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ABSTRACT 

Tlus study was based upon a model of leisure constramts, ongmally 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 determme whether a relationship existed between leisure 

constramts and leisure programmers' participation The sample consisted of 27 

leisure programmers m the pubhc sector from the four-core murucipahties 

(Victona, Saanich, Oak Bay, and Esqmmalt) of Victona, Bntish Columbia An 

mstrument adapted from Bradshaw and Jackson (1979) was used to measure 

the personal participat10n of leisure programmers m therr 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 is useful m assessmg the constramts on leisure for leisure programmers 

m therr work settmg Methodological and practical lillphcations of the study 

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

INTRODUCTION 

Facihtatmg leisure activities for clients through designed leisure programs and 

services 1s complex as many factors mfluence the programmer Parkhouse 

(1991, p 138) referred to the followmg factors , which could ultunately mfluence 

leisure programmers the available resources (matenal and human), the restnctions 

unposed by goverrunents, and the values and expectations of those bemg served Less 

obvious, but potentially as sigruficant as those factors listed above, could be those 

leisure constramts actmg on leisure programmers, which could prevent their 

part1c1pation m the very programs and services they would provide Leisure 

constramts could, m turn, prevent leisure providers from galillilg potentially valuable 

expenence through their part1c1pation m their programs ("their" 1s used genencally, as 

others could also have ownership of these programs), which could otherwise aid m 

program development and evaluat10n as part of their programmmg role 

By part1c1patmg, programmers could be provided with a more accurate 

assessment of the development for their programs, and could be more effective m their 

programmmg efforts Rossman (1989, p 186) related the effectiveness of programmer 

part1c1pat1on by notmg 

The programmer needs to model the program and ant1c1pate its episodes step 

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

smoothly because, when they operate the program m 'real tune', 1t 1s actually 

the second or third trme they have operated 1t They have expenenced the 

program before actually operatmg 1t 
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Other mstances of effectiveness gamed through participative management are stated 

below (mfra, p 8-9) Hence, mformation gamed through research on the topic of 

leisure constramts and leisure programmer participation could have sigruficance for the 

leisure orgaruzation 

Much of the literature on leisure focused on the general population of those 

who participated m leisure programs with, perhaps understandably, little emphasis 

placed on research surroundmg leisure practltroners and theu personal participation m 

the programs they had developed One could conclude that this onussion could be 

explamed by the absence of research m the area However, through the study of the 

topic, a greater understandmg could be gamed on one aspect of leisure programnung 

Rossman (1989) noted the complexity of programnung by statmg 

Programmers of leisure services must understand how people are socialized 

mto specific forms of leisure and how they structure and mterpret theu 

mteractions m order to experience leisure or satisfy leisure needs Moreover, 

to be effective, programmers must understand human development and how to 

manipulate and create program envuonments to accommodate mdividual 

differences m general background and previous experience with an activity, 

event, or service (p 4) 

Hence, leisure programmers needed to be mtlffiately mvolved with theu programs m 

order to provide effective programnung for therr clients If leisure programmers 

distanced themselves from therr chentele and the programs they provided, the 

programnung process could potentially become superficial, and theu effectiveness 
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could thereby be reduced w1thm the leisure orgaruzat10n they represented 

In conclus10n then, as mf ormat1on on the relationship of leisure constramts and 

programmer part1c1pat10n could potentially affect leisure orgaruzations, a need existed 

for exploratory research on the topic Tlus study, then, was drrected at the relationship 

of levels of part1c1pat10n (mdependent vanable) m programs by leisure programmers m 

Greater Victona, and the leisure constramts (dependent vanable) which acted on therr 

opporturuties for part1c1pat10n With the mformation denved from this particular area 

of leisure constramts research, it became possible to understand if leisure constramts 

mfluenced levels of leisure programmer part1c1pat1on 

Statement of the Problem 

The purposes of this study were threefold (a) to determme to what degree 

selected leisure programmers participated m therr leisure programs, (b) to determme to 

what extent leisure constramts mfluenced leisure programmers who provided programs 

for therr clients, and (c) to determme whether or not levels of personal participation by 

leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure constramts 

The study was dehmlted to leisure programmers from the four-core pubhc 

murucipal leisure and recreat10n departments m Greater V1ctona, Bntish Columbia 

Structured mterv1ews were utihzed by the pnncipal mvestigator with a sample from 

the selected population of leisure programmers, m order to identify the programmers' 

levels of part1c1pat1on m the leisure programs they provided Moreover, the mterview 

also identified levels of leisure programmers' leisure constramts It was hypothesized 

that leisure constramts would measurably relate to the part1c1pat1on of leisure 
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programmers 

Defiruttons 

Leisure " refers to tune that is not conurutted for work or for mundane ltfe­

preservmg activity, it may also refer to a 'free' state of mmd, or a combmatlon of these 

two mterpretattons of the concept" (Jackson, 1984, p 4) Moreover, "It mvolves 

freedom, but m the sense of action rather than lack of constramt It mcludes decis10n, 

but always ma social as well as tune and space context It is focused on the 

expenence, but with a history and future onentation It is motivated mtnnsically, but 

not without long-term mearungs and mtentlons It is existential and social, lffiffiediate 

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

A leisure program 1s " an opporturuty for md1v1duals to expenence leisure 

Program 1s an elastic concept used to descnbe act1v1ties, events, or services conducted 

by leisure service orgaruzations" (Rossman, 1989, p 3-4) 

Leisure progranurung 1s " the development of leisure opporturutles by 

marupulatmg and creatmg envrronments to maxlffilze the probability that part1c1pants 

will fmd the satisfaction they seek" (Rossman, 1989, p 4) 

Program development " 1s the overall process m 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 express10n dunng leisure (Searle and 

Brayley, 1993) Lastly, " recreation is defined as voluntary nonwork activity that 

is organized for the attamment of personal and social benefits mcludmg restoration 

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

Participation is to engage m an activity that he or she desires or expresses a 

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

A leisure constramt is anythmg that mhtbits people's abihty to participate m 

leisure activities, to spend more trme m 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 

bemg mvestigated could be analyzed The research perspective, dependent, and 

mdependent vanables were conceptually outlined 

As was stated (supra, p 2), while much research m leisure had recently 

focused on constramts and their effects on users from the general public, there 

appeared to be no research on constramts actmg on leisure programmers Moreover, 

as Rossman (1995, p x1) clarmed, much of leisure programmmg was done without 

reference to the literature available on the subJect of leisure programmmg (Edgmton, 

Hanson, & Edgmton, 1992, Carpenter & Howe, 1985, Farrell & Lundegren, 1991, 

Russell, 1982), and many of the recommended practices of leisure programmmg had 

not been logically denved from current knowledge about expenencmg leisure 

5 
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Rossman went on to state, "Consequently, practice has not been tied to theory, and 

techrnques for successful programmmg have been somewhat nebulous How 

programmers actually develop programs has not been documented, so programrrung 

techrnques remam somewhat mystenous" (p x1) Hence, there remamed a strong need 

for research mto the complexities of leisure prograrnmmg Searle and Brayley 

(1993, p 222) reported the rmportance for havmg research-based recreation 

programrrung for these two reasons 

Frrst, an assumed or supposed knowledge of a constituency's needs and 

mterests is suspect because recreation as a profession [tlus remams to be 

proven] does not have a systematic, lustonc measurement of the rmpact [sic] of 

its services on which to base such assumptions Second, given the era of 

econonnc restramt m which we live, public accountability is much greater and 

it is difficult to Justify expenditures for recreat10n on the basis of emotional 

appeals or based on what the recreation program planner Just thinks the 

commUillty wants 

As a result, if leisure programmers could obtam empmcal mformatlon on 

programmmg, then by utihzmg that mformation, the result could conceivably be an 

enhanced level of programmmg Hence, this study explored leisure constramts which 

acted on leisure programmers m therr programrrung role, m an effort to bmld on 

empmcal research surroundmg leisure programmmg, and too, better mform the 

practlsmg leisure provider on ways of enhancmg programnnng 



Participation 

After an extensive review of the literature, a focus of leisure constramts 

research on the general public appeared to emerge, with no constramts research m the 

context of the participation of the leisure programmer Shaw, Bonen, and McCabe 

(1991, p 299) put forth a recommendation from their research concermng constramts 

and participation measures from the perspective of the general public, that "Other 

relevant factors, such as type of occupation also need to be considered m future 

research " Hence, the leisure programmer was selected m this study as a user of 

leisure 

Moreover, Gratton and Taylor (1992) provided an example of a 'participation 

rate' as an effectiveness performance mdicator 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 

mdicated that other vanables could be substituted mstead Hence, by followmg the 

participation framework provided by Gratton and Taylor, 'programmer participation' 

could be expressed as a function of the 1eisure programs' which programmers 

supervised, thereby denvmg a conceptual measure mtegral to this study 

7 

The 1mportance of programmers gammg further ms1ghts mto leisure constramts 

actmg on their clients was highlighted by Searle and Brayley (1993) who related, 

"Recreation programmers must seek ways to reduce the effects of these constramts [on 

their clientele]" (p 213) Agam however, the perspective of those constramts actmg 



on the general public garnered the attention of leisure constraints research So, while 

the perspective of those constramts actmg on the general public was rmportant, the 

study of those constramts which acted on the leisure programmer warranted attention 

as well Tlus study then exanuned the influence of leisure constramts on the personal 

participation of leisure programmers 

Much had been wntten relatmg leisure programrnmg, and the concept of 

participation by the programmer contnbutmg to the enhancement of leisure 

programmmg and program development Bannon (1985) referred to the "hands-on 

practitioner" m descnbmg attnbutes necessary for successful leisure admmistrators 

(p 173) Rossman venfied this concept of prograrrrmer participat10n as well 

(supra, p 2) In addit10n, Howe (1993) relayed the rmportance of program evaluation 

as a method of enhancmg leisure programmmg, and noted that when observmg, the 

programmer functioned many one of the followmg modes passive, covert observer, 

an active, participant-observer, or an overt, full participant Each of these modes 

provided a vanety of depths of mvolvement and access to the actual expenence of 

participants Kraus and Curtis (1990) commented, " 1t will be rmportant for 

recreation professionals to use themselves as models of how leisure should be 

perceived and used--rather than as people who too often sacnfice therr own leisure to 

serve others" (p 473) In addition, Little (1993) related that a prograrrrmer's previous 

expenence with programs, and a knowledge of leisure behav10ur that was drrectly 

applicable to the current programs, were both necessary m the leisure programrnmg 

function Kraus and Curtis (1986), distmgrushed the outstandmg leisure service 

8 
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professional as bemg " creative, open, and responsive to the crucial social challenges 

of the present day" (p 415) Peters and Waterman (1982) spoke of "hands-on, value 

dnven management" and [bemg] "close to the customer'' (pp 13-16) Much of the 

literature on management (Agmlar, 1967, Bourge01s, 1980, Dess, 1987, Fahey & 

Narayanan, 1986, Jackson & Dutton, 1988, Momson & Metcalfe, 1996, Smucich & 

Stubbart, 1985) reported this notion of enhancement to the orgaruzauon and 

management through expenentml mtervention (e g, scanrung and forecastmg) mto 

therr prospective environments Hence, through an expenential process such as therr 

own personal participation m therr programs, leisure programmers could contnbute 

towards the process of program development 

However, as was stated (supra, p 1), programmmg leisure for clients was 

considered complex Rossman (1995) exposed the complexities facmg the leisure 

programmer through the followmg 

Different mdiv1duals fmd different activities mtnns1cally satisfymg because of 

factors such as therr own skill levels m an activity, therr socialization mto 1t, 

and the previous opporturuties and expenences they have had with 1t 

Although these factors mfluence therr likelihood of llllt1ally partic1patmg, their 

mterpretatlon of the mteract1ons m an acti v1ty on a given day will determme 

whether or not 1t 1s a leisure expenence for them 

With this m mmd, 1t appeared that md1v1duals expenenced leisure from vanous 

perspectives, accordmg to their differmg pre-conceived notions Programmers were no 

different m this regard, and needed to expenence the very programs they facihtated, m 
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an effort to mamtam a high degree of representation (to the clients they served) and 

progranurung effectiveness 

Thus, by estabhshmg the hnk that participation could mfluence leisure 

progranurung, a model was then reqmred m order to examme the former vanable 

Bradshaw and Jackson (1979), m hght of Burton's (1971) mvestigatlon of 

frequency of participation, developed a five-pomt Likert-type frequency scale to 

examme leisure participation among high-school students m Victona, Bntish 

Columbia In their (Bradshaw & Jackson) research, frequencies of participation 

ranged through the followmg 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, their study classified the first three of five categones listed above, as "active" 

participation (p 99) Moreover, subjects were requested to mdicate how often they 

participated m activines "m season" (p 99) Tlus study adapted the Bradshaw and 

Jackson (1979) scale as an established normative base, for use m order to mvestigate 

the relationship between leisure constramts and participation 

As well, an additional model was needed relatmg categones of program areas, 

m combmat10n with the Bradshaw and Jackson frequencies of participation model 

Rossman (1995, p 426) developed an evaluation model for leisure progranurung 

which contamed eleven sections of mformation, mcludmg the section of "program 

areas" W ithm the program area section, Rossman classified the followmg twelve 

program area groupmgs (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 
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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 variables mcluded m these 

example forms are for illustration purposes only, although they are considered by most 

admmlstrators to be very rmportant" (p 427) Thus, whtle not considered empmcal, 

the representative development of the scale towards leisure programmers, served as a 

startmg pomt m tlus exploratory study 

Although no research appeared to exist which exarnmed the two vanables 

together, namely leisure constramts and leisure programmers' participation, the 

problem withm tlus study could be exammed by way of extendmg other related 

studies Iso-Ahola (1986), discussed the rmportance of study replications and 

extensions and noted, "There 1s very httle systematic pursumg of specific problems 

Rather we tend to do piecemeal studies" (p vm) Iso-Ahola also went on to relate 

that m addition to replication studies m the field, there was a need for constructive 

rephcation studies mvolvmg " rephcatmg the mam variables of the first study and 

addmg some other variables to the second study or otherwise changmg the ongmal 

design somewhat Such studies are more than rephcations, they are extensions" 

