of Correlation Coefficients for Categories of Leisure Constraints

and Programmers’ Participation (Number of Program Area[s])

Correlated Variables

Correlation Coefficient

Leisure Constramnts and Participation
(Number of Program Area[s])

-0 059

Table C 11

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Leisure Constraints

and Programmers’ Participation (Number of Program Areals])




Correlated Variables

Correlation Coefficient

Participation (Mean Freq Scores) and -0 003

Participation (Number of Program Areals])

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Participation

(Mean Frequency Scores) and Participation (Number of Program Areal[s])

Table C 12
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