(p ix) To this end, there was a resultmg paucity of empmcal models (Edgmton, 

Hanson, & Edgmton, 1992, Godbey, 1989, Jackson & Witt, 1994) m leisure 

constramts research In relatmg leisure constramts 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 ill order to pursue tlus lille of research 

Constraillts 

Studies ill leisure constraillts produced numerous models and methods for 

analysis, but as had been previously stated, most of them were non-empmcal 

Moreover, there did not appear to be any research on constraillts from the perspective 

of the leisure programmer Hence, selection of a leisure constraillts model for tlus 

study was somewhat complex, as a research model exammmg leisure programmer 

part1c1pat1on needed to be chosen, even though the models used ill leisure constramts 

research exammed part1c1pat1on of the general public Moreover, select10n of a model 

for tlus study was from an array of illterrelated, empmcal research models on leisure 

constraillts 

For example, Crawford and Godbey (1987) and Henderson, Stalnaker, and 

Taylor (1988) contnbuted to the understandmg ill the field of leisure constramts 

through their elaboration of the rmportance of diff erentrntillg between antecedent and 

illtervenmg constramts Antecedent constramts were those which shaped a person's 

preferences about leisure, whereas illtervenmg constraillts were those wluch provided 

mfluence only after preferences had been formed 

Recent studies ill leisure constraillts illdicated that constraillts did not work ill 

1solat1on, but appeared to be illterrelated Thus, they could be evaluated ill the context 

of underlyillg drmensions, as 1t appeared that leisure was not mitigated by a Sillgle 

constraillt or even by a Sillgle set of constramts (Backman, 1991, Backman & 

Crompton, 1990, Henderson, Stalnaker, & Taylor, 1988, McGmre, 1984, Wnght & 
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Goodale, 1991) Jackson (1993) identified six common drmens1ons from the above 

five studies These dunens1ons were social isolation, access1b1hty, personal reasons, 

costs, trme commitments, and facilities, and are descnbed bnefly below 

Social isolation was considered an mterpersonal drmens1on accordmg to 

Hultzman (1995) m that 1t was based on charactenstics which mvolved mteraction 

among/between people Iso-Ahola (1980) relayed the importance of socialization 

w1thm the leISure expenence, hence the mclus1on of this drmens1on 

Access1b1hty was the drmens1on referrmg to a lack of, or havmg hm1ted access 

to transportation This constramt was often cited across the hfe span (Jackson, 1991, 

Jackson, 1994, Kay & Jackson, 1991) 

Hultzman classified personal reasons as an mtrapersonal dimension as each of 

the items it compnsed related directly to an md1v1dual's motivations or ab1hties This 

drmens1on tended to show a high correlation of its elements with those m other 

drmens1ons as 1t appeared to be affected by a host of s1tuat10nal vanables 

The cost drmens10n related to the outlay of money It assumed a drmens1onal 

charactenstic upon consideration of either long-term or short-term, consumptive value 

For example, the cost of equipment, sometrmes necessary for part1c1pation m leisure 

earned with 1t a long-term value along with ownership Conversely, admission or 

rental fees rmphed a short -term value as a drmens1on of cost 

Time as a dimension represented a collection of items often referred to as 

reasons that affected levels and mtens1ty of part1c1pation among adults It was 

important to note however, that time commitments did not necessanly imply an 
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mabihty to participate m leisure Kay and Jackson (1991), Shaw, Bonen and McCabe 

(1991), and Willits and Wtllits (1986) showed that tune constramts may have actually 

mcreased md1viduals' levels of participation 

The fmal dunension constituted the facility and related to leisure settmgs and 

md1viduals' perceptions For example, overcrowdmg m a facility may at tunes have 

had a d1rect effect on the psychological expenence of mdividuals (Andereck and 

Becker, 1993, Westover, 1989) In those situations, crowdmg may have been 

perceived as an mterpersonal bamer ansmg from too much mteractlon with others 

For all its value as an orgaruzatlonal and conceptual tool, classification was 

}muted m the msights and benefits it could provide, as Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 

(1991) stated, "Classification schemes can descnbe the phenomena of mterest but are 

unable to explam their occurrence" (p 311) Hence, another way m which some 

researchers challenged the problem of conceptuahzmg constramts was through the 

construction of models which attempted to explam the phenomenon These models 

however, had one related charactenstlc, m that all had been static, as opposed to bemg 

process-oriented A model which exemplified this not10n of bemg process-onented 

was developed by Crawford et al (1991) With their model, the dunensions identified 

by Jackson (1993) could be mcorporated as well as other potential dunensions, as the 

Crawford et al model identified three categones of constramts--mtrapersonal, 

mterpersonal, and structural, and md1cated the dynamic process of how mdividuals 

could negotiate a hierarchical senes of constramts through to participation and beyond 

Crawford and Godbey ( 1987) descnbed each of the three categones as follows 
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Structural barriers represent constramts as they are commonly conceptualized, 

as mtervenmg factors between leisure preference and participat10n Examples 

of structural bamers mclude fam1ly life-cycle stage, fam1ly fmancial resources, 

season, clunate, the schedulmg of work tune, availability of opporturuty (and 

knowledge of such avrulabihty), and reference group attitudes concernmg the 

appropnateness of certain activities (p 124) 

Intrapersonal barriers mvolve mdividual psychological states and attnbutes 

which mteract with leisure preferences rather than mtervenmg between 

preferences and part1c1patlon Examples of mtrapersonal barners mclude stress, 

depression, anxiety, rehg1os1ty, km and non-km reference, group attitudes, pnor 

socialization mto specific leisure activities, perceived self-skill, and subjective 

evaluations of the appropnateness and availab1hty of vanous leisure activities 

(p 122) 

Interpersonal barriers are the result of the mterpersonal mteract10n or the 

relationship between mdividuals' charactenstlcs These barners are either the 

product of the mtrapersonal bamers which accompany spouses mto the mantal 

relationship, thus affectmg Jomt preference for specific leisure activities, or 

those barners which arise as the result of spousal mteractlon Barners of this 

sort may mteract with both preference for, and subsequent participat10n m, 

comparuonate leisure activities In addition, the concept of mterpersonal 

barners is applicable to mterpersonal relations m general An mdividual may 

expenence an mterpersonal leisure barner if he or she is unable to locate a 
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smtable partner with which to engage ma particular acuvity (p 123) 

Crawford et al (1991), Raymore, Godbey, Crawford, and von Eye (1993), and 

more recently, Raymore, Godbey, and Crawford (1994) venfied that constramts on 

part1c1pation were encountered hierarchically Leisure preferences were formed when 

lllltlally, mtrapersonal constramts had been successfully confronted, or were absent 

Followmg this, as per the type of activity, an mdividual could expenence constramts at 

the mterpersonal level (less relevant with solitary leisure activities) Only when this 

type of constramt had been overcome could an mdividual encounter structural 

constramts If these structural constramts were sufficiently strong, the result would be 

nonparticipat1on Hence, participation would result with the negotiation or absence of, 

structural constramts 

From this model, Raymore et al (1993, p 107) developed the followmg leisure 

constramt statement topics, to be utilized to further examme the nature and process of 

leisure constramts 

A Intrapersonal 

(1) too shy, (2) all nght with family, (3) uncomfortable, (4) all nght with fnends, 

(5) keepmg 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 obhgat1ons, (5) people's money, (6) people's time, and (7) people too far 

C Structural 

(1) money, (2) time, (3) facilities converuent, (4) know what is available, 
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(5) transportation, (6) other comnutrnents, and (7) facihties are not crowded 

Raymore et al (1993) commented " further research should be armed at identifymg a 

larger number of mtrapersonal, mterpersonal, and structural constramts on leisure 

Furthermore, different approaches to the same model should be used" (p 111) Thus, 

by ut1hzmg the model by Crawford et al (1991) m this study with some recommended 

adaptations, 1t was expected that the constramts vanable would measurably correlate 

with programmer's levels of personal participation 

Lastly, m helpmg to understand how, w1thm the confines of a Job function 

(such as leisure prograrnmmg), leisure could be expenenced, Kelly (1983), Parker 

(1971), and Neulmger (1991), each developed a paradigm of leisure Accordmg to 

Farma (1985, p 31), m order for an mdividual to have expenenced leisure ma 

workmg environment, the mdividual's perceived absence of necessity or obhgation to 

labour would have to have been present 

Kelly (1983, p 13) provided a paradigm which identified the followmg four 

cells (1) unconditional or pure leisure, which was clearly distmgmshed from the 

required actIVIty of work, (2) compensatory or recuperative leisure, which was 

determmed by and related to work, (3) relational leisure, which was determmed by the 

social factors of work, but associated with a high degree of freedom, and ( 4) role­

determmed leisure, wluch was determmed by the structural factors of work, and 

associated with a low degree of freedom In Kelly's paradigm, two dichotonues were 

present The first dichotomy explored meanmg, whereby cells one and two, were 

considered to be mtrmsic, 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 m freedom, whereas cells two and four were low m 

freedom In short, Kelly's paradigm showed that leisure could be either 

mdependent of work, or dependent on the meanmg given 1t by work 

The next paradigm of leisure was a two-d1IDens1onal scheme of tlffie and 

activity, developed by Parker (1971, p 28) In Parker's paradigm, one d1IDens1on, 

tlffie, was compared with the other d1mension, activity, to determme whether the latter 

was work or non-work In Parker's paradigm, work (as opposed to non-work) 

activities ranged from constramt to freedom, and were respectively, work 

(employment), work obligations (connected with employment), and lastly 1eisure m 

work' In the other half of Parker's paradigm, non-work activities ranged agam from 

constramt to freedom, and were respectively, physiological needs, non-work 

obligations, and leisure From his paradigm, Parker related the followmg "The 

position of leisure is rather special It is clearly at the 'freedom' end of the 

constramt-freedom scale, but it need not be restricted to non-workmg tlffie" (p 28) 

The last paradigm of leisure here was developed by Neulmger (1991) 

Neulmger attempted to categonze states of mmd which produced leisure, and states of 

mmd which produced non-leisure conditions, based on two vanables perceived 

freedom and motivat10n Neulmger posited six levels withm his paradigm, 

dichotomizmg 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) le1Sure-Job The other three 
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levels, classified withm the nonleisure (perceived constramt) dichotomy from the 

paradigm were (4) pure work, (5) work-Job, and (6) pure Job Accordmg to Witt and 

Ellis (1985), Neulmger's paradigm of leisure was a maJor contnbution towards 

1dentifymg the conditions m which leisure could occur They went on to note that 1t 

fell short, however, m descnbmg the charactenstics of the actual expenentrnl state 

which was associated with each maJor combmation of perceived freedom and 

motivation Witt and Ellis (1985) suggested that further research was needed to 

delmeate the specific qualities of these expenentlal states W 1th reference to the six 

levels stated above then, much of this study would revolve around the leisure-work 

and leisure-Job classifications, which were contamed m the perceived freedom 

dichotomy 

Thus, 1t was possible to expenence leisure within a work-Job function, 

accordmg to Fanna (1985), Kelly (1983), Neulmger (1991), and Parker (1971) 

In operational terms, this study would utilize Kelly's defirution of leisure then 

(supra, pp 4-5), to provide a v1ewpomt for the problem However, this study would 

be open to cntlcal analysis then, as leisure was d1ff1cult to defme (mfra, p 25) But, 

m the end, 1t should be recogruzed that no study was complete Rather, each revealed 

a particular v1ewpomt, and some of the hm1tat10ns of the others 

To conclude tlus mtroductlon then, the conceptual models used m the study 

reqmred adaptations for the prec1s1on upon which to bmld further empmcal study As 

had been stated (supra, p 9), md1v1duals part1c1pated (or were constramed) m leisure 

for d1ffenng reasons, and perceived leisure from varymg perspectives and expenences 
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Moreover, the structures which acted upon the mdividuals who participated m leisure, 

may have been further complicated and differed accordmgly for providers of leisure, 

who participated m their own leisure programs they had developed As a result, the 

social structures exammed here were necessanly complex 

The problems of tlus study will be expanded upon, from an empmcal 

perspective, m the followmg section 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature concenung leisure and management was extensive, and offered 

numerous models and studies for review This chapter presented related literature 

drawn from two mam sources firstly from leisure theory, which revealed fmdmgs 

specific to leisure constramts, and secondly from management theory 
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While reasons for mcludmg leisure theory m this review may have been 

obvious, the reasons for mclusion of management theory may not have been One of 

the reasons for mcludmg management theory m this review was to show why the 

leisure programmer would be the most appropnate focal pomt of research, for this 

study The other reason was to expose the complex social structures and dtffenng 

leadership roles which existed withm an orgaruzatlon A rationale will follow then, 

upon which both reasons are prermsed 

To begm, a leadership dichotomy existed between management and 

adrnmistration within many organizations (mfra, p 39-40) For public leisure 

orgaruzations, leadership roles ranged from the level of programmer through to 

director, with each role represented to some degree within the management­

adrnmistratlon dichotomy With reference to the management-adrmrustratlon 

dichotomy, as a manager, the leisure programmer was selected for the purposes of this 

study, as opposed to an adrnmistratlve leader Moreover, leisure programmers 

functioned mamly as managers, as opposed to adrnmistrators (mfra, pp 39-40) Also, 

both managers and adnurustrators had complex social structures associated with either 
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role (mfra, pp 40-44) It followed then, because leisure programmers as managers 

had mherent complex social structures actmg on them, further understandmg would be 

requrred Hence, management theory was mcluded m this review to explam how 

leisure programmers became the focal group for this study, as well as for the purposes 

of understandmg the social structures actmg upon them 

Leisure 

The English word 'leisure' seemed to be denved from the Latm lzcere, 'to be 

free' or 'to be permitted', accordmg to Torkildsen (1992, p 25) He went on to note 

that the French word loiszr, meant 'free trme' (p 25) Hence, the word 'leisure' was 

associated with a complexity of meanmgs m language In general, leisure could be 

defmed m terms of 'free trme after work', 'opportumty to choose' or as 'freedom from 

constramt' 

Most theones concernmg leisure were developed m the 20th century Many 

were denved from the troubles of the Industnal Revolution, as hundreds of theones 

and descnptions of leisure had been wntten from then until now 

The earlier studies and books on leisure conceptualized It as the residual 

trme, be 1t at the end of the day, work week, or year (Bnghtb1ll, 1960, Giddens, 1964, 

Gross, 1961, Soule, 1957) 

In opposition to the narrow view of leisure as only the trme after work, 

Neulmger (1981) held that leisure was "not not-work" He mamtamed that leisure was 

a state of mmd that reflected one's percept10n of freedom or constramt and mtrms1c or 

extnns1c motivations Accordmg to Neulmger, "Leisure, then, has one and only one 
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essential cntenon, and that 1s the condition of perceived freedom To leisure implies 

bemg engaged man activity as a free agent and of one's own ch01ce" De Grazia 

(1964) noted that "Work 1s the antonym of free time But not leisure Leisure and 

free time hve m two different worlds We have got m the habit of thmkmg them the 

same Leisure refers to a state of bemg, a condition of man, which few desrre and 

fewer achieve" (p 5) 

Slffillarly, Goodale and Godbey (1988) noted that the defirution of leisure as 

free time told us little about what free time was Rather, 1t descnbed what 1t was 

not--free time was not devoted to work or other related obhgat10ns The implied 

meanmg 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 lookmg at leisure from a holistic v1ewpomt, Csikszentmlhaly1 (1975) 

commented that leisure was a state of "flow" or playfulness that was achieved 

whenever a person was 111 optimal 111teraction with the envrronment Accord111g to that 

author, flow occurred with the simultaneous presence of four conditions (1) the 

111dividual was free from obligation, (2) the activity pursued was a voluntary ch01ce, 

(3) the participation was pleasurable, and (4) the activity pursued was culturally 

recogruzed as leisure Also, Tmsley and Tmsley (1982) held that the leisure state, 

which referred to a contmuum of expenence, resided 111 the 111dividual, as opposed to 

the activity They stated that leisure could occur 111 all aspects of hfe, mclud111g work 

and other functions As a result, these same authors found that leisure mvolved the 
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followmg (1) absorbtlon or concentration on the ongomg expenence, (2) lessenmg of 

focus on the self, (3) feelmgs of freedom or lack of constramt, (4) ennched perception 

of obJects and events, (5) mcreased mtensity of emotions, (6) mcreased sensitivity to 

feelmgs, and (7) decreased awareness of the passage of trme 

Another scholar m leisure, Kaplan (1960, p 22), denved an elaborate, 

mult1vanate defirution, and listed seven essential elements that compnsed leisure 

(1) an antithesis to work as an econormc funct10n, (2) a pleasant expectation and 

recollection, (3) a mrnrmum of mvoluntary social-role obhgatlons, (4) a psychological 

perception of freedom, (5) a close relation to values of the culture, (6) the mclusion of 

an entire range from mconsequence and msigruficance to weightmess and rmportance, 

and (7) often, but not necessarily, an activity charactenzed by the element of play 

This apparent dISagreement about leisure defirut1ons prompted Dumazedier to 

wnte about the "quarrel over defirutions" m one of his mfluentlal works, Sociology of 

Leisure (1974) Sffilth and Ng (1982, p 9) also referred to this problem and offered 

the followmg 

The core of leisure studies, if there is one at all, is an entanglement of 

concepts, phenomena, variables, questions, [and] observauons To achieve 

understandmg of this entanglement 1S the task of leisure studies We seek to 

create a penplokoscience (from the Greek, mtncacy + knowledge) A 

penplokosc1ence is a new conception of scientific mqurry It is based on the 

recogrutlon that some aspects of reality, such as leisure, are especially 

entangled and mter-dependent sets of problems and methods The core of the 



penplokoscience is a commuruty of researchers with mdependent visions and 

methods but mutually supportive mterests 
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Recently, a multid1mensional approach was seen to be accepted as a more functional 

conceptuahzat10n of leisure, as reported by Homa (1994) and Torkildsen (1992) 

Although Torkildsen reported of the more recent multid1mensional approach, he still 

noted that five discernable, though overlappmg approaches were still evident m the 

leisure literature (1) leisure as t1me, (2) leisure as activity, (3) leisure as a state of 

bemg, (4) leisure as an all-pervadmg, "holistic" concept, and (5) leisure as a way of 

life (p 25-26) Thts complexity of defirutlon was illustrated by Kaplan (1975) who, 

from a soc10logical viewpomt noted, "Nothmg is defmable as leisure per se and almost 

anythmg is defmable as leisure, given a synthesis of elements" (p 19) Hence, leisure 

could mean many thmgs dependmg on different mterpretatlons, the way leisure was 

seen functlonmg for an mdividual, and on the onentatlon towards leisure 

As a further complication, the question was often raised regardmg the 

difference m meanmg between leisure and recreation? The root of the difference 

could be found m the Latm denvative for recreation, wruch was recreatw and meant 

recovery from, or restoratron of sometrung (Arnold, 1991) Cheek and Burch (1976) 

argued that leisure was a human phenomenon, but recreation was a social one because 

recreation was charactenstic of a particular culture, but not all cultures However, 

this distmction still appeared to lack precision Gray and Greben (1974) noted that 

recreat10n was " mdependent of activity, leisure or social acceptance" (p 49) Searle 

and Brayley (1993) added that recreat10n occurred as one form of expression durmg 
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leisure Fanna (1985, p 31) stated the followmg to help untangle the 

rrusunderstandmg of terrrunology 

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

free tlille is not tlffie [sic] The term 'leisure tlIDe' as differing from 1eisure' 

descnbes a particular type of tlffie On this basis, leisure should perhaps be 

more logically compared with freedom, i e the two modifiers m the terms 'free 

trme' and 'leisure tlffie' warrant companson 

Hence, recreation was different than leisure, m that recreation was but one aspect of 

leisure Moreover, to srmphfy, while recreation 1IDphed to re-create, leisure rmphed 

(adoptmg one defirut10n) to be free from work Thus, while both recreation and 

leisure commonly were used m the same context, each differed conceptually 

Closely associated with leisure was the concept of play, which helped to further 

descnbe the distmguishmg factors of the former term Kaplan (1991) commented that 

"Play 1s a reflection of freedom" (p 57) Hmzmga (1950) added that play was 

freedom, an mdependent order of thmgs Ibrahim (1991) related that "In its srmplest 

form, play refers to an activity participated m for its own sake, not for survival and 

not for the purpose of achievmg collectivity" (p 4) Hence, as with leisure, play 

mcorporated the not10n of freedom 

In descnbmg play as a leisure related phenomenon, three Imes of mqurry 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 seekmg 

theory for play, held that play was caused by a constant, physiological need for 
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mdividuals to mamtam an optimal level of arousal or mterest The application of 

tlus theory was sigmficant to the study of play, as arousal was a measurable, 

physiological phenomenon Second, Csikszentmahalyi (1975) developed a "flow" 

model descnbmg mdividuals' peak expenences, whereby a "flow state" would result 

from a balance between the challenges of an activity and the skills of the participant 

Lastly, was Neulmger (1981), who, from his paradigm of leisure (supra, pp 18-19), 

considered perceived freedom to be the "one and only" cntenon, essential for a leisure 

expenence to occur (p 14) Once agam, the notion of freedom was associated with 

play, and paralleled the concepts of play and leisure 

Another concept which was referred to m the literature on leisure, was tune 

Many leisure researchers exarmned leisure from the context of time (Cosper & Shaw, 

1985, Ibrahun, Moutl, & Touhamt, 1981, Robmson, 1977, Szalai, 1972) Farma 

(1985) noted that time had several dimensions, mcludmg durat10n, mtensity, extensity, 

quantity, and quality Farma stated that time was bound with acuvity, change, or 

process Moore (1963) believed that time was considered to be a scarce resource to 

human bemgs, and was a mode for ordermg hfe Farma related leisure and time, m 

that "Leisure is that time when one is free from the necessity of fulfillmg pnmary role 

expectations This means tune not restncted by the demands of occupat10n and faID1ly 

duties and obligations" (p 33) Ibrahim (1991) related, as compared to the other two 

components of leisure (activity and state of mmd), the concept of tune appeared to be 

more subffilssible to obJective scrutmy (than activity and state of mmd as measurable 

pomts of reference) Thus, while clearly related to the concept of leisure, the concept 
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of trme served as another basis upon which to measure and relate leisure 

Another set of observable phenomena m leisure were the onentatlons 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) Fust, the stereotype model 

presupposed that md1v1duals were essentially monothemat1c m their leisure However, 

certam d1fficult1es with tlus model emerged relatmg to the factor analytic procedures 

used m the research, and sconng rmsmterpretat1ons Next, the balance model rmphed 

that leisure style may not have been a perfect balance Accordmg to tlus model, style 

was mult1-chmens1oned and changed among md1v1duals, with contrast and complexity 

These changes appeared to reflect the d1vers1ty of leisure to most md1v1duals, and the 

mult1phc1ty of meanmgs that they found m their act1v1t1es, rather than a monothemat1c 

stereotype The last model, or core model added the element of commonality to the 

balance model Put srmply, there were a number of act1v1t1es that people did 

frequently (1 e, watchmg telev1s1on, readmg, gardenmg, etc), w1uch appeared to cross 

social Imes, and were readily available and resource-free (to a degree) These core 

activities contmued m some form through most of an md1v1dual's hfe course 

The literature also reported, over trme, different plulosophies came to be 

adopted by various leisure scholars as part of the basis for therr actions and research 

The rnaJor areas of phtlosoplucal thought wluch mfluenced conceptualizations of 

leisure and leisure services were (1) pragmat1SID, (2) 1deahsm, (3) realism, 

(4) humanism, and (5) ex1stent1ahsm (Searle & Brayley, 1993) 
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The first, pragmatism, sought to resolve questions by tracmg 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 adoptmg one conceptual position as 

opposed to another? Accordmg to the pragmatic stance, by takmg any one conceptual 

pos1t1on, one could automatically become limited m focus, as a result of this stance 

Dewey (1916) and James (1963) mspued leisure practitioners through subscnbmg to 

the pragmatic philosophy 

Idealism, the second philosophical thought, held that an eternal set of goals or 

ideals governed human behaviour, and that one should seek to understand these truths 

and stnve towards perfection Idealists believed that with a goal-drrected mdividual, 

the means were as lillportant as the ends, and the ends did not necessarily Justify the 

means This philosophy became the cornerstone for the work of leisure theonst Nash 

(1953), who argued there was a hierarchical order to the quality of leisure expenences 

Moreover, Nash held that leisure service providers had an obhgat1on to provide a 

range of leisure expenences and encourage md1viduals to move therr part1c1pation to 

the highest levels 

The tlurd philosophy which mfluenced 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 thmgs did not Just happen, but 

mstead happened as a result of a set of mterrelated forces which created the observed 

result (Zeigler, 1964) Searle and Jackson (1985), and W1lkmson (1985), could have 
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been considered reahsts for therr establishment of standards and its applications to the 

orderly development of leisure services 

Next, humarusm recogruzed the mteract1on between the md1v1dual and the 

envrronment Humarusts beheved that the growth of md1v1duals was a function of the 

ab1hty to overcome oppressive envrronments Humarusm stressed higher functionmg, 

purposeful hvmg, and social consc10usness Humanists believed m the potential of 

mdividuals and strove to provide leisure programs which facihtated 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, ex1stentiahsm, regarded a person's 

freedom as essential An md1vidual was to be responsible to oneself, creatmg one's 

own values and ideals Basically, humankmd was said to exist, then to develop an 

essence, which contrasted with humarusm and idealism In existentialism, leisure 

could only be determmed subjectively with vanation from mdiv1dual to mdividual and 

from moment to moment Mobily (1975) provided an example of the ex1stential1st 

view through providmg leisure services m chrucal settmgs, thereby help mg md1 viduals 

develop or reclalffi therr existence 

Leisure research had not only been associated with philosophy m the literature, 

as leisure and ethics were connected as well Contnbut1ons to this lme of enqurry 

were numerous (Bedllli & Henderson, 1991 , Dare, Welton, & Coe, 1987, Fam, 1991, 

Rancourt, 1991, Riggms, 1988, Wolff, 1988) As questions of values and Judgements 

entered mto the soc10logical realm of leisure, a need was thereby created for ethical 
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mqmry relatmg to the concept of leisure Kaplan ( 1991) commented on three views 

of ethics relatmg 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 1mperat1ve--or prov1dmg the highest quahty 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 eqmty) 

The last form of ethics, based on rat10nahty was exemplified with leisure research, 

whereby attempts were made to enhance the lme of mquiry through rational process 

and methodology De Grazia (1964), m the face of modem leisure which almost 

seemed synonymous with any free t1me act1V1ty, explamed society had lost sight of 

leisure as an ideal In the place of leisure, society had " an ideal of free t1me or of 

the good hfe The good hfe consists m the people's enjoyment of whatever mdustry 

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

Leisure Constramts 

Accordmg to Jackson (1991), leisure constramts research a1med to 

mvestlgate and understand the factors that were assumed by researchers and 

perceived by mdividuals to mhibit or prohibit participation and enjoyment of 

leisure A constramt referred to any relative and/or relevant factor that 

rmtlgated between some potential activity and preference or part1c1pat10n m that 

expenence (Jackson, 1988) Jackson went on to note a constramt to leisure 

then, was anythmg that mhib1ted people's ability to participate m leisure 

act1v1ttes, to take advantage of leisure services, to spend more t1me m 
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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 1.IIlportant functions withm leisure studies, namely 

First, it enhances our understandmg of a phenomenon--the complex 

ways m which leisure is constramed 

Second, msights denved from leisure constramts 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 constramts can serve as a device to assist m 

perceivmg new connections among apparently discrete facets of leisure, 

and therefore as a vehicle to facilitate commurucation among 

researchers with diverse topical mterests and methodological 

onentatlons 

After reviewmg the literature, several noteworthy advancements m the 

field of leisure constramts research were detected Constramts research evolved 

to feature more complex data collect10n techruques, more comprehensive 

scales and statistical analyses, mcreased diversity of populations studied, new 

developed hypotheses based on previous research, and reviews of numerous 

studies 

First, leisure constramts research evolved towards mcreased plurality 

and complexity of data collectlon techruques Examples of this were seen from 
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Mannell and Zuzanek's (1991) modification of the Expenence 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 quest1onnarre surveys 

The second area of change had to do with the statistical analysis and 

measurement of leisure constraillts Numerous researchers (e g Backman, 

1991, Henderson et al, 1988, McGurre, 1984, Wnght & 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 1tem-by-1tem 

approach, but mstead used empmcal class1ficatton techruques such as factor 

analysis More recently, constramts research evolved to mclude the 

conceptualization of the mult1drmensional scalmg techruque, which ill turn 

produced visual maps to aid m analysis, as exemplified by Hultsman, 1995 

The thrrd development related to the diversity ill the aspects of 

constrailled leisure that had been mvestigated For illstance, much of 

McGurre's research (McGurre, 1980, 1982, 1984) had focused on constramts 

affectillg 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 exarnme constraillts on women's leisure, 

as was seen by Deem (1986), Wrmbush and Talbot (1988), and more recently 

by Henderson and her colleagues (Henderson, Stalnaker, & Taylor, 1988, 

Henderson, B1aleschki, Shaw, & Freysmger, 1989, Henderson, 1991, 
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Henderson & Bialeschlo, 1991), as well as Bialeschki (1994) and Shaw (1994) 

Specific activities were bemg exanuned m constramts research mcludmg bndge 

players (Scott, 1991), tratl users and non-users (Bialeschlo & Henderson, 

1988), campers (Dunn, 1990), golfers and tenrus players (Backman & 

Crompton, 1989, 1990, Backman, 1991), and pool players (Chick & Roberts, 

1989, Chick, Roberts, & Romney, 1991) Other aspects ofleisure that 

researchers identified as bemg associated with constramts mcluded the 

msufficient enJoyment of current activities (e g, Francken & van RaiiJ, 1981, 

Witt & Goodale, 1981), the desire, but mabihty, to participate m new activities 

(e g, Jackson & Searle, 1983, Searle & Jackson, 1985, Jackson, 1990a, Jackson 

& Dunn, 1991), the mabihty to mamtam participation at or mcrease it to 

desired levels (e g, McGuire, Dottavio, & O'Leary, 1986, Shaw, Bonen, & 

McCabe, 1991), ceasmg participation m 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 contmued to be 

developed, as researchers mcorporated mto leisure constramts research, theones 

developed elsewhere m the social sciences and leisure studies Tlus was seen 

m McGuire et al (1989) with their work on mterpretmg the patterns of ceasmg 

participation m former leisure activities and startmg new ones through the hfe 

cycle, and m the context of Iso-Ahola's (1 980) model of age-based changes m 
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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 understandmg ceasmg participation m leisure activities, and 

Henderson's (1991) essay on feffilillsm as a framework for understandmg 

constramts on women's leisure As well, Backman and Crompton (1990) 

mcorporated marketmg concepts m therr study of active and passive 

discontinuers from leisure activities, and Chick and his colleagues (Chick & 

Roberts, 1989, Chick, Roberts, & Romney, 1991) used the approach-av01dance 

concept m therr research on pool players One fmal example of mcorporated 

research from other areas of mqurry was the "psychohistoncal" perspective, 

found m the study of leisure participation, specifically relatmg to sport 

reJection, from Jackson and O'Sullivan (1981, p 35) 

The last noted advancement m constramts research represented attempts 

by more recent researchers to address hmitations from earlier studies, which 

resulted m reviews wluch synthesized these fmdmgs (Jackson, 1991, Wade, 

1985) As a result, it became possible to assess the extent to wluch 

contradictions between empmcal studies occurred as a result of vanations m 

terms of methods, the constramts-related behaviours selected as cntenon 

vanables, or the basic assumptions upon which the mvestigations rested As 

well, reviews of research consolidated what had been learned up to now, 

enabled researchers to assess the emergmg body of knowledge agamst the 

broader context of the developments m social sciences and leisure studies, and 
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provided companson agamst the backdrop of social and environmental change 

Recent research along with mcreasmgly sophisticated mterpretatlon of 

empmcal data were beglilillilg to challenge previously-held assumptions about 

leisure constramts T1us was seen both m Kay and Jackson (1991), and Shaw, 

Bonen, and McCabe (1991), who concluded that more constramts do not 

necessanly lead to less leisure 

Leisure constramts research had not only expenenced advancements as 

noted above, but the termmology had shifted as well These slufts were much 

more than Just semantic differences, but rather represented three changes m 

focus and conceptuahzatlon 

The first shift was the use of the more mclusive term "constramts" to 

the word "barriers", as the latter fell short m representmg the entire range of 

reasons for, or explanations of, constramed leisure behaviour Crawford and 

Godbey (1987) pomted out that "barner" moved researchers towards only one 

type of constramt, that which mtervened between preference and participation 

More recently however, a much more complex and comprehensive range of 

constramts was now bemg exammed than when "barners" was the dommant 

termmology (Henderson et al, 1988, Jackson, 1990a, 1990b, Jackson & 

Godbey, 1991) 

The second change m termmology was the replacement of the word 

"recreation" with the term "leisure" This shift brought about both a 

broadenmg of the focus of mvestigatlon and a closer forge of hnks than before 
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with the rnamstream of tlunkmg m leisure studies As a result, leisure 

constramts research contmued to benefit from the mcorporatlon 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 understandmg that constramts could mfluence far more than Just 

the chmce to participate or not, but many other aspects of leisure such as 

preferences and satisfaction This was also consistent with the evolution of 

deflilltlons of leisure, which departed from tlffie- and activity-based 

conceptualizations and shifted more towards the concept of leisure as 

expenence and mearung (Samdahl, 1991) 

The final contnbut1on withm leisure constramts research related to that 

of class1ficat10n and conceptualization Enhanced conceptualization of leisure 

constramts was lilltially achieved through classification of both mdiv1duals and 

the constramts they expenenced Research distmgmshed between participants 

and nonparticipants, subdividmg the latter mto those who expressed no desire 

to participate ma new activity and those who would hke to but were limited 

due to the effects of constramts (Searle & Jackson, 1985) Other d1stmctions 

which focused on people that were featured m the literature mcluded users 

and nonusers of specific leisure services (Howard & Crompton, 1984 ), 

contmumg participants versus people who ceased partic1patmg man acuvity 

(Boothby, Tungatt, & Townsend, 1981), people who ceased participation 

completely versus those who took up another (replacement) activity (Jackson & 
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Dunn, 1988, McGurre, O'Leary, Yeh, & Dottavio, 1989), active versus passive 

discontmuers (Backman & Crompton, 1990), and people who wished to but 

were unable to mcrease the range or frequency of therr recreational 

participation and those who did not (McGurre, Dottavio, and O'Leary, 1986) 

Classifications of leisure constramts mcluded motivational versus 

physical bamers (Howard & Crompton, 1984 ), blockmg versus mhibitmg 

bamers (Jackson & Searle, 1985), absolute versus relative bamers (Boothby 

et al, 1981), temporary versus permanent constramts (Iso-Ahola & Mannell, 

1985), the extemal-mtemal dichotomy (Jackson & Searle, 1985), and more 

recently, the mtrapersonal versus mterpersonal versus structural model of 

constramts (Raymore et al, 1993, 1994) 

Management 

As was stated (supra, p 21) a literature review on management theory 

was requrred to explam the complex social structures relatmg to management, 

as well as provide an understandmg as to why the leisure programmer was 

selected for this study To begm, this review defmed the concepts of 

management, as well as orgaruzatlons, because" management is mtegrally 

lmked to orgaruzatrons " (Parkhouse, 1991, p 136) Sofer (1977) defmed 

orgaruzations as " purposive bodies which get a pay off from multiple 

contnbutlons by coordmatmg them toward a common end" (p 6) Etz10m 

(1964, p 3) stated that orgamzations were charactenzed by 

(1) divisions of labour, power, and commurucat10n respons1biht1es 
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(2) the presence of one or more power centres which control the 

concerted effort of the orgaruzation and drrect them towards its goals 

(3) substitution of personnel, 1 e unsatisfactory persons can be removed 

and others assigned therr tasks 

Hence, orgaruzations, as social groupmgs, were considered to be m control of 

therr destmy In descnbmg orgaruzations, the term "bureaucracy" was used, 

and could take on a dual meanmg Accordmg to Jackson (1988), "[the term] 

'bureaucracy' was sometimes regarded as an efficient orgaruzation and 

sometimes an meffic1ent orgaruzation" (p 49) Max Weber, although he "never 

defmed bureaucracy" (Al brow, 1970 40-41 ), provided "the smgle most 

Important statement on the subject m the social sciences, its mfluence has been 

lffiffiense" Thus, Weber's ideal, pure, and rat10nal type of bureaucracy helped 

to serve researchers with a utopian companson 

Hodgkmson (1983) provided the followmg descnption of management 

"Admlillstrat10n' refers then to the more tlunkmg, qualitative, humane and 

strategic aspects of the comprehensive executive funct10n, while 'management' 

refers to the more domg, quantitative, matenal and techrucal aspects" (p 2) 

Jackson (1984, p 4) referred to Hodgkmson's dichotomy and related 

Management refers to aspects of orgaruzational beha v1our that are more 

routme, defirute, programmatic, and susceptible to quantitative methods 

Therefore, 1t may be more sc1entlfic than admmistration, but there 1s no 

approximation to punty at either end of the admmistration-management 
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spectrum 

In prov1dmg a deflillt1on wrnch represented the opposmg end of trns spectrum, 

Slillon (1976, p 72) revealed, " [adnurustrat10n was] the art of gettmg thmgs 

done," and adnurustratlve orgaruzations were considered "systems of 

cooperative behaviour" Moreover, Jackson (1981) pomted out, 

"Admlillstration 1s earned out m orgaruzations by people who have values that 

are bound to mfluence therr dec1s1ons" (p 29) Barnard (1976) did not hke the 

terms "admmistration" or "management", but preferred mstead to use 

"executive" Barnard (1976) also related that adnurustrators, regardless of the 

orgaruzation, " have common problems and adopt srrrular strategies to meet 

them They understand each other easily outside of techrucal d1scuss10n" 

(p xxvm) Hence, adrrurustrat1on could be seen as more art like, or as 

Hodgkmson (1978, p 3) stated, "Admlillstration 1s prnlosophy m action " 

Whereas, m a dichotomous companson with adrrurustratlon, management could 

be classified more as techrucal and scientific m its application Hence, 

although the terms admmistration and management appeared to be related, 

subtle differences became apparent m deflilltion 

Next, from deflilltion, s1gruficant contnbutions were made m the 

literature regardmg management theory In lookmg at management, 

Fredenck Taylor argued for the methods of science and the logic of 

engmeenng to be applied (to management) Brown (1990) noted that Taylor 

" mtroduced measurement and planrung m an attempt to develop a science of 
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work" (p 71) Taylor (1947) enJomed workers to "make every mmute count " 

(p 132) Taylor's systematic methodology earned hts approach the title 

'Scientific Management' or 'Taylonsm' Taylonsm was associated with 

workforce de-sklllmg, accordmg to Braverman (1974) Drummond (1995) 

explamed, "De-sklllmg mvolves sunphfymg tasks m order to mmttn1ze the 

amount of skilled labour reqmred to produce goods and services" (p 70) 

Taylonsm, although cnticized (Braverman, 1974, Brown, 1990), did serve as a 

standard or ideal for companson m management 

Related to Taylonsm, but cntical of the isolatiorust assumptions found 

m Scientific Management, came a group of sociological researchers, who were 

subsequently titled, the 'Human Relat10ns Movement' The Human Relations 

Movement achieved academic respect, partly due to the publicity efforts of 

Elton Mayo, who eventually became mvolved m the famed 'Hawthorne 

Experunents', reported fully by Roethhsberger and Dickson (1964) These 

studies, through Mayo, were credited with d1scovenng 'Social Man' as the more 

developed vanant 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 m counsellmg and leaderslup Moreover, 

the Hawthorne studies gave nse to the concept of mformal orgaruzations 

Informal orgarnzations could be descnbed as social groupmgs without 

governance by any formal organization Hence, mformal orgaruzations could 

promote personal agendas, and allow or withhold, free commurucation within 
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them In addit:Ion, once a formal orgamzation became estabhshed, m turn, an 

mformal organization could be created Turrung back to the Human Relations 

Movement, that management could be successful by facihtatmg social harmony 

among workers was perhaps the most s1gruficant contnbution from the 

movement However, the movement was an ideology of management which 

still could not ehrrunate workplace conflicts between management and workers, 

and spawned the group known as 'Motivation Theonsts' 

Followmg the Scientific Management and Human Relations 

contnbutions, the Motivation Theorists focused the attention of managers on a 

modern day question of how to motivate one's employees? The most 

s1gruficant of the early theorists was Abraham Maslow, who formulated a 

hierarchy of human needs, where md1v1duals expenenced needs m order Tlus 

hierarchy started with phys1olog1cal needs, followed by secunty, social, self­

esteem, and finally self-actualization needs were at the top of his pyramidal 

model Maslow's hierarchy served as a useful management trallliilg concept 

over the years, but the theory was cnt1c12ed as 1t had not been validated 

empmcally, 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 md1v1dual 

ceased to be motivated Herzberg (1966) concluded there were two d1stmct 

sets of factors mfluencmg employee motivat10n, namely 'hygiene factors' and 

'motivators' Hygiene factors, such as mcreased pay, car-parkmg, and so forth, 
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merely served to reduce dissatisfaction, but did not contnbute to motivated 

performance 'Motivators' mcluded factors such as greater autonomy, mcreased 

responsibility, enhanced dec1S1on-makmg 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 empmcal research, was 

cnticized by Cooper and Makm (1984) due to the ambigmty of the foundation 

of data (sirmlar population samples, and designs reqmnng self-reportmg of 

attitudes and performance, which could be suspect of accuracy) Whatever the 

validity of Hertzberg's research, his conclusions on the nature of the motivatmg 

factors brought attention towards modifymg Job designs to enable more 

discretion and responsibility 

Douglas McGregor (1960) was often credited with havmg extended 

Maslow's theory by hnkmg his needs to reality McGregor mamtamed that 

people were motivated by their 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 contrastmg theones of 

humankmd to which managers could subscnbe m adoptmg a managenal style 

Theory X assumed that human bemgs naturally disliked work and needed to be 

coerced mto puttmg m a satisfactory effort Moreover, the theory also assumed 

that people would av01d responsibility when possible, and they wanted secunty 

above all Conversely, Theory Y made the followmg stx assumptions (1) The 

expenditure of physical and mental work was natural, and could be a source of 
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satisfaction or purushment, (2) Self-drrection and self-control would be 

exercised towards comrmtted obJectlves, (3) Comrrutment to obJectives was 

related to the rewards provided with achievement, ( 4) Humans could learn to 

accept and seek responsibility, (5) Exercismg lffiagmation, mgenmty, and 

creativity m orgaruzat1onal problem solvmg was widely, not narrowly, 

distnbuted to the population, and (6) In modern mdustnal life, mtellectual 

potential was on1y partially utilized 

More recently, theonsts used different approaches m descnbmg 

management Katz (1974) descnbed management m terms of three skills 

techrucal, human, and conceptual skills Zeigler (1979) added two more skills 

to the above hst, namely conJomed and personal Mmtzberg (1975), after 

observmg the activities of chief executive officers, developed ten managenal 

roles, which he further grouped mto three broader sets mterpersonal roles, 

mformatlonal roles, and decisional roles 

A more endurmg approach to descnbmg management came from the 

"classical school", whereby wnters would outlme the functions managers 

performed, accordmg to Mmtzberg (1973, p 8) Henn Fayol (1949) was 

credited as the father of this school, as he mtroduced five basic managenal 

functions plannmg, orgaruzmg, coordmatmg, commandmg, and controlling 

(pp 43-110) Mmtzberg (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 followmg 
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Planning, that is workmg out m broad outlme the things that need to be 

done and the methods for domg them to accomphsh the purpose set for 

the enterpnse, 

Organizing, that is the establishment of the formal structure of authonty 

through which work subdivisions are arranged, defmed and coordmated 

for the defmed objective, 

Staffing, that is the whole personnel function of bnngmg m and trammg 

the staff and mamtammg favourable conditions of work, 

Dzrecnng, that is the contmuous task of makmg decisions and 

embodymg them m specific and general orders and mstruction and 

servmg as the leader of their enterpnse, 

Coordmatmg, that 1S the all important duty of mterrelatmg the vanous 

parts of the work, 

Reportzng, that is keepmg those to whom the executive is responsible 

mformed as to what is gomg on, which thus mcludes keepmg himself 

[or herself] and his [or her] subordmates mformed through records, 

research and mspection, 

Budgeting, with all that goes with budgetmg m the form of fiscal 

plannmg, accountmg and control 

Summary 

This review began by notmg the difficulty faced by acadeID1cs m 

delmeatmg one embraced defirution of leisure Dependmg on the way leisure 
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functioned for an mdividual, lus or her onentation, and mterpretatlon of leisure, 

could ultunately mfluence and change the meanmg of leisure for each 

mdividual 

After reviewmg leisure termmology, many concepts appeared to be 

synonymous Recreatron was found to rmply that of re-creatmg the md1vidual, 

and was associated with activity, whereas leisure, adoptmg one defirut10n, 

meant freedom from work Play was also commonly used m the same context 

with leisure, and was related to the quality of freedom Trme was used to 

descnbe leisure, as m free trme, and provided a form of measurement for 

companson 

Leisure was further reviewed accordmg to styles, plulosoplues, and 

ethics Leisure styles proposed a combmed balance-core viewpomt m 

explonng leisure, as the two styles explamed leisure m terms of diversity and 

commonalities Searle and Bradley (1993) exammed five differing phtlosoplues 

of leisure pragmatism, idealism, realism, humamsm, and existentialism Each 

philosophy provided a uruque view of leisure and helped to pave the way for 

future analysts In addition, a context of ethics arose, as questions of value and 

Judgement became apparent withm the study of leisure 

As a subset of leisure, leisure constramts looked at those factors 

perceived to mhibit or prohibit participation and the enJoyment of leisure 

Many developments occurred m the study of leisure constramts, mcludmg 

more complex data collection techrnques, diversity m statistical analysis, 
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vanety m topics of mvestlgatlon, new hypotheses and theones bemg developed, 

lurutations bemg addressed from earlier studies, and enhanced classification 

and conceptual12at10n 

In addit:Ion, slufts m terrrunology occurred withm leisure constramts 

research Use of the term "bamer" was replaced with "constramt" as a more 

mclusive viewpomt As well, the term "leisure" was used to replace the term 

"recreation" m order to broaden the field of study Lastly, mclusion of the 

concepts of preferences and sat1sfact10n were added to the mqumes around 

"participation", m an effort towards mcreased sophistication of leisure analysis 

Turnmg to management, a 1mk was made with orgaruzatlons, as 

management was a subset of orgamzatlons Moreover, surular to management, 

orgaruzatlons were seen as functlonmg to coordmate mdividuals toward a 

common end (Sofer, 1977) Weber's bureaucracy, which was seen as an ideal 

and efficient orgaruzation, served as a companson for management, as a 

utopian construct In addition, a dichotomy was seen to exist between 

management, which was descnbed as techmcal and scientific m process, as 

compared to admmistratlon, which was more art like and philosophical m 

onentatlon 

There were many contnbutlons to the study of management Taylonsm 

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, agam m an effort towards enhanced 
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production In the same effort, Motivation Theonsts such as Maslow, 

Herzberg, and McGregor sought to motivate employees, which was lackmg m 

the Human Relations Movement Still, others such as Katz, Zeigler, and 

Mmtzberg, attempted to classify the concept of management by way of skills 

In a more endunng approach, management functions such as Fayol's plannmg, 

orgaruzmg, coordmatmg, commandmg, and controllmg were looked at, as well 

as POSDCORB, m the study of management 

Sigruficance of the Study 

It was hoped that the study, although exploratory, would begm to 

expose some of the relevant social and practical constramts actmg on leisure 

programmers As well, it was hoped that the study would further the diversity 

of constramt research by exarrurung the providers of leisure It would also be 

useful to determme the appropnateness of extendmg models from other studies 

within this hne of enqmry Of equal relevance was a need for related model 

construction, and it was hoped that this study would st1mulate researchers to 

mvestigate the phenomena further 

From a pragmatic perspective, it was hoped that the study could provide 

both leisure adnurustrators and programmers, with some msights mto the 

relationship of programmer participation and leisure constramts An mcreased 

understandmg of the relationship could lead to a more effective use of hmited 

programmmg resources 



49 

Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

After an extensive review of the literature, there appeared to be little If 

any research duectly related to the study (supra, p 2) This section descnbes 

the selection of leisure orgamzations from which the selection of subjects 1s 

made, the method of 1dentlfymg leisure constramts and programmers' 

part1c1pation, the validity and reliability of the mstrumentation, the utihzation 

of a structured mterv1ew with the selected subjects (N =27), how the data are 

gathered, and the analysis of data 

Leisure Orgamzations 

In Greater V1ctona, at the trme of the study, there were 27 orgaruzations 

which could be defmed as public leisure orgaruzations withm the four-core 

murucipalities of Saamch, V1ctona, Oak Bay, and Esqmmalt (see Appendix A) 

However, for consistency with class1fication, only those orgamzations listed 

w1thm the particular leisure gmde for that murucipahty were selected (many 

other leisure orgamzatlons could exist w1thm each murucipahty that were not 

listed m the leisure gmde for that muruc1pahty, or were offiltted for vanous 

reasons) Moreover, the majonty of "leisure" orgamzat10ns listed m each 

murucipality's leisure gmde could be more appropnately classified as 

"recreation" orgamzations or providers These last two notes are of 

sigruficance for those mterested m the pursmt of this problem w1thm this hne 
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of research The term public leisure orgaruzation, as used here, referred to 

those groupmgs which were publicly funded and represented the provision of 

leisure services Moreover, this study was dellilllted to those mdividuals, 

employed by the public leisure orgaruzations, whose roles were designated 

(among other roles) for the purpose of programmmg and program development 

Public leisure orgaruzations m Canadian murucipalities, possessed 

charactenstics which differentiated them from other leisure organizations 

Accordmg to Searle and Brayley (1993), the pubhc recreation sector 

functioned under the broad mandate to ennch life and promote well-bemg, 

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 withm its Junsdictlonal confmes 

Areas and facilities mamtamed by the public leisure system mcluded fields, 

zoos, parks, beaches, commuruty halls, arenas, sport and fitness complexes, and 

libraries 

Selection of Sub1ects 

From the 27 orgaruzat10ns listed m Appendix A, only the 14 marked 

with an astensk were selected for this mvestigation as potential orgaruzations 

employmg programmers, as this study only exammed those organizations 

which employed programmers for their programs This number represented 

approxrmately 50 percent of the total number of orgaruzations, as Rossman 

(1995) suggested, "A general rule of thumb is that for populations under 500 
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[as was the case with tlus study] a sample of 50 percent of the population 

should be drawn " (p 398-399) From the 14 orgaruzatlons, all of those 

subjects were selected Those subjects numbered 27 m total, and made up the 

sample for this study from the selected population The total sample of 27 

subjects mcluded four programmers from Victona, seven programmers from 

Oak Bay, thirteen programmers from Saaruch, and three programmers from 

Esqmmalt 

Programmer Participation 

As was stated (supra, p 2), leisure programmers could enhance their 

efforts through personal participation m their programs Such levels of 

participation could differ accordmg to the particular program area of that 

programmer Therefore, the data gathenng, and analysis, was m terms of 

participation as seen through a particular, or group of particular program areas 

Each reported level of participation was measured by a eight-pomt 

nommal scale, adapted from Bradshaw and Jackson's (1979) five-pomt scale 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

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 sunultaneously among 

any, or all of the followmg twelve program area categones (Rossman, 1995) 

(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 
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Leisure Constramts 

The format10n of a hypothesis concerrung the relationship of leisure 

constramts and participation was challengmg, due to the exploratory nature of 

the study, m the context of leisure programmers Moreover, previous research 

m the context of the general pubhc showed that leisure constramts led to 

decreases, and m some cases, mcreases m therr participation (supra, p 36) As 

a result, the lilltial focus of the problem was to determme 1f a relationship 

existed between the vanables (constramts and participation), as opposed to 

fmdmg causality 

The model used here was adapted to mclude the followmg 30 

constramt statements, mtermixed and presented m alternatmg positive and 
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negative order (man effort to reduce response bias), from the ongmal twenty-

one statements proposed by Crawford et al (1991), and later venfied by 

Raymore et al (1993) 

INTRAPERSONAL 

1 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that my family would thmk 1s 

all nght 

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 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity that my co-workers did not thmk was 

all nght 

5 I am more hkely 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 feelmg stressed 

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

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I am disorgaruzed 

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

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

make me feel uncomfortable participatmg 

INTERPERSONAL 

1 The people I know live too far away to participate ma leisure activity with 



me 

2 The people I know usually do not have tune to participate m a leisure 

activity with me 

3 The people I know usually are orgaruzed to participate m a leisure 

activity with me 

4 The people I know usually have too many family obligations to participate 

ma leisure activity with me 
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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 

7 The people I know usually are healthy enough to participate m a leisure 

activity with me 

8 The people I know usually don't have enough sla.lls to participate m a 

leisure activity with me 

9 The people I know usually are motivated to participate m a leisure activity 

with me 

10 The people I know usually are too stressed to participate m 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 1f I have other comnutments 

3 I am more likely to do a leisure activity 1f I have transportat10n 

4 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity tf the fac1httes are not converuent 

where I need to do the activity 

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

6 I am unlikely to do a leisure act1v1ty 1f I do not have ttme 

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

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure act1v1ty tf I have work comnutments 

9 I am likely to do a leisure activity if I do not have a confhctmg schedule 

10 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I perceive that I will become too 

mvolved with participant issues 
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The relative tmportance of each of the above statements was md1cated by usmg 

the followmg nommal scale, agam adopted from the previous authors 

1 2 3 4 

not tmportant somewhat tmportant tmportant very tmportant 

Procedures 

Thus far, the selection of subJects as well as the measures used, were 

descnbed Next, the mstrument's validity, the mstrument's rehabihty, the 

sources of data, and the procedures which were followed m gathermg the data, 

will be descnbed 
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Validity 

In order to detemune validity, or the degree to which the 

illStrumentation used ill this study, measured what 1t purported to measure, 

three views were discussed 

The first view exammed causality In other words, ill order to 

determme whether constraillts expenenced by leisure programmers would lead 

to a certam outcome (less part1c1pat10n), cause and effect needed to be 

established Denzill (1979) related that estabhshmg cause and effect was one 

of the most difficult social science problems He went on to note that 

estabhshmg cause and effect reqmred that three propositions be dealt with 

simultaneously--time-order, covanation, and control of nval causal factors The 

first proposition, time-order, demonstrated that the cause ( constraillts) came 

before the effect (participation) Tots study would not examme time-order 

Covanation showed that for every change ill the cause, there was correspondillg 

change ill the effect If the presumed cause led to an illstgruficant change ill 

the effect, a cause-and-effect relationship could not then be asserted Tots 

study exammed covanation The fillal proposition, controlling for nval causal 

factors, demonstrated that the cause--not some other possible explanation--was 

what led to the observed change ill the effect Tots study did not control for 

nval causal factors These three propositions were best controlled through the 

use of a good research design The findmgs from this study could have an 

empmcal base for future enqumes ill this area, through the implementat10n of a 
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strong research design, although not necessanly concerned with causality 

The second view exammed the role of "experts" In an effort to reduce 

uncertamty, the "nommal group method" as developed by Zalatan (1994, 

p 23-24), was employed to extend the number and context of statements used 

m the study (see statements from Raymore et al, 1993 model, supra, p 17) 

Bnefly, "experts" considered knowledgeable w1thm the leisure field, were 

brought together m this qualitative method These "experts" were assembled m 

a ngorously structured meetmg where direct commun1cat1on was excluded 

The members of the group (Zalatan recommended 7-10 members) suggested 

ideas and then voted as to the selection of the ideas Each member of the 

group then pnontized the ideas and voted by secret ballot The ideas which 

received the most pomts were adopted 

For the purposes of this study, seven leisure practitioners were selected 

to generate four additional statements from each of three constramt categones 

to be added to the ongmal statements, m addition to altenng the context to be 

smtable for use with leisure programmers It should also be noted that the 

structured format of the nommal group method and the adoption of the highest 

score could convey the image of a quantitative method and that of precision 

This image of precis10n may have been lackmg, as commun1cation among the 

"experts" could effectively be reduced, and the generation of ideas could be 

lrrruted as a result However, this lack of generated ideas did not seem to 

become problematic by the implementanon of this method 
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The last view exarruned the use of correlation to establish construct 

validity Accordmg to Thomas and Nelson (1990), "Correlation is also used 

when the tester wishes to exarrune relationships between constructs " (p 34 7) 

In this study, correlations were used to exarrune the relationships between 

leisure constramts and the frequency and breadth of programmers' participation 

As a result (mfra, p 68), through construct validity, it was detenruned that 

frequency of mean scores of programmers' part1c1pat10n (as opposed to breadth 

of programmers' participation or programmers' number of program area[s] they 

oversaw) yielded higher correlations with leisure constramts 

In summary then, through covariation, utihzat10n of the nonunal group 

method, and the use of correlat10n to estabhsh construct validity, this study 

established a foundat10n of validity 

Rehability 

In order to test for mstrument reliability, several options existed, and 

could be chosen accordmg to whether testmg was to be done more than once, 

or testmg only once Accordmg to Traub (1994, p 70), one type of 

reliability test mvolved collectmg repeated measurements from the 

adnunistrahon of only one test adnunistered only once This mtemal 

consistency rehabihty test was utilized m this study, and used Cronbach's 

Alpha (Traub goes mto more detail regardmg the denvation of this method--see 

pages 75-94) to estimate the rehabihty of test data To simplify, correlates of 

test scores were subJected to the Cronbach Coefficient Alpha usmg the 
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followmg formula 

A= n 
( n - l) 

Accordmg to Traub (1994, p 86), m the formula, coefficient Alpha (A) was 

the mdex pertalillllg to rebabihty, n was the number of parts of the test, o 

squared Yi was the vanance of the observed-score random variable for the ith 

part of the test, and o 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 constramts test) Cronbach's Alpha 

held an advantage over other mtemal consistency tests of rebab1lity m that the 

test components were not restncted to bemg dichotomously scored items as 

was the case with other procedures Hence, Cronbach's Alpha could measure 

items mdividually as opposed to havmg to group items mto two subgroups 

before testmg for reliability Measures of at least O 7 to O 8 were considered 

sufficient to mdicate rehabihty usmg Cronbach's Alpha The mstrumentatlon 

used m this study was found to be reliable, with Cronbach's Alpha computed to 

be O 85 (see Appendix C, Table C 5) 

Sources of Data 

As this study exammed the problem of constramts and part1cipat10n, 

qualitative data were gathered, based on the percept10ns of 27 leisure 

programmers from the four-core murucipabtles of Greater Victona Through a 
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structured mterv1ew process (mfra, pp 60-61), 1t was hoped that the 

perceptions of md1v1dual programmers could provide a greater understandmg of 

thelf leisure constramts and levels of part1c1pation Moreover, Thomas and 

Nelson (1990) related by comparmg the mterv1ew process to that of the use of 

a questionnaire, that, " the mterv1ew has certam advantages over the 

questlonnalfe m that the researcher can rephrase questions and ask additional 

ones to clanfy responses and secure more valid results" (p 21) Hence, 

mterv1ews provided the opporturuty for m-depth mvestlgatlon, and by way of 

structurmg mterv1ews, allowed for data to be gathered man accurate manner, 

which could not be obtamed m other ways 

Gathermg the Data 

Once an orgarnzatlon had been chosen, the related programmer(s) was 

contacted Contact was made by the mvest1gator by telephone, to seek 

permission to send the programmer mformat1on pertammg to the study The 

package of mformation which was sent, mcluded a letter of mv1tat1on to 

explam the purpose of the study and request a meeting, and an mformed 

consent form Once the consent form was completed by the programmer and 

sent back to the mvest1gator, a meetmg was arranged Assurance was made so 

that the selected subject would not be mconveruenced, and a mutually 

converuent location was established An IIDportant factor m arrangmg the 

mterv1ew was the comfort of the subject-he or she needed to feel at ease and 

be w1lhng to IIDpart mformatlon 
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In developmg an mterview structure, three cntena noted by Tuckman 

(1978, p 197), would be heeded constantly (1) To what degree rrught a 

question mfluence subjects to provide responses m a positive context, but not 

necessanly reflect a true representation of the issue m question? (2) To what 

degree rrught a quest10n mfluence subjects to be unduly helpful by attemptmg 

to anticipate what the researcher wanted to hear or discover? (3) To what 

extent rrught a quest10n ask for mformation about subjects that they were not 

certam, and possibly not likely, to know about themselves? 

The mterview featured 30 structured questions, along with two lilltial 

structured questions on programrrung mformat10n (see Appendix B) to enable 

the subject to respond to a less complex group of questions at the beglillllilg, m 

order to help "break the ice" The provision of structured questions helped to 

obtam background mformation, to specify or narrow the focus, and to onent 

the respondent to the questions along with theu aims (Cunrungham, 1996 15) 

Moreover, structured mterviews, as compared with unstructured mterviews, 

were more reliable (Carlson, Thayer, Mayfield, & Peterson, 1971, Jantz, 

Hellervik, & Gilmour, 1986, Mayfield, Brown, & Hamstra, 1980) 

There were many advantages to usmg the mterv1ew techruque m 

companson to, for example, a questionnaire, but a possible correspondmg 

expenrnental effect could pose a certam disadvantage Schem (1969, p 97) 

related that by askmg questions, the respondent could be exposed to new ideas, 

which m turn affect accuracy This expenmental effect was well recogruzed by 
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soc10logists and psychologists (Sanford, 1970) Other possible disadvantages 

of usmg an mterview method could mclude sources of error m the mterviewer, 

mstrument and codmg responses, and the overall reliability 

Appendix B contams relevant mterview statements, anecdotal record 

cards, and numencal data record cards 

Analysts of the Data 

Tlus section descnbes the method that is utilized m analyzmg the 

data, as well as previous methods of analysts denved from earlier studies 

(Crawford et al, 1991, Raymore et al , 1993, 1994) Each part of the problem 

is given below, along with the procedures used m the analysis m sequence 

For examples of each step, usmg the obtamed data, see Appendix C 

Although the previously ment10ned studies (Crawford et al, 1991, 

Raymore et al, 1993) focused on a hierarchy of constramts, they produced a 

useful model for further research, as some of therr problems were studied and 

venf1ed later (Raymore et al , 1994) Hence, what will follow is a bnef 

descnptlon of therr methods of analysis, and then the methods utilized for 

this study From Crawford et al, and Raymore et al, the mam part of therr 

problem was to estabhsh the three types of constramts--mtrapersonal, 

mterpersonal, and structural--as separate classes of constramts on leisure To 

do this, a confrrmatory factor analysis was performed With the factor analysis, 

the three types of constramts ( or factors) and md1 v1dual constramt statements 

(or mdtcator vanables), were reported by the followmg three methods (a) the 
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mtercorrelations between factors, (b) the correlations ( or path coefficients) that 

hnked factors and mdicator variables, and ( c) mdicator variable 

mtercorrelat10ns Evaluation of this analysis then proceeded through the 

overall-fit mdices and cm-squared values bemg mspected, to test for statistical 

sigruficance The confirmatory factor analysis verified that the three 

subcategories of the construct, constramts on leisure, did m fact, exist 

As a result of the findmgs from Crawford et al, 1991, and Raymore et 

al, 1993, 1994, concernmg the three distmct categories of leisure constramts 

wruch sigruficantly affected the participation of the general pubhc, trus study 

then utilized an extension of their research Tius study exarruned the leisure 

constramts affectmg both the frequencies and number of program area(s) of 

participation among leisure programmers First, the raw participation and 

constramt data were arranged mto numerical record charts (Appendix C, Tables 

C 1 through C 4) In the second step, the rehabihty of the leisure constramts 

mstrumentat10n used for trus exploratory lme of research was measured usmg 

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha As was stated (supra, p 59), measures of at 

least O 7 to O 8 were considered sufficient to mdicate mtemal consistency 

among test items (perceived measures of leisure constramts among leisure 

programmers) bemg exarruned for reliability (Appendix C, Table C 5) 

The last part of the problem was to determme the relationsrup between 

leisure constramts actmg on the leisure programmers and their levels of 

personal part1c1pat1on After completmg the second step (rehabihty of the 
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mstrumentat10n), a Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was 

performed on the sets (mtrapersonal, mterpersonal, and structural) of summed 

leisure constramt statement scores, and both sets of programmers' participation 

measures By perfonrung a comparison of the correlations between 

programmers' perceived leisure constramts and both participation measures 

(mean frequency scores and number of program area[s]), to deterrrune which 

yielded the highest correlational value, the best relationship between each 

variable (leisure constramts 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 

categones of leisure constramts (Appendix C, Tables C 2 to C 4) to yield a 

correlation matrix (Appendix C, Table C 7) Moreover, programmers' 

participation based on mean frequency scores was correlated with total leisure 

constramts (Appendix C, Table C 8) SlIDllarly, step 38 related the sets of 

programmers' participation based on number of program area(s) (Appendix C, 

Table C 9) with each of the three categones of leisure constramts to yield a 

correlation matrix (Appendix C, Table C 10) In addit10n, programmers' 

participat10n based on number of program area(s) was correlated with total 

leisure constramts (Appendix C, Table C 11) Lastly, this study exarnmed the 

correlation between both participation measures (Appendix C, Table C 12) On 

the basis of the results from steps 3A and 38, the highest correlated 

relationship would be yielded between leisure constramts and programmers' 
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participation Based on the highest correlation, the relat10nship of leisure 

constramts and programmers' participation, could be detenruned 

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 m therr leisure programs for 

some other reason other than leisure constramts, an expenmental group and a 

control group that was not given any special treatment would be needed 



Chapter 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In tlus section, the results of the three research questions (supra, p 3) 

for tms study are discussed 

The first research question was to detemune to what degree selected 

leisure programmers participated m 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 analysis 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 

Area[s]) 

Leisure Programmers (N=27) 

Variable Sum 

Participation (Mean Freq Scores) 93 33 

Participation(# of Prog Area[s]) 138 00 

Mean 

346 

511 

STD 

187 

311 

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

participatmg m a range of once every 1-2 months, to once every 2-3 weeks), 

66 
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based on the scale of 0-7 (supra, p 51) used m the study Tlus value could be 

considered by a leisure practitioner, to be a somewhat low level of 

part1c1pation, but programmers perform other duties as well (1 e staffmg, 

keepmg records, and budgetmg), wlu.ch could hilllt therr mvolvement As well, 

m Appendix C, Tables C 7 and C 8 showed relatively good correlational values 

of leisure constramts and programmers' part1c1pation (mean frequency scores) 

Specifically, Table C 7 showed correlations of programmers' part1c1pation 

(mean frequency scores) along with the followmg mtrapersonal -0 38, 

mterpersonal -0 28, and structural leisure constramts -0 45, respectively 

Moreover, Table C 8 md1cated that a correlation of -0 45 existed between 

leisure constramts and programmers' part1cipat10n (mean frequency scores) A 

limitation of the mean of the participation scores (as opposed to the sum of the 

scores) was the restnction of vanance Put d1ff erently, if programmers' 

frequencies of participatlon scores were summed (as opposed to averaged out), 

a greater d1ff erence would exist between the range of lugh and low scores 

Then, a more pronounced difference m the range of scores would yield a more 

effective statistical analysis However, as the reported levels of programmers' 

participation could exist srmultaneously among any, or all of twelve program 

area categones, the mean of the scores was selected as one measure of 

programmers' participation (m spite of the liillltation of the restnctlon of 

vanance) The other measure of part1c1pat1on was the total number of program 

area(s) each programmer oversaw, y1eldmg a mean of 5 1, based on the twelve 
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program area option(s) (supra, pp 51-52) used m the study Moreover, m 

AppendIX C, Tables C 10 and C 11 both showed very low correlation 

coefficient values of leisure constramts and programmers' participation (number 

of program area[s]) In addition, AppendIX C, Table C 12 showed an extremely 

low correlatton 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 constramts, and proved to be a more 

representative measure m this study 

The second research question was to determme to what extent leisure 

constramts mfluenced leisure programmers who provided programs for therr 

clients From Table 2, work commitments, schedule, and transport were 

perceived among programmers to be the most tmportant leisure constramts, and 

others' transport, others' family obhgattons, and others too far away were the 

least rrnportant 

Table 2 

Sums. Means, Standard Deviations and Rankmg of Leisure Constramts as 

Perceived by Leisure Programmers 

LeISure Constramt 

IAl All nght with farruly 
IA2 Uncomfortable 

Sum 

39 
63 

Leisure Programmers (N=27) 

Mean 

144 
2 33 

STD 

0 51 
1 07 

Rank 

21 
11 

(table contmues) 



Table 2 contmued 

Sums, Means. Standard Deviations and Rankmg of Leisure Constramts as 

Perceived by Leisure Programmers 

Leisure Programmers (N=27) 

Leisure Constramt Sum Mean STD 

IA3 All nght with fnends 37 l 37 049 
IA4 Co-workers disapprove 53 1 96 076 
IA5 Self-conscious 61 2 26 1 02 
IA6 Stress 56 207 1 00 
IA7 Skill 42 156 075 
IA8 D1sorgaruzed 76 2 82 092 
IA9 Mot1vat1on 75 2 78 109 
IA 10 Gender d1scnnunation 47 1 74 106 
IRl Others too far 32 119 048 
IR2 Others' tIIDe 34 126 059 
IR3 Others orgaruzed 36 1 33 073 
IR4 Others' fanuly obligations 31 115 046 
IR5 Others know act1v1ttes 36 1 33 056 
IR6 Others' transport 28 104 0 19 
IR7 Others' health 42 1 56 097 
IR8 Others' skills 33 1 22 0 51 
IR9 Others' mottvat10n 44 163 084 
IRlO Others' stress 35 1 30 0 61 
STl Not crowded 64 2 37 118 
ST2 Other comm1tments 77 2 85 0 95 
ST3 Transport 82 3 04 109 
ST4 Converuent 69 2 56 1 01 
ST5 Work role 61 2 26 113 
ST6 TIIDe 76 2 82 1 04 
ST7 Money 69 2 56 093 
ST8 Work comm1tments 86 3 19 092 
ST9 Schedule 85 3 15 077 
STlO Participant issues 50 1 85 099 

69 

Rank 

22 
15 
12 
14 
19 
6 
7 

17 
28 
26 
23 
29 
24 
30 
20 
27 
18 
25 
10 
4 
3 
9 

13 
5 
8 
1 
2 

16 

Accordmg to Crawford et al (1991) and Raymore et al (1993, 1994), leisure 
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preferences were formed upon successful confrontat10n of leisure constramts m 

a luerarclucal order (supra, p 16) The same authors mdicated the leisure 

constramts luerarchy was found to be lilltially mtrapersonal constramts, 

followed by mterpersonal, and fmally structural, respectively Although surular 

mstrumentat10n and categones of leisure constramts were utilized m tlus study, 

the explorat10n of a hierarchy of leisure constramts among programmers here 

was premature The question of whether a relattonslup existed between leisure 

constramts and programmers' participation, requrred analysis lilltially 

However, from Table 3, structural constramts were perceived by the leisure 

programmers (N=27) to be the most lIIlportant (M=26 74), followed by 

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

Table 3 

Sums. Means and Standard Deviations for Totals of Each Category of Leisure 

Constramts 

Vanable 

Intrapersonal Constramts 

Interpersonal Constramts 

Structural Constramts 

Leisure Programmers (N =27) 

Sum Mean 

544 00 

35100 

72200 

20 15 

13 00 

2674 

STD 

4 19 

4 33 

5 97 

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

programmers to identify that they were m a state of leisure Although the 
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mstrument (measured the perceived 1IDportance of programmers' leisure 

constramts) clearly identified the term leisure throughout, no empmcal 

measurement of the programmers' leisure states was made As scholars 

contmue to be challenged with a urufied defirution of leisure, programmers 

could also be unable to clearly identify what leisure 1s, or when they would be 

expenencmg it However, at no tlffie dunng the mterv1ews did programmers 

express therr mab1hty to comprehend the use of the term leisure, or challenge 

the 1IDphed use of the term for this study, m relation to therr work 

The last research question was to determme whether or not levels of 

personal participation by leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure 

constramts A sigruficant relationship existed between leisure constramts and 

programmers' participation (mean frequency scores) With N=27 (27 subjects), 

and 25 df with a two-tailed test (df = N-2), the cntical value of the correlation 

coefficient was O 38, with p @ 0 05 (level of s1gruficance) Pearson's r = -0 45 

(obtamed correlation coefficient), was greater than the cntical value of O 38 (at 

0 05 level) Therefore, the correlation coefficient of -0 45 was sigruficant at 

the O 05 level This meant that if 20 slffillar studies were conducted, the null 

hypothesis (that there 1s no relationship) would be rejected mcorrectly, jUst by 

chance, on 1 of the 20 occasions As a result, 1f the study were repeated, there 

would be a s1gruficant probability of obtammg a slffillar fmdmg 

It was also useful to note that the correlation needed for s1gruficance 

decreased with mcreased numbers of subjects (df) In tlus mstance, 1f there 
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were only 15 subjects (or parrs of scores), then there would be 13 df, and the 

correlation requrred for sigruficance at the O 05 level for 13 df would be O 51 

However, if five more subjects had been m the sample (N=20), then there 

would be 18 df, and the correlation requrred for sigruficance at the O 05 level 

for 18 df would be O 44 The correlation of -0 45 (leisure constramts and 

programmers' participation [mean frequency scores]) met that test of 

sigruficance But, a higher correlation would be requrred for s1gruficance at the 

0 01 level than at the O 05 level At the O 01 level, if 100 studies were 

conducted, the null hypothesis (that there is no relat10nship) would be rejected 

mcorrectly, jUSt by chance, on one of the 100 occasions Therefore, the test of 

sigruficance at the O O 1 level was more strmgent than at the O 05 level, and a 

higher correlation was requrred for sigruficance at the O O 1 level In this study, 

there was 25 df, which yielded a cntlcal correlation coefficient value of O 49 

The correlat10n of -0 45 did not meet that test of sigruficance However, if 

N=32, then there would be 30 df, and at the O 01 level of sigruficance, a 

cntical value of O 45 would be needed In that case, the obtamed value of 

-0 45 would then be sigruficant at the O 01 level Hence, as subject numbers 

mcreased, lower correlation values were requrred As this was an exploratory 

study, the sigruficance of correlation obtamed at the O 05 level was considered 

appropnate 

The mterpretatron of a correlation for statistical sigruficance was 

rrnportant, but, because of the vast mfluence of sample size, this cntenon was 
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not always mearungful The most commonly used cntenon for mterpretmg the 

correlation coefficient as to mearungfulness was the coefficient of 

determmatlon (r2) In this method, the portion of common associat10n of the 

factors that mfluence the two vanables would be detenrnned Put differently, 

the coefficient of determmat1on would md1cate the portion of the total vanance 

m one measure (1 e programmers' partlc1pat1on mean frequency scores) that 

could be exp lamed, or accounted for, by vanance m the other measure 

(1 e leisure constramts) For a correlation of -0 45, the coefficient of 

determmatlon was 20% (r2 = -0 45 x -0 45 = 0 2 x 100 = 20% ), which would 

usually be expressed as percent of vanation Hence, 1f r = -0 45, then 20% of 

the mfluence from one measure (1 e programmers' part1c1pation mean 

frequency scores) was associated with, or explamed by, the factors mvolved 

from the mfluences of the other measure (1 e leisure constramts) As a result, 

there was 20% common (explamed) vanance and 80%, error (unexplamed) 

vanance The 20% common (explamed) vanance could be based on 

commonalities such as both measures exammed programmers' work functions, 

and both measures mvolved programmers' perceptions Although the 80% error 

(unexplamed) vanance could not be fully explamed, one uruque factor to each 

measure could be the number of tlffies each concept was measured The 

concept of part1c1pat10n was measured once, and could vary m mearung for 

each programmer (1 e rangmg from observmg the program through to full overt 

part1c1patlon), whereas the concept of leisure constramts mvolved multiple 
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measures (percept10ns based on 30 different constramts statements) The 

foregomg was not mtended to be a mecharucal analysis of the two measures 

Rather, they were possible factors of common assocrnt10n, or explamed 

vanance, and one factor that could be unexplamed or umque to each measure 

Moreover, mterpretmg the correlation coefficient would be further complicated 

dependmg on the purpose For example, the rehabihty of a test would requrre 

a much higher correlation, than determmmg whether a relationship existed 

between two vanables 

Lastly, Figures 1-4 below, all show the negative relationship between 

leisure constramts and programmers' participation (mean frequency scores) on 

the X-Y Scatterplot Graphs 
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X-Y Plot of Leisure Constramts (Summation of Intrapersonal, Interpersonal, 

and Structural Constramts) and Programmers' Participation 

(Mean Frequency Scores) 

In each Figure, the negative relationship mdicated that as leisure constramts 

measures mcreased, there was a correspondmg decrease m programmers' 

participation mean frequency scores However, Figures 5, 7 and 8 all show a 
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regress10n hne with almost no slope, mdicatmg almost no correlation between 

the variables 
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X-Y Plot of Intrapersonal Leisure Constramts 

and Programmers' Participat10n (Number of Program Area[s]) 



2a~-----------------~ 

• 
23 

• • 
• 18 

• • • t--___ 4L 

13 --------. -----------------• • • • • -4F"-

• • • • • • • 
3 6 

X_OFPROGS 
OF PROGRAMS AMD INTERPERSONAL COMSTR 

Figure 6 

9 

X-Y Plot of Interpersonal Leisure Constramts 

12 

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

80 



81 

40 

• • 
• 

32 • • • 
• • • • 

- - • I- I • (_) 

24 • • :::::) 
Q:'. • I- • (fJ • • 

16 • 
• 

80 3 6 9 12 
X_OFPROGS 

OF PROGRAMS AND STRUCTURAL CONSTR 

Figure 7 

X-Y Plot of Structural Leisure Constramts 

and Programmers' Participation (Number of Program Area[s]) 
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Figure 8 

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

and Structural Constramts) and Programmers' Participation 

(Number of Program Area[s]) 

From the last set of Figures 5-8, only Figure 6 showed a negatively slopmg 

regression lme, but the slope was rrummal, and mdicated a small correlation 

between the two vanables As a result, because Figures 1-4 all had clearly 

negatively slopmg regression Imes, programmers' participation (mean frequency 
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scores) produced better correlatrons with leisure constramts than was evidenced 

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

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Tlus final chapter summanzes the findmgs of tlus study, and provides 

recommendations for further study These recommendations will suggest how 

these fmdmgs could be used to develop further, the study of leisure constramts 

which mfluence programmers' participation 

Conclusions 

Research Question One To what degree do selected leisure 

programmers participate m therr leisure programs? A participation scale (0-7) 

for up to twelve program area options was responded to by leisure 

programmers (N=27), ma structured mterview 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, m therr programs As well, leisure 

programmers participate, on the average, m five program areas, out of a 

possible 12 Programmers' participation mean frequency scores produced 

higher correlations with leisure constramts than programmers' participation 

number of program area(s) 

Research Question Two To what extent do leisure constramts mfluence 

leisure programmers m therr participat10n m therr programs? An rmportance 

scale (1-4) for 30 leisure constramts statements was responded to by 

programmers Sums, means, standard deviations and rankmgs were computed 
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The most Important leisure constramts perceived by programmers were work 

comrrutments, schedule, and transport The category of structural constramts 

was computed to be perceived by programmers as the most rmportant of the 

other (mtrapersonal and mterpersonal) leisure constramts categones Put 

differently, of the three categones of leisure constramts (mtrapersonal, 

mterpersonal, and structural), leisure programmers perceived that structural 

constramts (situations which affect leisure preferences) were the most 

rmportant, or mfluencmg 

Research Question Three Whether or not levels of personal 

participation by leisure programmers would be correlated to leisure constramts? 

A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed, and yielded a negative 

relat10nslup (with programmers' participation mean frequency scores) that was 

sigruficant (p @ 0 05) In other words, as leisure constramts for programmers 

mcreased, or became more pronounced, programmers participated less 

frequently m their programs Moreover, this fmdmg would reoccur 19 of 20 

trmes, with srrrular research 

Based on the fmdmgs, practical uses of this research can be made The 

fmdmgs from this research could be used by leisure admmistrators and 

programmers to gam awareness of programmers' levels of participation m 

their programs, as well as the leisure constramts they perceived to be the most 

Important Awareness could be an lllitlal step towards change if desired 

Programmers could desire mcreased participation due to an awareness of a 
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level that they considered, personally or professionally, to be unsatISfactonly 

low Programmers' awareness of their level(s) of participation, along with an 

awareness of the leisure constramts they perceived to be most important, could 

prompt them to mcrease their participation frequency m their programs 

Recommendations 

1 Future research m trus area could mvolve collectmg data from other 

geograprucal locations to see If there is a difference between regions of the 

country, or even other murucipalities Commuruty biases may mfluence how 

1mportant different cntena are to the leisure programmer 

2 Examine the problem with further categones for participation fu 

addition to frequency of participation as a function of program area(s), the type 

of participat10n as a function of program area(s), may also warrant 

mvestigation An mvestigation mto diffenng types of participation could 

provide the researcher with a more complete analysis of the vanable Possible 

types of participat10n could mclude admmistrative (record keepmg and 

attendance), cursory (attend program to visually scan, and/or be seen by 

others), and overt (full participation m program) 

3 Examine programmers' personal leisure participation, separate from 

their work-related participation, wruch trus study focused on Programmers' 

own personal leisure may mfluence their work-related participat10n and could 

warrant study 
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4 Collect data from more types of leisure programmers (1 e commuruty 

recreation, fitness and health and wellness, aquatic, arena and/or sports, and 

other types) to see 1f there 1s a difference between programmers of different 

areas Program biases may mfluence how rmportant different cntena are to 

each type of leisure programmer Moreover, Job funct10ns tend to be dynamic 

among leisure programmers Changes may have occurred w1thm the leisure 

orgarnzat1on (1 e reorgarnzat1ons and/or matermty leaves) and affected the 

programmer's Job functlon(s), m staymg on with that organization through the 

changes The programmer may have had to oversee vanous other program 

areas durmg these changes, which could be a factor m research and would 

reqmre consideration 

5 Add more leisure constramt statements to each category, as this could 

provide greater ms1ght mto the problem For example, an additional 

mtrapersonal leisure constramt statement could ask the programmers' perceived 

rmportance of altered dynamics w1thm the program, due to theu part1c1pat1on 

(1 e stress to the mstructor, and altered mteracuons among/with part1c1pants) 

Another example could be an additional mterpersonal leisure constramt 

statement, which could ask the programmers' perceived rmportance of support 

of co-workers and the orgamzation, to encourage the programmer to part1c1pate 

m theu program(s) 

6 Examme whether a hierarchy of leisure constramts exists for 
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programmers Tius study found a lugh level of mtemal consistency for the 30 

leisure constramts among the three categones, denved from previous research 

on leisure constramts and part1c1pat1on levels of the general public Yet, 

accordmg to Crawford et al, (1991) and Raymore et al, (1993, 1994), they 

venf1ed previous research that found the three categones of leisure constramts 

were d1stmct through factor analysis A factor analysis could be done usmg the 

same three categones of leisure constramts to study another sample of 

programmers, to venfy that each category 1s d1stmct from the other 
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APPENDIX A 

LEISURE ORGANIZATIONS IN VICTORIA, 

OAK BAY, SAANICH, & ESQUIMAL T (FOUR-CORE MUNICIPALITIES) 



LEISURE ORGANIZATIONS IN FOUR-CORE MUNICIPALITIES 

Victona 

Greater Victona Pubhc Library 

Recreation Integration 

V ictona Festival Society 

* Crystal Pool 

* Memonal Arena 

* Royal Athletic Park 

Commuruty Services 

* Parks Department 

Victona Visitors Bureau 
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Victona YM-YWCA (Not selected--classified as a setru-pnvate orgaruzation) 

Source City of Victona Wmter 1997 Active L1vmg Gmde, Parks and 

Recreation Department of the City of V ictona 

Oak Bay 

* Oak Bay Recreation Centre 

* Carnarvon Centre 

* Monterey Centre 

Oak Bay Parks Department 

* Henderson Centre 

Wmdsor Centre 

Source Recreation Oak Bay Wmter 1997 Leisure Guide, Parks and 



Saaruch 
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Recreation Department of the Corporation of the Distnct of Oak Bay 

* Saaruch Commonwealth Place 

* G R Pearkes Recreation Centre 

* Cedar Hill Recreation Centre 

* Gordon Head Recreation Centre 

Cedar Hill Golf Course 

Commuruty Services 

Saaruch Parks Operations 

Source Saaruch Parks and Recreation Wmter '97 Active Livmg Gmde, Parks 

and Recreation Department of the Corporation of the D1stnct of 

Saaruch 

Esqmmalt 

* Esqmmalt Recreat10n Centre 

* Archie Browning Sports Centre 

Esqmmalt Parks Department 

Commuruty Services 

Source Esqmmalt Parks and Recreation Wmter '97 Be Active Guide, Parks 

and Recreat10n Department of the Corporation of the District of 

Esqmmalt 

* Orgaruzat10ns with leisure programmers 
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APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE SCHEDULE AND RELATED DATA RECORD CARDS 



11 2 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Leisure orgaruzatlon ____________________ _ 

Programmer's name ____________________ _ 

Address ________________________ _ 

City/Provmce __________ Postal code _______ _ 

Telephone Fax 

Introduction 

Explam the purpose of the study and encourage the subJect to be candid and 

open 

Programmmg mformation 

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

What program area(s) and program(s) do you oversee? (choose any smgle or 

combmation of 12 categones) 

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 recreatlon 

10= Volunteer services 

11 = Special populations 

12= Other 

8) Participat10n frequency 

How often do you participate m your programs? 

([7] daily, [6] three tunes a week, [5] 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, [O] not at all) 

Leisure Constraint Statements 

11 3 

Instruct the subJect to md1cate the relative importance of each of the followmg 

statements by usmg the followmg 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 thmk 1s 

all nght 

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 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity that my co-workers did not thmk was 

all nght 
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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 if I am feelmg stressed , 

7 I am more likely to do a leisure activity that does not requrre a lot of sktll 

8 I am unlikely to do a leisure activity if I am disorgaruzed 

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

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

make me feel uncomfortable participatmg 

INTERPERSONAL 

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

me 

2 The people I know usually do not have time to participate m a leisure 

activity with me 

3 The people I know usually are orgamzed to participate m a leisure 

activity with me 

4 The people I know usually have too many farruly obligations to participate 

m 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 m a leisure 

activity with me 

8 The people I know usually don't have enough skills to participate m a 

leisure act1v1ty with me 

9 The people I know usually are motivated to participate m a leisure act1v1ty 

with me 

10 The people I know usually are too stressed to part1c1pate m 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 

2 I am urthkely to do a leisure activity if I have other comnutments 

3 I am more hkely to do a leisure activity if I have transportation 

4 I am urthkely to do a leisure activity if the facilities are not converuent 

where I need to do the act1v1ty 

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

6 I am urthkely 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 urthkely to do a leisure activity if I have work comnutments 

9 I am hkely to do a leisure activity if I do not have a conflictmg schedule 

10 I am urthkely to do a leisure act1v1ty if I perceive that I will become too 

mvolved with part1c1pant issues 
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Closure 

Thank you for participatmg m tlus study and for your candour I wish you 

contmued success m your work If you would hke, 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 



Leisure orgarnzation 

Programmer's name 

Address 

ANECDOTAL RECORD CARD 
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City/Provmce 

Telephone 

__________ Postal code _______ _ 

___________ Fax 

Programmmg mformation 

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

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 populat10ns 

12= Other 



118 

B Participat10n frequency 

(7) dally (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 
Freguency 
(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 populat10ns 

12) Other 
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Leisure constramt statements scores 

INTRAPERSONAL 

1 IAl = All nght with farruly 1 2 3 4 

2 IA2 = Uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 

3 IA3 = All nght with fnends 1 2 3 4 

4 IA4 = Co-workers disapprove 1 2 3 4 

5 IA5 = Self-conscious 1 2 3 4 

6 IA6 = Stress 1 2 3 4 

7 IA? = Skill 1 2 3 4 

8 IA8 = Disorgaruzed 1 2 3 4 

9 IA9 = Motivation 1 2 3 4 

10 IAlO= Gender d1scnmmat1on 1 2 3 4 
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INTERPERSONAL 

1 IR.l = Others too far 1 2 3 4 

2 IR2 = Others' trme 1 2 3 4 

3 IR.3 = Others orgamzed 1 2 3 4 

4 IR.4 = Others' fanuly obligations 1 2 3 4 

5 IR.5 = Others know act1v1t1es 1 2 3 4 

6 IR.6 = Others' transport 1 2 3 4 

7 IR.7 = Others' health 1 2 3 4 

8 IR.8 = Others' skills 1 2 3 4 

9 IR.9 = Others' motivation 1 2 3 4 

10 IR 10= Others' stress 1 2 3 4 
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STRUCTURAL 

1 STl = Not crowded 1 2 3 4 

2 ST2 = Other cormmtments 1 2 3 4 

3 ST3 = Transport 1 2 3 4 

4 ST4 = Converuent 1 2 3 4 

5 ST5 = Work role 1 2 3 4 

6 ST6 = Trme 1 2 3 4 

7 ST7 = Money 1 2 3 4 

8 ST8 = Work cormmtments 1 2 3 4 

9 ST9 = Schedule 1 2 3 4 

10 STlO= Part1c1pant issues 1 2 3 4 
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NUMERICAL DATA RECORD CARD 

Program Part1c1pat1on Frequency (0-7) 

Sub1ect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 1 1 Totals M 
0 1 2 

Intra personal ( 1-4) 

Sub1ect I I I I I I I I I I Tot 
A A A A A A A A A A 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 

0 

Totals 
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Interpersonal ( 1-4) 

Sub1ect I I I I I I I I I I Tot 
R R R R R R R R R R 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 

0 

Totals 

Structural (1-4) 

Sub1ect s s s s s s s s s s Tot 
T T T T T T T T T T 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 

0 

Totals 
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Tius section mcluded the analysis of data, and subjects' levels of 

part1c1pat1on and constramt scores 

Step 1 

Raw Data 

Sub1ect 1 2 J. ~ ~ Q 1 ~ 2 1 1 1 Total# 
Q 1 2 Program 

Area(s) 

1 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 6 11 

2 2 7 7 7 4 

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 2 0 0 3 2 0 4 9 

8 3 4 1 4 4 

9 7 7 2 

10 5 4 5 3 2 5 5 5 8 

11 2 1 

12 6 5 5 3 

13 6 3 5 3 4 3 2 2 3 9 

14 5 3 5 3 

15 1 7 3 3 

16 7 5 7 4 5 7 6 

17 0 1 0 3 

18 1 0 0 3 



19 1 

20 

21 

22 2 

23 4 

24 4 

25 

26 

27 

3 3 1 3 1 4 1 3 4 

3 4 3 

6 5 7 

2 2 2 2 2 1 3 

4 3 4 5 2 4 

5 4 3 3 4 

7 6 7 5 5 

7 1 2 

6 

Table C 1 

Programmers' Part1c1pat1on Frequency Scores 

and Number of Program Area(s) 
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7 11 

1 4 

6 4 

7 9 

7 8 

3 7 

7 6 

3 

7 2 



127 

Sub1ect IAl IA2 IA3 IA4 IA5 IA6 IA7 IA8 IA9 IAlO 

1 1 3 1 3 3 2 1 4 1 1 

2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 1 

3 2 4 2 3 2 1 2 4 4 1 

4 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 1 3 2 

5 2 3 2 2 4 3 1 3 4 2 

6 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 4 2 

7 2 3 1 1 3 2 2 2 4 4 

8 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 2 

9 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 1 1 

10 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 3 4 2 

11 1 4 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 1 

12 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 3 2 1 

13 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 1 

14 2 1 1 1 3 4 2 3 2 1 

15 2 2 2 3 2 1 3 3 3 4 

16 2 1 1 3 2 1 1 4 1 1 

17 1 4 2 3 4 2 1 3 4 1 

18 1 4 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 

19 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 1 

20 2 4 2 2 4 4 3 4 3 3 

21 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 4 3 

22 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 1 3 4 

23 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 3 2 1 

24 1 2 1 1 3 4 2 3 3 3 

25 1 3 2 2 3 3 1 4 3 1 

26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 
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Table C2 

lntrapersonal Constramts Statement Scores 
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Sub1ect IRl IR2 IR3 IR4 IR5 IR6 IR7 IRS IR9 IRlO 

1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 

2 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 

3 3 3 3 1 1 1 3 2 3 1 

4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

5 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 

6 2 2 3 2 3 1 4 1 3 1 

7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

8 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 2 1 

9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

11 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 

12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

13 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

14 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 

15 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 

16 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

17 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 

18 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 

19 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 

20 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 3 3 

21 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 

22 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

23 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 

24 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

25 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
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Table C 3 

Interpersonal Constramt Statement Scores 
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Sub1ect STl ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7 ST8 ST9 STlO 

1 1 2 4 2 1 3 1 3 4 1 

2 1 4 4 1 2 3 4 2 3 1 

3 2 4 3 3 2 4 2 3 3 1 

4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 

5 4 4 4 4 3 4 2 4 4 4 

6 3 4 3 3 2 4 2 4 4 3 

7 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 

8 3 3 4 4 1 3 3 3 3 2 

9 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 

10 2 2 3 3 1 3 3 4 4 1 

11 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 4 1 

12 1 2 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 

13 1 3 4 2 1 4 3 4 4 1 

14 2 3 1 1 1 3 1 4 3 1 

15 3 3 4 3 1 3 3 3 2 1 

16 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 2 

17 4 4 2 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 

18 4 2 1 2 3 2 3 3 3 4 

19 1 3 4 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 

20 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 

21 4 2 2 3 2 3 4 3 3 3 

22 3 2 2 2 4 3 2 4 4 2 

23 1 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 

24 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 4 3 1 

25 1 3 3 4 3 4 2 4 3 2 

26 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 
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Table C4 

Structural Constramt Statement Scores 

Step 2 

fustrument Measured for Rehabihty Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient 

Leisure Constramts (Internal Consistency) 0 8517 

(Measures of at least O 7 to O 8 are required to mdicate reliability) 

Table C5 

Sub1ect 

9 

27 

25 

21 

Reliability Measure of Internal Consistency of Instrument 

( Cronbach' s Alpha Coefficient) 

Step 3A 

Mean Score Rank Order 

700 1 

650 2 

617 3 

600 4 

132 

II 



16 

2 

12 

1 

14 

10 

23 

15 

3 

26 

24 

8 

13 

19 

20 

5 

22 

11 

7 

6 

17 

18 

4 

583 5 

575 6 

5 33 7 

455 8 

4 33 9 

425 10 

413 11 

367 12 

3 50 13 

3 33 14 

3 25 15 

300 16 

289 17 

282 18 

275 19 

267 20 

256 21 

200 22 

156 23 

100 24 

033 25 5 

033 25 5 

000 27 

Table C6 

SubJects' Part1c1pat1on (Mean Frequency Scores) and Rank Order 

(Most Frequent to Least Frequent) 
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Vanable Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation 
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Intra personal Interpersonal Structural Participation 
(Mean Freq) 

Intra personal - 0438 0 712 -0 381 

Interpersonal - - 0470 -0 284 

Structural - - - -0446 

Participation - - - -
(Mean Freq) 

Table C7 

Matnx of Correlation Coefficients for Leisure Constramts 

and Programmers' Participation (Mean Frequency Scores) 

Correlated Vanables Correlation Coefficient 

Leisure Constramts and -0 451 
Participation (Mean Freq Scores) 

Table C 8 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Leisure Constramts 

and Programmers' Participation (Mean Frequency Scores) 
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Step 3B 

Sub1ect # of Program Area(s) Rank Order 

1 11 15 

19 11 15 

6 9 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 13 5 

8 4 13 5 

20 4 13 5 

21 4 13 5 

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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1265 
265 II 

Table C 9 

Subjects' Participation (Number of Program Area[s]) and Rank Order 

(Most Frequent to Least Frequent) 

Vanable Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation 
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Intra personal Interpersonal Structural Participation (# of 
Prog Area[s]) 

Intrapersonal - 0438 0712 0040 

Interpersonal - - 0470 -0 203 

Structural - - - 0000 

Participation ( # of - - - -
Prog Area[s]) 

Table C 10 

Matrix. of Correlation Coefficients for Categones of Leisure Constramts 

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

Correlated V anables Correlation Coefficient 

Leisure Constramts and Participation -0059 
(Number of Program Area[s]) 

Table C 11 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Leisure Constramts 

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



Correlated Vanables Correlation Coefficient 

Part1c1pat1on (Mean Freq Scores) and -0003 
Part1c1pation (Number of Program Area[s]) 

Table C 12 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation of Part1c1pat1on 

(Mean Frequency Scores) and Part1c1pation (Number of Program Area[s]) 

1 37 
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